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X. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON 2009 DRAFT EIR 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter of the Final EIR presents copies of all of the comment letters received on the 2009 
Draft EIR.  A total of 29 comment letters were received on the Draft EIR. The comment letters 
contained approximately 700 comments.  The comment letters have been numbered and given 
written responses. This volume has been broken down into three sections. 
 

• Federal, State, and Local Agency Comments and Responses 
• Applicant/Agent Comments and Responses 
• General Public Comments and Responses 

 
These sections present the comment letters in their entirety.  An alpha-numeric code was given to 
each letter to provide the reader with an easy indicator of which comment is being responded to 
for each letter. For example, in the letter from State Clearinghouse (SCH), the first comment is 
SCH-1. The identification code appears in the right margin of the letter. Each letter is directly 
followed by the responses for that letter, and each of the responses has the applicable code (e.g., 
the first SCH response is labeled SCH-1). The letters are organized chronologically within each 
section based on date.  Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines states that the Final EIR shall 
consist of: 
 

a.  The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft; 
b.  Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in 

summary; 
c.  A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR; 
d.  The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the 

review and consultation process; and, 
e.  Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

 
In addition to the content requirements, the Lead Agency is required to “evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a 
written response” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a)).  In responding to the issues raised, the 
Lead Agency’s comments may take the form of a revision to the Draft EIR or may be a separate 
section in the Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c)). 
 

1. Recirculation of the 2009 Draft EIR 

The County elected to recirculate the 2009 Draft EIR in 2011.  The Recirculated Draft EIR 
(RDEIR) included wholly revised sections for Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Noise, and 
Water Resources.  Recirculation of the 2009 Draft EIR has resulted in two sets of comments 
from reviewers (refer to the second set of comments in the following section, Section XI).  The 
County requested that reviewers of the 2011 RDEIR limit comments to the three resources 
sections listed above. This scenario, in which there are two sets of comments, CEQA Guidelines 
outline options for the County as Lead Agency in how to handle the dual set of comments.  The 
County, in the case of this project, elected to provide notice in the 2011 RDEIR that CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2) would be applicable.  This section reads as follows: 
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When an EIR is revised only in part and the lead agency is recirculating only the 
revised chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency may request that 
reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the 
recirculated EIR.  The lead agency need only respond to (i) comments received 
during the initial circulation period that relate to chapters or portions of the 
document that were not revised and recirculated, and (ii) the earlier EIR that 
were revised and recirculated.  The lead agency’s request that reviewers limit the 
scope of their comments shall be included either within the text of the revised EIR 
or by an attachment to the revised EIR.  

 
Given the guidance provided by CEQA in this scenario, the following section provides responses 
to comments on all portions of the 2009 DEIR not recirculated (i.e., everything except Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials, Noise, and Water Resources).  Section XI of this FEIR provides 
responses to comments on the 2011 Recirculated DEIR, which covers the above three sections. 
 
A number of questions and comments were raised by multiple commenting parties that covered 
non-EIR issues as well as project scope issues. Responses to these issues are provided below. 
 
B. NON-EIR COMMENTS 

Many commenters voiced displeasure with the proposed project. Often these comments were 
combined with general statements about environmental concerns (e.g., odors, noise, water 
supply), usually without reference to the studies completed in the Draft EIR.  The CEQA 
Guidelines specify the nature in which comments should be addressed regarding a Draft EIR: 
 

In reviewing draft EIR’s, persons and public agencies should focus on the 
sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on 
the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be 
avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional 
specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to 
avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time, 
reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of 
what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the 
project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the 
geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct 
every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 
demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need 
only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all 
information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full 
disclosure is made in the EIR (CCR 15204(a)). 
 
Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit data or 
references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert 
opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 
15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial 
evidence (CCR 15204(c)). 
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Nevertheless, the Guidelines state that these limitations should “…not be used to restrict the 
ability of reviewers to comment on the general adequacy of a document or of the lead agency to 
reject comments not focused as recommended…”  This Final EIR embraces a good-faith effort to 
address each comment pertaining to the analysis of impacts from the proposed project. However, 
other comments reviewed were more closely related to the commenter’s opinion of how a vote 
on the approval or denial should be cast, how the project could affect the commenter’s ‘quality 
of life’ and concerns over property value decrease. This section provides direction for these types 
of comments which are either general or nonspecific to the Draft EIR contents. 
 
C. APPROVAL/DENIAL, NEED, AND CONSIDERATION OF THE PROJECT 

Consideration of the need for a project is not generally within the scope of an EIR, as the EIR’s 
role is to present an impartial evaluation of the physical environmental effects of a project, 
should it be implemented. CEQA’s requirement to consider project objectives is such that a 
reasonable range of alternatives can be determined and evaluated. In considering approval of a 
project, decision-makers do weigh factors such as need, economic benefits to the community 
(taxes, jobs, expenditures for local goods and services, and secondary economic benefits), and 
appropriateness at this time, in addition to the other factors and environmental consequences 
examined in the EIR. 
 
As a public agency with authority over land use within its jurisdiction, the County is responsible 
for managing certain land use activities, planning for future land uses, and exercising its 
discretionary authority over development proposals. The County has an obligation to review and 
consider any proposal for land development which is submitted in conformance with established 
procedures. For the Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion Project, the Applicant submitted A 
Conditional Use Permit application for review in conformance with County requirements. An 
initial step by the County Planning and Building Department is completion of an environmental 
review. Another important consideration at this stage is the proposal’s consistency with plans, 
policies, and regulations; a discussion of such consistency, as well as an evaluation of 
compatibility with existing land uses. A large majority of the comments submitted on the Draft 
EIR offered opinions on support or denial of the application. The decision-makers will consider 
these and other comments during deliberation on the project. 
 
D. QUALITY OF LIFE 

A number of comment letters opposed to the project incorporated comments such as: “The 
development would affect the quality of life for residents in the Edna Valley.” The EIR addresses 
issues of quality of life as part of the preliminary consistency analysis with County Plans and 
Polices. The decision makers will consider quality of life issues during deliberation on the 
project. 
 
E. PROPERTY VALUES 

CEQA is applied to projects that cause a physical change in the environment. Economic effects 
alone do not trigger CEQA; “[T]here must be a physical change resulting from the project 
directly or indirectly before CEQA will apply.” Such changes can be direct or indirect. In other 
words, if a proposed project may cause economic and social consequences, but no significant 
environmental impacts, CEQA does not require that an EIR be prepared. By themselves, 
however, economic and social impacts of a proposed project “shall not be treated as significant 
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effects on the environment.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131(a)) The courts have specifically 
rejected consideration of economic concerns, for example “the economic impact on small 
businesses on property values” did not trigger CEQA in City of Orange v. Valenti (4th Dist. 
1974) 37 Cal. App. 3d 240, 249 [112 Cal. Rptr. 379]. The issue of property values will be 
considered by the decision makers as part of the public hearing process. 
 
F. FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL AGENCIES 

The following federal, state, and local agencies have submitted comments on the January 2009 
Draft EIR. 
 

Commenter and Address Code Date of Letter Page 

State of California 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA95812 

SCH March 3, 2009 X-6 

State of California 
Native American Heritage Commission 
915 Capitol Mall, Room 364 
San Luis Obispo, CA95814 

NAHC January 20, 2009 X-9 

County of San Luis Obispo 
General Services Agency 
County Parks 
1087 Santa Rosa Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA93408 

CP February 5, 2009 X-14 

County of San Luis Obispo 
Department of Public Works  
Development Services Manager 
County Government Center, Room 207 
San Luis Obispo, CA93408 

PWDS February 24, 2009 X-16 

California Integrated Waste Management Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA95814 

CIWMB February 27, 2009 X-18 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Central Coast Region 
895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101 
San Luis Obispo, CA93401 

RWQCB March 9, 2009 X-25 

County of San Luis Obispo 
Department of Agriculture/Weights and Measures 
2156 Sierra Way, Suite A 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

AG March 9, 2009 X-31 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-5 

Commenter and Address Code Date of Letter Page 

County of San Luis Obispo 
Department of Public Works 
Solid Waste Coordinator 
County Government Center, Room 207 
San Luis Obispo, CA93408 

PWSW March 12, 2009 X-37 

County of San Luis Obispo 
Air Pollution Control District 
3433 Roberto Court 
San Luis Obispo, CA93401 

APCD March 16, 2009 X-39 
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SCH-1 
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Response to Letter from State Clearinghouse,  
dated March 3, 2009 

 
Comment 

No. 
Response 

SCH-1 
No response to this comment is necessary because it only acknowledges that the EIR has complied 
with the State Clearinghouse review requirements. 
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NAHC-1 

NAHC-2 

NAHC-3 

NAHC-4 
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Response to Letter from Native American Heritage Commission,  
dated January 20, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

NAHC-1 A record search has been performed for this project.  No changes to the FEIR are required. 

NAHC-2 

A final report has been prepared and submitted to the Central Coast Information Center in Santa 
Barbara and the County of San Luis Obispo Department of Planning and Building.  The Cultural 
Resources section of the EIR has been prepared based on the records search, Phase I survey and 
technical report.  No changes to the FEIR are required.  

NAHC-3 
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted.  No changes to the FEIR are 
required. 

NAHC-4 

The Cultural Resources section notes the possibility that subsurface resources may exist and 
includes mitigation measures that require preparation of a monitoring plan, monitoring by qualified 
individuals during earthmoving activities, guidelines for subsurface testing if materials are found, 
and the type of reporting required through implementation of the monitoring plan.  No changes to 
the FEIR are required. 
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CP-1 
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Response to Letter from County of San Luis Obispo  
General Services Agency County Parks,  

dated February 5, 2009 
 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

CP-1 
No response is needed to the comment.  The option expressed in this comment should be 
presented to the County decision makers during the hearing on the project. 
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PWDS-1 

PWDS-2 

PWDS-3 

PWDS-4 
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Response to Letter from County of San Luis Obispo  
Department of Public Works Development Services Manager,  

dated February 24, 2009 
 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

PWDS-1 

This comment states that any work implemented within the Caltrans right-of-way will need an 
encroachment permit from Caltrans.  Caltrans was contacted by Larry Hail, the Traffic Engineer who 
prepared the traffic report for this DEIR.  The preliminary design provided by the applicant appears 
to meet Caltrans standards. Significant changes to the proposed entrance are not anticipated.  
Impacts to biological resources that may result from the improvement have been identified in 
Section V.D., Biological Resources, of the FEIR.  No changes to the FEIR are required.    

PWDS-2 

This comment states that the EIR should identify the potential limits of disturbance for constructing 
the off-site improvements associated with the widening of State Route 227.  The potential impacts 
associated with the new entrance alignment have been characterized in the FEIR.  Permit 
requirements have also been identified.  Prior to construction the applicant will have to receive the 
appropriate permits from the agencies listed (e.g., Caltrans).  Subsequent to project approval, the 
applicant will be required by Caltrans to prepare a site-specific design and engineering drawings for 
any off-site improvements (left turn channelization).  Based on this design, Caltrans will determine 
the extent of the off-site limits of disturbance and will determine if there is a need for any further 
environmental analysis or resource agency permits.  No changes to the FEIR are required.    

PWDS-3 

This comment states that the EIR should address potential impacts associated with 
failure/overtopping of detention basins on surrounding properties and asks the reason for the 
basins.  The basins would be necessary to accommodate stormwater runoff.  There are numerous 
mitigation measures recommended in Section V.G., Geology and Soils of the FEIR that address the 
concerns raised in the comment (e.g., detention basins improvement plans shall be reviewed by a 
soils engineer [GEO/mm-1], the project SWPPP shall address pond runoff water quality [GEO/mm-
2], and the slope stability analysis shall address the basins [GEO/mm-8]). No changes to the FEIR 
are required.    

PWDS-4 

This comment states that roadway and entrance requirements shall meet or exceed Caltrans 
requirements and that County Public Works will verify whether this is the case.  The existing 
driveway would be restored as part of the proposed project.  The EIR includes a discussion of 
potential biological resource impacts associated with the offsite improvements as a well as 
mitigation measures – to the extent that information is available.  It is not expected that the Caltrans 
process would require significant additional analysis over what has been provided in the EIR.  No 
changes to the FEIR are required.    
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CIWMB-1 
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CIWMB-1 
(cont’d) 
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CIWMB-1 
(cont’d) 

CIWMB-2 

CIWMB-3 
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CIWMB-4 

CIWMB-5 

CIWMB-6 

CIWMB-7 

CIWMB-8 

CIWMB-9 
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CIWMB-9 
(cont’d) 
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Response to Letter from California Integrated Waste Management Board,  
dated February 27, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

CIWMB-1 

No response to this comment is necessary since it only acknowledges that the EIR has been 
reviewed by the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB), summarizes the project 
as proposed in the 2009 DEIR, and requests that any deficiencies in the DEIR be incorporated in 
the FEIR.    

CIWMB-2 

The assertion made by CIWMB regarding the County permitting process is correct.  The required 
County of San Luis Obispo Conditional Use Permit (CUP) would govern all components of the 
Proposed Project.  With respect to the future County CUP, in September 2010, the Landfill 
temporarily stopped compost activities using windrow technology but continue to process 
(chip/grind) green waste and wood waste.  This product is used as ADC for the working face of the 
landfill, or hauled to an out-of-county facility.  As of December 2011, the Landfill requested that their 
Project (as evaluated in this FEIR) be amended to permanently eliminate the compost operation 
(using windrow technology) from future consideration.  Green waste and wood waste processing 
would remain part of the Proposed Project.  Because the land use permit issued for this proposed 
project would not now include a compost operation (i.e., windrow or other form of composting 
technology), the applicant, should they elect to establish a composting operation at the Landfill at 
some point in the future, would be required to apply for an additional and separate land use permit.  
Consideration of such an additional land use permit would likely require an additional CEQA 
determination (and additional public review) prior to final approval.  The applicant would not be able 
to re-initiate a compost operation on the project site through use of the previous land use permit 
issued for the open windrow compost operation.  The proposed hours of operation for all aspects of 
the operation are included in Table III-4, of Chapter III, Project Description, of the EIR.  All 
components of the facility would operate during the same hours (7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.) with the 
exception of the MRF which would operate from 7:00 a.m. to 10 p.m.  No changes to the FEIR are 
required.  

CIWMB-3 

This comment states that currently allowed tonnage received per day is not consistent between the 
DEIR and the Solid Waste Facilities Permit (SWFP).  The commenter is correct.  The 120 additional 
tons noted for the MRF are not separately permitted, but rather a part of the 1,200 tons allowed by 
the County land use permit and the SWFP No. 40-AA-0004.  However it has not affected the 
analysis.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

CIWMB-4 

The commenter asks if material amounts destined for various handling areas are intended to be 
peak quantities.  The proposed tons per day (TPD) noted in Table III-3, of Section III, Project 
Description, are intended to be maximum amounts per handling activity.  The permit would not allow 
for any combination of those TPD that would equal 2,050 TPD.  No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

CIWMB-5 
The commenter questions whether the 350 TPD of construction and demolition material is included 
as part of the Resources Recovery Park (RRP) total of 450 TPD.  The commenter is correct, the 
350 is part of the 450 and not in addition to the 450. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

CIWMB-6 

The highest contour line shown in the 1991 EIR is 490 feet.  However, the County assumed that the 
top deck would not be perfectly flat and that some additional elevation would be necessary to 
minimize ponding water on the surface.  500 feet is the potential maximum height of the disposal 
area.  However, recommended noise mitigation would require berms on portions of the top deck, 
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Comment 
No. 

Response 

effectively raising the actual height to approximately 510 feet in some locations.  No changes to the 
FEIR are necessary. 

CIWMB-7 

This comment asks if 430 round trips/860 one-way trips is the intended limit for the proposed 
expansion.  The trip limit for the existing project is 542 round trips/1,084 one-way trips.  The existing 
project has a ton per day (TPD) maximum of 1,620.  Based on Landfill operation records through 
2006 provided by the applicant, the Landfill had an average daily trip (ADT) of 330 for weekdays 
(i.e., Monday through Friday), the busiest portion of the week.  Saturday and Sunday rates were 
lower with an average 250 ADT and 178 ADT respectively. 
 
Records show that the average weekday tonnage accepted by the Landfill was 913 TPD (or 56% of 
1,620 TPD).  By dividing average weekday tonnage received (913 TPD) by the average number of 
vehicles (330), 2.77 tons per trip/vehicle is generated.  For the purposes of this EIR, it was assumed 
that applying 56% of the proposed maximum capacity of 2,050 TPD (as has historically been the 
case during the busiest portion of the week) to the “ton per trip/vehicle method would represent a 
reasonable case traffic scenario.  In doing so, 414 round trips/824 one-way trips are calculated.  
This number likely represents an appropriate limit for the proposed expansion permit.  Refer to 
Section V.J., Transportation and Circulation for revisions to the FEIR.    

CIWMB-8 
No response to this comment is necessary as it is a request by the CIWMB to receive the Statement 
of Overriding Considerations prepared by the County of San Luis Obispo prior to adoption by the 
approving agency.  

CIWMB-9 
No response to this comment is required as it consists of the CIWMB thanking the County for the 
opportunity to review the DEIR, requests copies of any subsequent environmental documentation, 
and file a notice of determination with the State Clearinghouse.  
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RWQCB-1 
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RWQCB-1 
(cont’d) 

RWQCB-2 

RWQCB-3 
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RWQCB-3 
(cont’d) 

RWQCB-4 

RWQCB-5 

RWQCB-6 

RWQCB-7 

RWQCB-8 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-28 

 

RWQCB-8 
(cont’d) 

RWQCB-9 
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Response to Letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board  
Central Coast Region,  
dated March 9, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

RWQCB-1 

The revised and recirculated Section V.K., Water Resources, includes a discussion of WDRs.  
Mitigation measure GEO/mm-2 recognizes that the applicant will need to comply with NPDES 
requirements.  GEO/mm-2 in the FEIR has been amended to indicate that an updated SWPPP is 
required.  GEO/mm-2 has been modified to reflect that both a General Construction SWPPP and a 
General Industrial SWPPP are required and will need to be updated prior to issuance of the Notice 
to Proceed.  Section V.D., Biological Resources, of the EIR recognizes that Section 401 and 404, 
and a Streambed Alteration Agreement will be required. 

RWQCB-2 
No response to this comment is required as it provides confirmation that the RWQCB executive 
officer can approve alternative module liners if they meet 40 CFR Section 258.40(a)(1) and (c), and 
CCR Title 27 Section 20080(b).  

RWQCB-3 

This comment provides information regarding wastewater and runoff pertaining to compost 
operations.  In September 2010, the Landfill temporarily stopped compost activities using windrow 
technology.  Green waste and wood waste continued to be processed (chipped/ground) either being 
used as ADC for the working face of the landfill, or being hauled to another out-of-county facility.  As 
of December 2011, the Landfill requested that their Project (as evaluated in this FEIR) be amended 
to permanently eliminate the Compost operation (using windrow technology) from future 
consideration.  Green waste and wood waste processing would remain part of the Proposed 
Project.  The detention basin, formerly designated as a compost runoff collection pond, would 
remain as part of the project.  However, because the compost operation has been eliminated it does 
not need to be designed to the standards identified in this comment unless otherwise specified by 
the RWQCB (e.g., if the RWQCB requests specific requirements due to the nearby processing of 
wood waste).  No changes to the FEIR or to existing mitigation measures are necessary. 

RWQCB-4 
This comment pertains to vehicle mud tracking during wet weather.  In response, GEO/mm-2 has 
been amended to include a requirement that vehicle tire wash be included in the SWPPP(s). 

RWQCB-5 
This comment addresses how the proposed expansion will affect incremental closure of modules.  
The applicant states that incremental closure of modules will occur as the proposed module 
development allows. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

RWQCB-6 
No response to this comment is required as it summarizes the RWQCB’s and the County’s permit 
requirements for facilities such as Cold Canyon for such issues as runoff volume, pollutant loads, 
and the applicability of Low Impact Development (LID) practices.  

RWQCB-7 
No response to this comment is required as it summarizes the RWQCB’s LID practices as well as 
their practicability for facilities such as Cold Canyon.   

RWQCB-8 

This comment outlines the factors that go into considering a project a LID project.  The proposed 
project would include protection and enhancement of the existing drainage swale onsite.  
Impervious surfaces are limited to the southeastern corner of the site.  The proposed expansion 
would be subject to a RWQCB permit and at such time the RWQCB may require the implementation 
of various LID practices.  In addition GEO/mm-2 has been revised to include implementation of LID 
practices and the County will require the applicant to implement LID measures consistent with the 
interim LID requirements or the most recent and applicable LID requirements as a condition of 
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Comment 
No. 

Response 

approval. 

RWQCB-9 
This comment recommends implementation of LID design techniques.  Refer to RWQCB-8 above 
which address this request. 
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AG-1 

AG-2 

AG-3 

AG-4 
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AG-5 

AG-6 

AG-7 

AG-8 

AG-9 

AG-10 
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AG-11 

AG-12 

AG-13 

AG-14 

AG-15 
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Response to Letter from County of San Luis Obispo  
Department of Agriculture/Weights and Measures,  

dated March 9, 2009 
 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

AG-1 

This comment states that the Department of Agriculture supports the findings in the EIR relating to 
groundwater consumption being a potentially significant impact and conversion of the expansion 
site to non-agricultural resources having the potentially to seriously erode the long-term production 
of agricultural resources.  Due to revisions to the FEIR as a result of the applicant’s removal of the 
compost operation, the proposed project no longer is projected to result in significant impacts to 
groundwater resources.  Overall groundwater consumption would be reduced by approximately 24 
acre feet per year, thereby eliminated groundwater supply concerns associated with the project as 
well as potentially significant impacts.  The FEIR has also been revised, based on the previously 
mentioned elimination of groundwater supply concerns, to include findings for conversion of the 
expansion site to non-agricultural use.   

AG-2 

This comment states that the Department of Agriculture could not find a reference in the DEIR 
addressing recharge of groundwater.  The DEIR Water Resources section was revised in its entirety 
prior to recirculation of the DEIR.  Water Resources, Section V.K.1.c. of the FEIR, addresses 
groundwater recharge of the 1,687-acre basin in which the project site is located.  The FEIR 
calculates, utilizing a conservative recharge rate estimate of 9% infiltration, that basin recharge is 
approximately 281 acre feet per year.  The FEIR finds that the increase in impervious surface due to 
the proposed project would not significantly decrease or interfere with the rate of basin recharge.  
Also, please reference response to Comment RWQCB-8 which states that GEO/mm-2 has been 
revised to include implementation of LID practices and the County will require the applicant to 
implement LID measures consistent with the interim LID requirements or the most recent and 
applicable LID requirements as a condition of approval. 

AG-3 

This comment states that the project should retain runoff as opposed to detain runoff so as to 
increase basin recharge for later beneficial re-use.  The water use/water supply impacts associated 
with the project, with removal of the compost operation from consideration as part of the proposed 
project, have been determined to be insignificant (i.e., water use would increase from 9.3 afy to 10.2 
afy).  The detention basins that are part of the existing operation and the proposed project 
(approximately 7 acre feet) would continue to be used for dust control (an approximate 7 afy 
need/demand) and other operational uses and therefore would result in a beneficial re-use of water.  
No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

AG-4 

This comment expresses concern over the secondary impacts associated with new dust control 
water requirements and resulting increased groundwater demands.  Proposed dust control 
measures are anticipated to limit dust generated onsite during construction and daily operations.  
AG Impact 1 notes that water use by the proposed project would not result in a significant impact on 
the water available for agricultural use and agricultural intensification.  Dust control was considered 
during development of the project’s water demand.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

AG-5 

This comment states the project would result in utilization of limited groundwater, conversion of land 
to a non-agricultural use, and increased agricultural incompatibilities if not properly mitigated.  There 
are a number of mitigation measures recommended in the FEIR that would reduce such impacts 
where significant impacts have been identified (e.g., refer to mitigation measures AES/mm-2; 
AQ/mm-2, 3, and 7, and NS/mm-1.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 
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AG-6 

This comment notes an apparent lack of discussion regarding zoning compatibility and groundwater 
recharge.  Landfills are an allowed use within the Agriculture land use category in San Luis Obispo 
County.  Section IV, Environmental Setting, Table IV-3 includes a discussion of the project’s 
potential inconsistency with AGP 11, 17, 18, 24, and 33.  Refer to response to comment AG-2 for 
further discussion relating to groundwater recharge.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

AG-7 

This comment notes that the project is potentially inconsistent with AGP 11.   With removal of the 
composting operation subsequent to circulation of the 2009 DEIR for which this comment was 
generated, the proposed project would require approximately one acre-foot per year of additional 
water at full capacity, significantly less than before this change to the project was made.  This is not 
expected to significantly affect existing agricultural operations or reduce the groundwater available 
for future intensification of area agricultural operations and the project is now potentially consistent 
with AGP 11.  Changes to the FEIR have been made. 

AG-8 

This comment notes the importance of conserving land, soil, and water in agricultural areas.  The 
environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project notes that the alternative design would 
help in maintaining a buffer between the landfill operations and potential future operations to the 
south and east.  Given the number of project components proposed, it would appear infeasible to 
provide meaningful buffers or to preserve onsite soils.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

AG-9 
This comment discusses beneficially utilizing runoff through use of retention basins so as to off-set 
use of groundwater.  Please refer to response AG-3 above. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

AG-10 
This comment addresses agricultural issues associated with dust such as increased infestations 
and disease of crops.  Please refer to response AG-4.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

AG-11 
This comment notes an incorrect reference with respect to AES/mm-13 needing to be AES/mm-12.  
The FEIR has been revised to reflect this correction. 

AG-12 

This comment notes that noise from a project such as the Landfill, particularly impulse or startling 
noise, can have an impact on livestock which sleep for 10-15 minute periods day and night on a 
continual basis.  The comment also notes that NS/mm-1 is unlikely to provide much relief to 
livestock.  The FEIR identifies noise as being a Class I, significant and unavoidable impact, and 
recommends a wide variety of mitigation measures to reduce these noise impacts to the greatest 
degree possible.  However, given the location of the facility, nature of the existing and proposed 
operations, and impact levels, the mitigation measures identified in the FEIR are not affected.  No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

AG-13 

This comment addresses the potential significance of groundwater recharge and likely impacts to 
agricultural operations in the basin.  As outlined in response AG-2 above, the 0.9 afy increase in 
water usage associated with the proposed project (which takes into consideration recharge of the 
basin and increased impervious surfaces associated with the proposed project), would not result in 
a significant water supply or agricultural intensification impact.  No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

AG-14 
This comment addresses groundwater recharge reduction.  Please refer to response AG-2 and AG-
13 above.  It does not appear that there is adequate storage space available onsite to retain all 
stormwater runoff.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

AG-15 
This comment suggests incorporation of a mitigation measure in the FEIR to address possible 
interference impacts associated with any new wells that may be installed on the project site.  The 
proposed project does not include new wells and the evaluation of existing wells showed that 
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interference to neighboring wells would not be significant (refer to Section V.K.5.a., Water 
Resources for detailed discussions on this issue).  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 
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Response to Letter from County of San Luis Obispo  
Department of Public Works Solid Waste Coordinator,  

dated March 12, 2009 
 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

PWSW-1 

This comment states that the proposed expansion area should only be used for discarded material 
that cannot be recycled and that they should be required as part of their daily operations to provide 
an easily accessible drop-off recycling area for residents and businesses without access to curbside 
recycling service. For those bringing recyclable materials to the Landfill they are directed to the 
MRF.  The Landfill would continue to operate this facility (Telephone conversation, John Nall and 
Lacy Ballard, April 24, 2012).  In addition, for those without access to curbside recycling there are 
currently drop facilities for recyclable materials in Paso Robles, Atascadero, Morro Bay, Los Osos, 
San Luis Obispo, Pismo Beach, Arroyo Grande, Oceano, and Nipomo.  No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

PWSW-2 

This comment notes the importance of the compressed natural gas (CNG)/Diesel re-fueling facility 
that is part of the existing landfill operation.  The proposed project includes construction of a new 
CNG facility near the existing maintenance building (refer to Section III, Project Description, Figure 
III-5).  The CNG facility would be relocated to the maintenance building in the new RRP prior to 
excavation of Module 10.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 
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APCD-1 

APCD-2 

APCD-3 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-40 

 

APCD-4 

APCD-5 

APCD-6 

APCD-7 

APCD-8 
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APCD-8 
(cont’d) 

APCD-9 
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APCD-10 

APCD-11 

APCD-12 
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(cont’d) 

APCD-13 

APCD-14 
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APCD-15 

APCD-16 

APCD-17 

APCD-18 

APCD-19 

APCD-20 

APCD-21 

APCD-22 

APCD-23 
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APCD-24 

APCD-25 

APCD-26 

APCD-27 

APCD-28 

APCD-29 
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APCD-29 
(cont’d) 

APCD-30 
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Response to Letter from County of San Luis Obispo  
Air Pollution Control District,  

dated March 16, 2009 
 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

APCD-1 

This comment recommends inclusion of APCD’s nuisance rule (Rule 402) into the text of the Air 
Quality section of the FEIR.  It should be noted that as a result of recirculation of the DEIR, the 
County elected to incorporate the discussion and evaluation pertaining to odors to the Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials section of the EIR.  Therefore, please refer to Section V.H.2.c. for Rule 402 
information.      

APCD-2 
This comment recommends use of the most recent version of the URBEMIS model.  The FEIR has 
been revised, with respect to Area Source and Operational Emissions estimates, utilizing the 
URBEMIS 9.2.4 model as recommended by the APCD. 

APCD-3 
This comment expresses the importance of GHG from the construction operations as a factor 
requiring evaluation.  The GHG emissions estimates in the FEIR have been revised.  Please refer to 
Appendix B. 

APCD-4 

This comment states that truck trips resulting from importation of gravel for liner construction should 
be factored into the overall construction emissions.  Based on this comment, five trips per day have 
been added to account for “imported gravel”.  Please refer to URBEMIS datasheets in Appendix B 
for updated results and Section V.C.5 of the FEIR. 

APCD-5 

This comment notes that construction phase demolition activities should be factored into emission 
calculations.  Based on this comment, demolition emissions have been itemized and are shown in 
Section V.C.5 of the FEIR, Table V.C.-5 in a separate line item “Demolition Activities”, 1,524 cubic 
yards of earthwork.    Emission calculation details are included in Appendix B of the FEIR. 

APCD-6 
The comment notes an inconsistency between the text and a table in the DEIR.  Table V.C.-5 and 
the text in Section V.C., Air Quality of the FEIR, have been revised for consistency. 

APCD-7 

This comment states that the APCD considers the construction of new waste cells to be part of the 
operation of the Landfill and as such the emissions associated with the construction of the waste 
cells should be included as part of the operational phase emissions.  The EIR considers short-term 
construction emissions to consist of earthwork associated with construction of the new entrance and 
RRP, excavation of new modules, and construction of drainage layers and clay liners.  These are 
considered the only construction activities because they are limited in scope and duration and occur 
during discrete, identifiable, shorter-term periods.  Daily, intermediate, and final cover related 
earthwork is considered part of the operational activities at the Landfill and is included in the Heavy 
Equipment calculations.  This approach to construction versus operational activities is consistent 
with the Noise section of the EIR as well.  In this comment the APCD also recommends that Best 
Available Control Technology be used for both operational and construction phase emissions.  The 
FEIR (AQ/mm-1) has been amended so that BACT applies to all project activities, consistent with 
this comment.   

APCD-8 
This comment outlines numerous revisions to the AQ/mm-1 that APCD would like to see 
implemented.  These revisions have been made as part of revisions to the FEIR. 

APCD-9 
This comment outlines, and recommends, several measures pertaining to naturally occurring 
asbestos, developmental burning, and construction permit requirements that APCD would like to 
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see implemented.  According to Section V.G., Geology and Soils, the local geologic formations on 
site do not contain naturally-occurring asbestos so the measures recommended have no nexus for 
inclusion in the FEIR.  The proposed project does not include developmental burning, so again, no 
nexus for implementation of related measures exists.  With respect to construction equipment 
requirements, a detailed list of equipment to be used is included in Appendix B.  Based on the 
information provided, much of this equipment will require either a statewide or an APCD permit.  No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

APCD-10 

This comment outlines a number of APCD’s comments relating to operation and construction 
emissions.  Based on the revised URBEMIS calculations, conducted in response to 2009 DEIR 
comments, and revisions to the heavy equipment emissions rates, the proposed project would result 
in similar or reduced emissions when compared to the proposed project.  Excavation of the 
modules, construction of new roads, and demolition of structures are considered construction 
activities as they would occur during discrete, identifiable, shorter-term periods which is the reason 
for these items to be categorized as construction activities.  This methodology is consistent with 
Section V.I., Noise, as well. 

APCD-11 

Operational emissions would potentially exceed thresholds in the event that the Landfill immediately 
began operating at maximum capacity. However this scenario is unlikely.  The existing operation is 
not operating at its currently permitted limits, nor has it ever.  The revised analysis prepared as part 
of responding to 2009 DEIR comments identifies decreases in emissions over the relative short-
term (nine years at 50 percent capacity) and long-term (29 years at maximum capacity).  In both 
cases, emission rates decrease compared to existing (baseline) levels.  Based on a 2015 URBEMIS 
run, the Landfill would need to double 2007 acceptance rates (704 tpd to 1408 tpd) by 2015 to result 
in vehicle emissions that are approximately equal to baseline conditions, which seems unlikely even 
considering a worst-case scenario.  The same is true of heavy equipment use at the Landfill, 
including trammel screens, loaders, etc.  Due to advances in fuels and engine technology, emission 
rates would decrease despite the increases capacity. 

APCD-12 

In response to APCD’s comment, operational emissions have been recalculated.  First, URBEMIS 
was used to calculate emissions for the baseline year 2007 – using complete tonnage data from 
2006 (704 tpd; 43 percent of permitted capacity).  Based on information provided by the EIR traffic 
engineer to clarify the number of trips associated with the proposed project, the tons per trip/vehicle 
rate would be 2.77.  Therefore trip estimates were 254 one way trips. 
 
To calculate future vehicle emissions, URBEMIS was used in two different scenarios. Scenario 1 is 
Year 2020 with 424 one way trips (848 total).  This assumes the Landfill would be operating at 50 
percent of proposed permitted capacity [(2,350 tpd * 0.50)/2.77] in nine years.  (Please note that 
subsequent to conducting this re-evaluation, the compost operation was eliminated from the 
proposed project, reducing the Landfill’s proposed maximum tpd to 2,050.  This is an important 
consideration throughout this response as well as other responses to comments as it results in a 
further lessening of impact levels for air quality and other issue areas). 
 
Scenario 2 used Year 2040 with the Landfill operating at maximum permitted capacity (2,350/2.77) 
every day, a conservative estimate, as it is unlikely, nearly impossible, for the Landfill to operate at 
maximum capacity on a daily basis.  It never has historically. 
 
Other changes to the URBEMIS run include:  commute length was increased to 13 miles; the waste 
hauling trip length was raised to 14 miles.  The vehicle fleet mix used included 20 percent light 
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autos, 20 percent light-heavy trucks, and 60 percent heavy-heavy trucks.  The URBEMIS outputs 
indicate that due to improvements in fuel and equipment technology, the operational emissions 
associated with vehicles use would decrease compared to existing conditions.  Please refer to 
URBEMIS data sheets in Appendix B.  The Heavy Equipment calculations were revised based on 
comments and are shown in Appendix B. 

APCD-13 

This comment addresses odors and the odor control plan.  Odor issues and impacts have been 
evaluated in detail and are now part of Section V.H., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Final 
EIR (refer to Section V.H.5.h.).  This section contains one mitigation measure (i.e., measure 
HAZ/mm-10) which requires the applicant to implement a multitude of odor minimization Best 
Management Practices, including updating of the Odor Impact and Minimization Plan (OIMP).  The 
OIMP would include many of the measures transferred from the DEIR Air Quality section to the 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of the FEIR. 

APCD-14 
This comment requests a section detailing APCD permitting requirements for the project.  A 
discussion of the APCD permitting process has been added to Section V.C.2.e., Air Quality. 

APCD-15 

This comment asks what would happen if the compost operation receives greater than 300 tpd and 
that this scenario should be addressed in the OIMP.  The applicant has removed the compost 
operation from the project description; therefore, this is no longer an issue.  No changes to the FEIR 
are necessary. 

APCD- 
16-18 

These three comments address odor screening, load checking, and odor complaint responses. 
Odor issues were removed from the Air Quality section, and are considered in a more 
comprehensive manner in the 2011 RDEIR (refer to Section V.H.5.h., Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, of the FEIR).  Subsequent to circulation of the 2011 RDEIR, the applicant elected to 
remove the open windrow compost operation from the proposed project, thereby eliminating a 
significant contributor of odor associated with the project.  There would still be odor from the 
proposed landfill expansion and mitigation measures applicable to this aspect of the operation 
remain.  The FEIR has been revised to include these changes.  

APCD-19 
The applicant has removed the compost operation from the project description; therefore, the 
comment made by the APCD is no longer an issue, AQ/mm-7 has been eliminated because a 
nexus for its recommendation no longer exists.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

APCD-20 

This comment requests that dust control measures be incorporated for the operational phase, as 
well as the construction phase, of the project.  Mitigation measure AQ/mm-2 has been revised in the 
FEIR to include a requirement that “a Dust Control Plan for all potential dust-creating activities” be 
prepared and apply to the proposed project.   

APCD-21 
This comment recommends that GHG be quantified for construction operations and amortized over 
the life of the project.  Construction activities are considered temporary and have not been included 
in the analysis.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

APCD-22 

This comment states that GHG emissions used as part of the analysis be incorporated in Appendix 
B.  The spreadsheet showing the 2007 GHG emissions referenced in the Air Quality section, as well 
as assumptions, have been added to Appendix B of the Final EIR.  This information was provided to 
the APCD at the time the DEIR was prepared for APCD review and concurrence. 

APCD-23 
Waste Connections, Inc submitted a report prepared by The Shaw Group entitled GHG/Landfill 
Technical Memorandum, Dated June 23, 2008.  In this report the author, Richard Merrill, states, 
“Although a fraction escapes to the atmosphere, approximately 85 to 95 percent of the generated 
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landfill gas is collected (the fraction collected being a function of the placement of final cover) and 
used as fuel for steam generators located at the nearby Plains Exploration and Production (PXP) oil 
field, or flared.”  Another report submitted by Waste Connections as part of their comments on the 
2009 DEIR suggests a 63 percent capture efficiency.  This percentage is more consistent with 
industry standards and has been used in the analysis.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

APCD-24 

This comment requests supporting documentation for mobile source CO2 emissions.  The source for 
the 970 tons of vehicle CO2 emissions is the 2007 GHG Inventory submitted to the California 
Climate Action Registry (CCAR).  A copy of the spreadsheet in question was emailed to Melissa 
Guise, author of the letter from APCD, on May 5, 2009.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

APCD-25 

An emission factor of 0.2 metric tons of CO2 (based on EPA “WARM” modeling) per ton of green 
waste was used to determine emissions resulting from the compost operation.  However, the 
compost operation has been removed from consideration as part of the proposed project and is no 
longer a factor.  Removal of the compost operation would result in a lessening of emissions but 
would not result in a change to the impacts and mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. 

APCD-26 
The approximate 2007 emissions (based on 2006 data) and the Year 2040 possible emissions, 
based on the Landfill operating at maximum capacity every day have been shown in Table V.E.-1, 
of Section V.E., Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

APCD-27 

This comment recommends that the EIR incorporate feasible GHG mitigation measures and 
recommends several including use of alternative fuel vehicles and low carbon fuels, developing a 
trip reduction plan, and compliance with CARB’s “Landfill Methane Control Measures.”  The 
suggested measures have been incorporated into the FEIR (refer to Section V.E., GHG/mm-2). 

APCD-28 
This comment states that the APCD does not support the Alternative Project Location or the Waste 
Diversion Alternative.  Neither of these Alternatives was identified in the EIR as the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

APCD-29 
The comment recommends that several mitigation components be added to the GHG/mm-2 of the 
FEIR.  The suggested measures have been included as part of GHG/mm-2 (refer to Section V.E.). 

APCD-30 

This comment recommends revisions to AQ/mm-6 of the DEIR.  Odor issues and impacts have 
been evaluated in detail and are now part of Section V.H., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 
Final EIR (refer to Section V.H.5.h.).  This section contains one mitigation measure (i.e., measure 
HAZ/mm-10 – formerly AQ/mm-6) which requires the applicant to implement a multitude of odor 
minimization Best Management Practices, including updating the Odor Impact and Minimization 
Plan (OIMP).  The OIMP would include many of the measures transferred from the DEIR Air Quality 
section to the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of the FEIR. 
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G. APPLICANT/AGENT 

The following applicant/agent has submitted comments on the January 2009 Draft EIR.  For ease 
of reading, the commenter’s numbering system has been utilized. 
 

Commenter and Address Code Date of Letter Page 

Waste Connections, Inc. 
5597 Morningside Drive 
Clayton, CA94517 

WC March 16, 2009 X-52 
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Response to Letter from Waste Connection,  
dated March 16, 2009 

*For ease of reading, the commenter’s numbering system will be utilized. 
 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

WC-1 

This comment suggests revisions regarding the California Integrated Waste Management Board’s 
role as one of the governmental agencies approving the proposed project.    The commenter is 
correct that it is the government decision-making body (e.g., the CIWMB) that must comply with 
CEQA, not the project.  The FEIR has been modified to reflect the suggested language change. 

WC-2 
This comment recommends incorporating language into the Introduction pertaining to a landfill’s 
financial liabilities and requirements as set for by the CIWMB.  The suggested language has been 
incorporated into the FEIR. 

WC-3 Comment regarding the project name was noted, no changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

WC-4 
Comment noted; a check for consistency has been made with respect to Table II-2 and Table VIII-1.  
Where applicable, changes to the FEIR have been incorporated. 

WC-5-7 
These three comments pertain to recommended editorial changes in Section II, Summary.  These 
changes were made as part of revisions to the DEIR for the 2011 RDEIR. 

WC-8-21 

The fourteen comments put forth by the project applicant deal with minor revisions to the Project 
Description and suggested wording changes to provide further clarity with respect to the project 
being proposed.  The suggested changes have been incorporated into Section III, Project 
Description.   

WC-22 
This comment provides background regarding a property located adjacent to the proposed 
expansion area and alleged unpermitted uses.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary as this 
comment does not have direct relevance to the EIR analysis. 

WC-23 
This comment pertains to an incorrect table reference.  The FEIR has been revised to reflect this 
change. 

WC-24 

This comment states that concrete-lined drainage swales would not be visible and associated 
impacts and mitigation measures should be reconsidered.  It is unlikely that all of the concrete 
drainage ditches located on the benches would be visible.  However, it is possible that concrete 
would be visible along access roads and at various locations as the drainage system transitions 
from one bench to another, or along an access road, etc.   It is difficult to determine at this time the 
level of visibility of the concrete ditches, because a final drainage plan has not been prepared, but 
the facility is highly visible from many directions and elevations.  Therefore, AES/mm-3 has not 
been changed. 

WC-25 

This comment states that implementation of AES/mm-3(a), inclusion of variable slope angles from 
2:1 to 4:1, would significantly impact landfill capacity and should therefore be reconsidered.  The 
EIR consultant agrees that substantial slope angle variation could affect capacity.  The mitigation 
measure has been updated to specify “variable” conditions and provide an explanation of “where 
feasible”.  The intent of this is to allow for flexibility in accomplishing the intent of the mitigation 
measure while not jeopardizing the capacity of the landfill.  Residual aesthetic impacts are 
considered Class I, significant and unavoidable. 

WC-26 This comment states that the type of vegetation used on the final cover of the landfill is limited due 
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to soil thickness and regulatory requirements aimed at maintaining the integrity of the final cover.  
AES/mm-3 of the FEIR has been modified to allow flexibility, but to stress use of native and 
naturalized species so as to still accomplish the objective of the measure. 

WC-27 

This comment notes the height of compost windrows in the event that aerated static pile (ASP) 
composting is incorporated.  This comment is no longer relevant as open windrow composting has 
been eliminated from the project description and this component of the project will not be located on 
the project site (or on the top deck).  Refer to changes throughout the FEIR incorporating the 
elimination of the compost operation.   

WC-28 

This comment states that implementation of AES/mm-4, installation of a berm on the top deck to 
shield views of the formerly proposed compost operation, is infeasible because it would 
substantially reduce (by 20%) the area required for implementation of the formerly proposed 
compost operation.  The compost operation has been eliminated by the applicant as part of their 
project description; therefore, the concerns expressed in the comment are no longer applicable.  
AES/mm-4 and 5 are still recommended as part of the FEIR because the applicant has elected to 
retain green waste processing and equipment storage on the top deck of the Landfill as part of their 
project description.  These activities would require substantially less area than the former compost 
operation and could be accomplished after construction of a berm.   

WC-29 

This comment states that the top deck will not be completed after one year and therefore the 
milestone associated with AES/mm-5 is not feasible.  Therefore AES/mm-5 has been modified and 
incorporates language which would provide flexibility in the implementation of the measure and still 
accomplish the measure’s objective (i.e., “or incrementally as portions of the top deck are 
completed”). 

WC-30 
Due to elimination of the compost operation from the proposed project, this section of the FEIR has 
been stricken and is no longer applicable. 

WC-31 

This comment requests a more reasonable requirement for implementation of AES/mm-7(c).  This 
measure has been revised as part of the FEIR to incorporate language regarding the maintenance 
of trees and shrubs and now states that trees and shrubs shall be maintained in perpetuity or until 
such time as the RRP is removed as part of site closure. 

WC-32 

This comment states that at times some recovered materials may not be covered during the dry 
season.  At this time some outdoor storage of materials currently exists and is not visible from public 
roads.  It is not expected that future stockpiling would be visible.  No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

WC-33 

This comment addresses the role Stockpile 3 would have in affecting the visibility of the project as 
seen from viewpoints to the south.  In the event that Stockpile 3 no longer exists or is greatly 
reduced in size, the disturbance area would still be visible from Corbett Canyon Road.  The 
components that make-up AES/mm-10 apply to slope form and appearance which are relevant to 
the location of Stockpile 3 irrespective of the final size.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

WC-34 

This comment states that implementation of contour grading and variable slope angles will reduce 
the capacity of stockpiles.  Mitigation measure NS/mm-4 requires that in order to reduce stockpile 
activity adjacent to property lines, the applicant shall revise the proposed grading plans and re-
allocate the material from the proposed stockpile to existing Stockpiles 1 and 3, to the extent 
feasible.  If these stockpiles cannot accommodate all of the material, the remaining material shall be 
located in a new location as far away from the property line(s) as feasible, potentially adjacent to 
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existing Module 8 and proposed Module 11.  The excess material that may result from the contour 
grading requirement may also be relocated to these areas. 

WC-35 
The Landing Strip appears on the USGS base map.  The map has been included to show local 
topography on a format familiar to agencies and the public.  The former landing strip location has no 
bearing on the analysis in the EIR.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

WC-36 

This comment outlines the benefits of the former compost operation and requests that they be 
included in the EIR.  However, the former compost operation has been eliminated from the project 
site and the proposed compost operation has been eliminated from the project description.  
Changes throughout the FEIR have been made to reflect this change.   

WC-37 

This comment states that it is not understood whether air quality impacts are those of the existing 
and the proposed project or just the proposed project.  The impact analysis addresses impacts 
resulting from the proposed project and compared them to baseline (2006-2007) conditions.  
Section V.C., Air Quality, has been revised somewhat based on comments from the SLOAPCD.  
However, the conclusions are similar. 

WC-38 
This comment clarifies that the six months needed for construction of Module 6 would not include 
six months of excavation.  The impact analysis has been updated to reflect this clarification. 

WC-39 
This comment suggests making reference to Section 6.3 of the SLOAPCD Air Quality Handbook.  
AQ/mm-1 has been revised based on comments from the SLOAPCD and is therefore consistent 
with Section 6.3 of the APCD Handbook. 

WC-40 Please refer to response WC-39. 

WC-41 Please refer to response WC-39. 

WC-42 
AQ/mm-3 has been modified to address areas which would not be re-worked for more than two 
months.  However, the aesthetic impacts onsite are such that stockpiles which remain for long 
periods should be vegetated. 

WC-43 
This comment points out the difference between vehicles operating on-site versus on public 
roadways as it relates to AQ/mm-3(c).  This mitigation measure has been modified to exempt on-
site vehicles. 

WC-44-47 

These four comments address complaints received regarding odors associated with the compost 
operation, tonnage associated with the compost operation aspect of the proposed project, odors 
generated by ponding, and implementation of aerated static piles as part of the compost operation 
as a means of minimizing odors.  Because the odor section of the DEIR was wholly revised and 
moved from the Air Quality section and into the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section in the 
FEIR (i.e., Section V.H.), these comments are no longer applicable and are superseded by 
comments received on the 2011 RDEIR.  Additionally, in December 2011, the applicant elected to 
eliminate the compost operation from the project description, thereby further invalidating several of 
the comments.  Refer to Section XI, Response to Comments on the 2011 RDEIR for responses to 
odor and related issues.       

WC-48 
This comment suggests a second way of measuring tree trunks; however, implementation of this 
method does not change the outcome of the analysis.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

WC-49 This comment notes that the DEIR makes an incorrect reference to a mitigation measure.  The 
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reference has been changed in the FEIR per the comment. 

WC-50 
This comment recommends that an area not proposed for disturbance should be identified for on-
site mitigation of Obispo Indian paintbrush.  The text of the FEIR has been amended to encourage 
onsite mitigation. 

WC-51 

This comment recommends that the CAPCOA draft guidance for 900 tons per year emission 
increase as a threshold for GHG be utilized.  No specific thresholds have been identified at this time 
by the APCD.  However the GHG discussion has been modified based on comments received on 
the Draft EIR.  The analysis now quantifies existing (2006-2007) limits and compares them to 
potential future limits using a simplified approach that considers the potential  percent increase in 
tonnage accepted per day and scales-up existing emissions accordingly. 

WC-52 

This comment acknowledges the methodology for evaluating GHG’s continues to evolve, 
summarizes an industry adopted landfill GHG emissions methodology, and offers a re-estimated 
calculation of GHG emissions for the project which characterizes the proposed project as carbon 
neutral or better.  Section V.E., Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions of EIR describes 
climate change and quantifies the existing and potential future greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
associated with the proposed project. Six current and potential GHG emission sources resulting 
from the Cold Canyon Landfill Project were analyzed which include: Disposal Area Methane 
Production, Facility Electricity Use, Landfill Equipment Combustion of Diesel and Gasoline, Natural 
Gas and Acetylene Use, De Minimis Sources, and Private and Commercial Haul Truck Emissions. 
These represent the direct operational GHG emission sources from the project.   The GHG 
emissions resulting from current landfill activities in 2007 were used as the baseline,   future 
emissions were estimated for Year 2040 based on the proposed increase in refuse entering the 
landfill.  However, as noted in the Section V.E.4, a range of uncertainty in these estimates would 
occur due to population growth, changes in state and local laws, and other future factors which 
cannot be accurately predicted.  
 
While a discussion of the GHG emissions reduced by carbon storage or sequestration in the 
Landfill, of the displacement of natural gas with Landfill gas (LFG) at the Price Canyon Oilfield, and 
of the GHGs avoided due to recycling may be interesting and provide context for some readers, the 
purpose of the EIR is not to estimate the carbon balance, but to estimate the impacts of the 
proposed action. Moreover, it is unclear whether the Total Compliance Management (TCM) letter 
dated February 25, 2009 and the SCS Engineers letter dated March 11, 2009, fully account for 
project emissions (e.g., mobile equipment at the landfill site, private and commercial haul trucks, 
LFG destruction emissions, etc.). While we do not disagree that carbon sequestration, use of LFG in 
place of natural gas, and waste recycling are beneficial and avoid GHG emissions; this analysis 
provides an estimate of the direct GHG emissions and climate change impacts in a level of detail 
sufficient to compare the differences between the baseline and the future GHG emissions from the 
expansion project. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

WC-53 
This comment states that the Landfill will have to comply with AB 32 and have to achieve 
compliance by 2012.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

WC-54 
This comment states that the Landfill is subject to, and complies with, the NSPS due to the existing 
landfill gas system.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary to respond to this comment. 

WC-55 
This comment states that installation of a new LFG-to-energy facility should be included as an 
option for renewable energy.  GHG/mm-2(c) has been amended to include this option. 
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WC-56 

This comment states that the “anecdotal information” included in the DEIR provides no evidence 
that resources that may be located in Area 1 meet the definition of a unique archaeological resource 
included in PRC 21083.2.  PRC 21 CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 provides guidance on 
determining the significance of impacts to archaeological or historic resources.  It notes specifically 
that it is up to the lead agency to determine significance.  In this case, based on the information in 
the DEIR, the site was formerly a portion of the Mission San Luis Obispo ranch lands, has revealed 
pre-historic resources historically, was the site of a narrow gauge railroad, connected to the Steeles 
at one point, and was owned by a family which first settled in San Luis Obispo County in the 1860’s 
or earlier, making them an important historical family in the county.  The site includes potentially 
significant cultural resources which would be adversely impacted by the proposed project.  
Additionally, in preparation of the DEIR, the EIR consultant utilized cultural resources reports 
submitted by the applicant (Parker, 2006) which also stated that the cultural resources listed above 
were significant resources per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 because the areas in questions 
could “allow reconstruction of the daily life” and are “important to the study of the economic 
development of the area.”  The mitigation for such impacts is appropriate and remains.  No changes 
to the FEIR are necessary. 

WC-57-59 

These three comments state that Areas 2 (location of the first Weir residence foundation built on the 
project site in 1903), 3 (an area of artifacts associated with the 1916 Bertha and Casper Weir 
residence), and 4 (an area associated with a barn also built in 1916) do not meet the criteria 
included in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines and should not be considered historically 
significant.  The EIR states that these resources are considered significant, and meet State criteria, 
because of their age, association with known persons, and contain significant artifacts. Additionally, 
in preparation of the DEIR, the EIR consultant utilized cultural resources reports submitted by the 
applicant (Parker, 2006) which also stated that the cultural resources listed above were significant 
resources per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 because the areas in questions could “allow 
reconstruction of the daily life” and are “important to the study of the economic development of the 
area.”   No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

WC-60 

This comment states that AR/mm-1 should be modified to meet PRC 21083.2 and/or eliminated.  
The comment appears to be aimed at the cost of implementing the measure.  AR/mm-1 requires the 
applicant to prepare and implement an Archaeological Monitoring and Reporting Plan.  This plan is 
largely intended to be a monitoring plan for activities on the project site in proximity to sensitive 
resources and serve to provide guidelines should resources be found.  Implementation of the plan is 
not likely to exceed a dollar amount equal to one-half percent of the projected cost for mitigation 
measures taken within the site boundaries of the project and is therefore consistent with PRC 
21083.2.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.    

WC-61 

This comment clarifies that the slope stability analysis prepared for the project (a Class III landfill) 
contains more restrictive measures applicable to a Class II landfill.  As a result, measures from the 
report, subsequently incorporated into the DEIR, required modification.  The FEIR has been 
changed to reflect these clarifications. 

WC-62 

This comment states that recommendations made in the slope stability analysis are based on the 
maximum credible earthquake for a Class II landfill and are not applicable to the proposed project, a 
Class III landfill.  However, a potential impact remains and it is acknowledged that GEO/mm-1 
reiterates regulatory requirements.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

WC-63 
This comment provides a correction regarding the total fill quantity and the FEIR has been changed 
to reflect this information. 
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WC-64 
This comment states that no excavation into the existing fill along the northeastern side of the 
existing disposal area is proposed and this information has been incorporated into the FEIR. 

WC-65 
This comment regarding GEO/mmm-2 states that SWPPP’s are not approved.  The text in the FEIR 
has been amended to reflect this clarification. 

WC-66 
This comment states that the wording for GEO/mm-6 should better address plans for structures and 
seismic design parameters.  This change has been made in the FEIR. 

WC-67 

This comment reiterates that the slope stability analysis is applicable to Class II and not Class III 
landfills and certain requirements are therefore not applicable – too stringent. Taking into 
consideration this comment, references to the GCL have been removed.  The seismic slope stability 
for interim slopes, however, was performed using ground motions corresponding to the maximum 
probable earthquake (MPE), not the maximum credible earthquake (MCE) as required for Class II 
landfills by Title 27 of CCR.  Consequently, the Shaw Environmental, Inc. recommendations 
regarding interim slopes, i.e., maximum waste elevation for interim slopes of 340 feet and maximum 
interim waste sideslopes of 3.5 horizontal to 1 vertical, are still applicable. 

WC-68 

This comment requests the reconsideration of GEO/mm-8 due to the opinion that soil stockpile and 
basin slope failure risks are minimal.  Employees and the public will be onsite and in proximity to the 
stockpiles and basins during the operational phase of the project.  This measure addresses a 
geologic hazard to the public and employees from failure of these slopes.  No changes to the FEIR 
are necessary. 

WC-69 

This comment states that the potential for a seiche is remote and the impact would be minimal. A 
seiche is a single water wave that can be generated in a reservoir, pond, water-storage tank, or 
swimming pool as the result of long-period surface waves normally generated by strong local 
earthquakes or larger earthquakes at farther distances.  It is agreed that the potential for a 
seismically induced seiche is low; however, in such case there could result overtopping or 
breaching of embankments.  Therefore. GEO/mm-9 is applicable and has not been removed.

WC-70-77 

These comments are directed toward Section V.H., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 2009 
Draft EIR.  The DEIR was revised and recirculated in May 2011 (RDEIR) and the Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials section was wholly revised.  As is stated above, per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5(f)(2), “When an EIR is revised only in part and the lead agency is recirculating only the 
revised chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency may request that reviewers limit their 
comments to the revised chapters or portions of the recirculated EIR.  The lead agency need only 
respond to (i) comments received during the initial circulation period that relate to chapters or 
portions of the document that were not revised and recirculated, and (ii) the earlier EIR that were 
revised and recirculated.”  All comments received on the 2011 RDEIR Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials section are included in Chapter XI, Response to Comments, of the Final EIR. 

WC-78-85 

These comments are directed toward Section V.I., Noise, of the 2009 Draft EIR.  The DEIR was 
revised and recirculated in May 2011 (RDEIR) and the Noise section was wholly revised.  As is 
stated above, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), “When an EIR is revised only in part and 
the lead agency is recirculating only the revised chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency 
may request that reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the 
recirculated EIR.  The lead agency need only respond to (i) comments received during the initial 
circulation period that relate to chapters or portions of the document that were not revised and 
recirculated, and (ii) the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated.”  All comments received on 
the 2011 RDEIR Noise section are included in Chapter XI, Response to Comments, of the Final 
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EIR. 

WC-86 

This comment states that the basis for the 200 additional trips per day for the project is not 
provided.  The detailed basis for the additional 200 trips per day outlined in Section V.J. and Table 
V.J.-4 of the DEIR was (and still is for purposes of the FEIR) included in Appendix F.  Appendix F 
includes the Traffic Impact Report prepared by Pinnacle Traffic Engineering March 2008 (as a 
subcontractor to SWCA and a member of the EIR team) as well as the traffic modeling 
spreadsheets utilized in determining trip generation associated with the proposed project.  This 
traffic impact report was prepared in consultation with Caltrans and County Public Works and 
examined safety issues as well as operational issues on State Route 227.  New data was collected 
for the analysis (i.e., peak hour traffic counts, observation of existing operations, measurement of 
sight distance parameters and a sampling of vehicle speeds).  In addition, detailed traffic data from 
2006 was provided, historical traffic count data for State Route 227 was provided by Caltrans, and 
traffic accident data was provided by the CHP.  The projected 200 additional trips were assigned to 
State Route 227 using distribution percentages similar to those documented for existing conditions.  
No changes to the FEIR are necessary.   

WC-87 

The comment states that because proposed entrance relocation and improvement would occur 
within State Route 227 right-of-way, TC/mm-1 is not necessary.  TC/mm-1 requires that the 
applicant coordinate with County Public Works to ensure that access improvements meet or exceed 
Caltrans standards.  While Caltrans doe have oversight of State Route 227, ultimately the County 
Departments of Planning and Building and Public Works will be providing the Notice to Proceed for 
the actual project.  This measure requires the applicant not only comply with Caltrans standards but 
to also provide verification of compliance to the County.  A second reason for requiring coordination 
between the two agencies is that Patchett Road is located 175 feet south of the proposed entrance 
and serves four residences and coordination (per TC/mm-1(c)) would help minimize any potential 
conflicts with vehicles at that intersection of Patchett Road and State Route 227.  No changes to the 
FEIR are necessary.   

WC-88-92 

These comments are directed toward Section V.K., Water Resources, of the 2009 Draft EIR.  The 
DEIR was revised and recirculated in May 2011 (RDEIR) and the Water Resources section was 
wholly revised.  As is stated above, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), “When an EIR is 
revised only in part and the lead agency is recirculating only the revised chapters or portions of the 
EIR, the lead agency may request that reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or 
portions of the recirculated EIR.  The lead agency need only respond to (i) comments received 
during the initial circulation period that relate to chapters or portions of the document that were not 
revised and recirculated, and (ii) the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated.”  All comments 
received on the 2011 RDEIR Water Resources section are included in Chapter XI, Response to 
Comments, of the Final EIR. 

WC-93 
This comment states that the text discussing CEQA guidelines for the evaluation of a reasonable 
range of alternatives should be amended.  The text has been amended in the FEIR. 

WC-94 
This comment points out that there are increased costs associated with either hauling waste to 
other facilities or the construction of a transfer station.  This section of the alternatives evaluation 
recognizes, and is in agreement with the comment, that this would be the case. 

WC-95 
This comment provides nine separate bullet points outlining the applicant’s opinion as to why the 
“Redesigned Project Alternative” is either not the environmentally superior alternative or why it is 
impractical or infeasible.  The Redesigned Project Alternative (RPA) is shown in Figure VI-1, a 
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graphic prepared by the project applicant.  This alternative would relocate the proposed disposal 
area to the eastern side of the site, and would require the applicant to purchase or lease a portion of 
an adjacent parcel.  The entrance road would be relocated to the southern and eastern side of the 
disposal area, but not as far south as currently proposed. Bullet point responses are as follows:  (1) 
An alternative site cannot be considered infeasible because the applicant does not own or have 
existing rights to the property.  General plan consistency was not looked at as it is a determination 
made by the decision making bodies and is not a required element of an alternatives evaluation – in 
the same manner that evaluation of the environmental merits of an alternative are. To maintain 40 
acre minimum parcel sizes in that location, the ultimate lot line adjustments may require more than 
two property owners or the property could remain as it is today; (2) The EIR notes that the area of 
oak woodland to be removed is larger for the Redesigned Alternative, and that on the whole, each 
alternative would have significant, but mitigable impacts to biological resource impacts.  An array of 
thorough mitigation measures applicable to oak woodland and oak tree replacement are contained 
in the FEIR that would apply to the RPA, mitigating impacts to a level of insignificance; (3) An 
alternatives analysis is required to feasibly attain most, not all, of a proposed project’s objectives. 
Also, the alternative design is a hypothetical, the eastern boundary of the alternative is approximate 
and would have a significant effect on the total capacity; (4) This point is understood and would be 
considered a point of negotiation between the applicant and the neighbor and does not affect the 
environmental benefits of the RPA; (5) Correct, per the applicant-prepared figure (Figure VI-1), the 
existing entrance would be utilized and extended to the southeastern portion of the expansion area 
to the relocated RRP; (6)  Paving of the access road could be implemented to overcome grade 
issues associated with this alternative; and, (7 - 9) Again, the alternative design is conceptual and 
engineering challenges that are impractical to solve at this time have the potential to be solved if the 
applicant elects to move forward with this alternative.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

WC-96 

This comment raises what could be determined to be a potential aesthetics resources impact 
associated with the Redesigned Project Alternative.  It is assumed that if the RPA was approved 
and the applicant elected to implement it, additional planning (potentially utilizing the evaluation and 
mitigation measures contained in this FEIR) and engineering would need to be accomplished in 
order to take this conceptual alternative to the level of a specific project.  In doing so, measures 
such as vegetative screening requirements (contained in the FEIR) could be implemented, if issues 
such as changes in vehicle visibility from State Route 227 are deemed to be impacts.  No changes 
to the FEIR are necessary.   

WC-97 

This comment states that the Redesigned Project Alternative would not result in a reduction of air 
quality impacts. The RPA discussion states that this alternative would have impacts similar to the 
proposed project, although nuisance dust may be less likely to affect those downwind because the 
active work area would remain farther to the north than currently proposed.  Because this alternative 
would use a more efficient design for the disposal area, the footprint may be slightly reduced when 
compared to the proposed project, reducing total earthwork required for excavation and the 
associated air quality impacts.  No change to the FEIR is necessary. 

WC-98 

This comment recognizes that the Redesigned Project Alternative would utilize a similar account of 
groundwater as the proposed project but that, should the RPA be implemented, not fully utilizing the 
88 acre expansion area would leave it open and available for agricultural use, which would result in 
greater water use rates and quantities than that of the proposed project.  This comment appears to 
suggest that if the applicant was required to implement the RPA, a portion of the 88 acre expansion 
would go unused and they would use it for agricultural purposes instead.  Action that could affect 
water use projects, as well as many other potential land use scenarios under the Agriculture land 
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use designation, are deemed overly speculative for purposes of preparation of an EIR alternatives 
section.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

WC-99 
This comment notes that implementing a project in an alternative location is typically very time 
consuming.  The EIR notes that siting a new landfill would be challenging.  No changes to the FEIR 
are necessary. 

WC-100 

This comment states that Caltrans’ highway cleanup operations would not reduce fugitive trash.  
The Highway 101 fugitive trash cleanup is already in place and covers a much more significant 
length of Highway than the Highway 227 cleanup efforts undertaken by the Landfill.  It should also 
be noted that the section of Highway 101 near the proposed alternative location is more 
topographically constrained which may reduce the distance that fugitive trash carries.  The 
differences in fugitive trash may not significantly affect the impact Class, but are worth noting.  No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

WC-101 
This comment states that the Waste Diversion Alternative does not reduce earthwork, only shifts it 
to another site.  The FEIR has been amended to reflect this comment. 

WC-102 Please refer to the response to WC-98 above.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

WC-103 

The text within Section V.D., Biological Resources, BR/mm-1 has been amended to reflect the text 
in Table VIII-7, of Chapter III, Project Description.  The County would prefer that biological 
resources mitigation occur as close as feasible to where the impact occurred.  Use of the California 
Wildlife Conservation Board mitigation program is least likely to result in the mitigation occurring in 
the vicinity of the impact, and therefore the mitigation measures as written and amended, 
encourage use of Options 1 and 2, as described in BR/mm-1. 

WC-104 
The numbering in Table VIII-1, of Chapter VIII, Mitigation Monitoring Program, has been amended 
to reflect the text. 
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The following members of the general public have submitted comments on the January 2009 
Draft EIR.  For ease of reading, when applicable, the commenter’s numbering system will be 
utilized. 
 

Commenter and Address Code Date of Letter Page 

Hugh Platt HP February 15, 2009 X-109 

Corbett Vineyards LLC 
2195 Corbett Canyon Road 
Arroyo Grande, CA93420 

CVL February 27, 2009 X-111 

Laura Bjorklund 
125 Tolosa Place 
San Luis Obispo, CA93401 

LaB March 3, 2009 X-114 

Jim Blocher 
150 Tolosa Place 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

JB 
March 11, 2009 
(date received) 

X-117 

Pat Clements 
Parcel No. 044-211-009 

PC March 11, 2009 X-119 

Clint and Leah Cochrane 
2008 Carpenter Canyon Road 
San Luis Obispo, CA93401 

CLC March 12, 2009 X-126 

Auburn Range 
Edna Ranch East, Lot 13 

AR March 12, 2009 X-130 

Louise Buck 
1961 Vineyard View Lane 
San Luis Obispo, CA 

LoB March 13, 2009 X-132 

Jon Hoffmann 
1044 Via Chula Robles 
Arroyo Grande, CA93420 

JH March 13, 2009 X-134 
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Commenter and Address Code Date of Letter Page 

Hubert and Roberta Patchett 
1948 Carpenter Canyon Road 
San Luis Obispo, CA93401 

HRP March 13, 2009 X-141 

Leroy and Jacquelyn McChesney 
1175 Dairy Lane 
Arroyo Grande, CA93420 

LJM March 14, 2009 X-143 

Gerhard Rehkugler 
2565 Carpenter Canyon Road 
San Luis Obispo, CA93401 

GR March 14, 2009 X-147 

James and Margaret Neville 
2387 Carpenter Canyon Road 
San Luis Obispo, CA93401 

JMN March 15, 2009 X-149 

Sue and Bill Barone 
1810 Carpenter Canyon Road 
San Luis Obispo, CA93401 

SBB March 16, 2009 X-151 

David Platt 
1990 Corbett Canyon Road 
Arroyo Grande, CA93420 

DP 
March 16, 2009 
(date received) 

X-174 

Diehl &Rodewald 
Representing Earl Darway 
1048 Pacific Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA93401 

D&R March 16, 2009 X-176 

Bruce Falkenhagen 
2275 Corbett Canyon Road 
San Luis Obispo, CA93401 

BF March 16, 2009 X-192 

David Goldeen 
715 &705 Dixie Lane (formerly Libretto Lane) 
San Luis Obispo, CA93401 

DG March 16, 2009 X-277 

Natalie Risner 
125 Tolosa Lane 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

NR March 16, 2009 X-280 
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Response to Letter from Hugh Platt,  
dated February 15, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

HP-1 
This comment states opposition to the proposed project.  Please refer to Section X.B., Non-EIR 
Comments above.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

HP-2 

The “fumes” referenced in this comment are most likely related to the open windrow compost 
operation at the Landfill.  That operation produced compost from green waste and other feedstock 
materials.  The proposed project and FEIR has been revised to eliminate from future consideration 
the compost operation.  The FEIR acknowledges that even without the open windrow compost 
operation, the Landfill expansion would result in odors.  The FEIR recommends mitigation measures 
(and Best Management Practices) intended to reduce odor impacts to the greatest degree feasible.  
No changes to the FEIR are necessary.   

HP-3 

This comment states concern about increased dump trucks on State Route 227, the slowing of 
traffic they would cause, and the blocking of views that would occur.  Potential traffic impacts from 
the project have been evaluated.  The EIR concludes that the project would impact the level of 
service on westbound Highway 227 (causing LOS to go from B to C); however, the EIR concludes 
that traffic safety impacts would be insignificant (i.e., Class III).  This conclusion is based on traffic 
modeling and an assessment of the road layout, including hills and curves (refer to Appendix F for 
further details).  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

HP-4 

This comment states that the Landfill will result in an increased eye sore from the commenter’s 
residence. CEQA, though, requires that the project’s visibility be evaluated from public viewsheds.  
The project would be highly visible from roadways, such as State Route 227, and the EIR therefore 
recommends mitigation measures to reduce the visibility of some project components.  However, in 
general, the impacts are significant and unavoidable.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

HP-5 
This comment requests that the project not be approved.  Please refer to Section X.C., 
Approval/Denial, Need, and Consideration of the Project.   No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 
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Response to Letter from Corbett Vineyards LLC,  
dated February 27, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

CVL-1 
This comment outlines the work that the commenter is doing on their property and their desire to 
work with the County to bring about a mutually agreeable outcome on the proposed project. No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary in response to this comment. 

CVL-2 

This comment raises concerns over equipment noise and odors. The EIR has concluded that the 
proposed project would result in odor and noise impacts that would be significant and unavoidable.  
The 2009 DEIR and 2011 RDEIR recommend mitigation measures, and these measures have been 
refined due to comments received on both documents (refer to Sections V.H and V.I. for full 
discussions of these impacts and mitigation measures).  It should be noted that even though these 
impacts are considered unavoidable, mitigation measure have been recommended with the 
objective of minimizing the impacts to the greatest extent feasible.  It should be noted as well that 
elimination of  open windrow composting from the proposed project, an overall reduction in noise 
and odor impacts is likely.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.     

CVL-3 

Technical reviews have been prepared for the EIR and their findings have been incorporated into 
the EIR as applicable.  Additionally, the FEIR recommends implementation of a mitigation measure 
requiring that that applicant fund the retention of an environmental monitor who would be 
responsible for ensuring implementation of all FEIR mitigation measures (refer to AES/mm-2, 
Section V.A.6.).  No changes to the FEIR and necessary. 

CVL-4 
This comment notes that Corbett Vineyards has provided water to the Landfill in the past but will not 
be able to in the future.  The Water Resources section of the FEIR does not consider water owned 
by Corbett Vineyards as a potential water supply source.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

CVL-5 

This comment expresses concern over the aesthetic resource impacts the project would have as 
seen from the Corbett Vineyard.  CEQA and County thresholds of significance do not allow for the 
evaluation of a project’s visibility from private viewshed areas such as the Vineyard property.  The 
proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable visual impacts from public viewshed 
areas such as State Route 227, despite implementation of recommended mitigation.  No changes to 
the FEIR are necessary. 

CVL-6 
This comment describes the mission and vision of the Corbett Vineyard in the Edna Valley.  Please 
refer to Section X.B., Non-EIR Comments above.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

CVL-7 
This comment states a willingness to work with the County and neighbors on the proposed project.  
Please refer to Section X.B., Non-EIR Comments above.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 
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Response to Letter from Laura Bjorklund,  
dated March 3, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

LaB-1 

This comment raises concern over increased noise, visual, and odor impacts.  The EIR has 
concluded that visual impacts, odor impacts, and noise impacts are significant and unavoidable, 
although mitigation has been recommended to reduce these impacts.  No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

LaB-2 

This comment focused on the project’s water consumption. The EIR does conclude that water 
resources are limited and that, cumulatively, the proposed project would contribute to depletion of 
the water basin.  With removal of the compost operation from the proposed project, expansion of 
the landfill would require an additional 0.9 acre feet per year of groundwater beyond the baseline 
use established by the existing project.  This increased amount of groundwater usage would not 
significantly impact or interfere with use of neighboring wells or with surrounding agricultural 
operations.  An extensive groundwater contamination system is present and would be expanded as 
a result of the proposed project.  The EIR has concluded that this system is adequate to reduce 
potential groundwater impacts to a less than significant level.  No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

LaB-3 

This comment expresses hope that other options to the proposed landfill expansion are considered 
(e.g., a waste transfer station) as well as alarm that the project has identified a number of Class I, 
significant and unavoidable impacts.  Section VI, Alternatives Analysis, examined seven different 
preliminary alternatives for feasibility and then selected four for more detailed analysis.  One of 
these alternatives, the Waste Diversion Alternative examined a transfer facility.  This alternative 
would include expanding the RRP and MRF, and moving the entrance to the south, but would not 
include an expansion of the disposal area.  Waste for permanent disposal would be hauled to 
another location in or out of San Luis Obispo County, by truck or rail.  This alternative was not 
considered the environmentally superior alternative when compared to the other alternatives.  With 
respect to the Class I Impacts associated with the proposed project, several have been eliminated 
as a result of the compost operation having been eliminated from the project description (e.g., water 
resources).  However, several Class I Impacts remain and may require a statement of overriding 
considerations to be made by the County as the CEQA lead agency with respect to these impacts if 
the project is approved.  Statements of Overriding Considerations (per CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15093) require decision-making agencies to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a 
proposed project.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.   

LaB-4 
This comment asks how a project such as this can go forward when it would affect so many of the 
County residents.  Please refer to Section X.B., Non-EIR Comments above.  No changes to the 
FEIR are necessary. 
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Response to Letter from Jim Blocher,  
received March 11, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

JB-1 

This comment states that an extensive search for a new landfill and composting facility should be 
started immediately.  Section VI, Alternatives Analysis, examines a reasonable range of alternatives 
including seven different preliminary alternatives for feasibility and then selects four for further more 
detailed analysis.  With respect to the Class I non-mitigable impacts associated with the proposed 
project, several have been eliminated as a result of the compost operation having been eliminated 
from the project description (e.g., water resources).  However, several Class I Impacts remain and 
may require a statement of overriding considerations to be made by the County as the CEQA lead 
agency with respect to these impacts if the project is approved.  Statements of Overriding 
Considerations (per CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093) require decision-making agencies to 
balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-
wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed project.  No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary.   

JB-2 

This comment suggests completely removing the compost operation.  The project applicant, in 
December 2011, removed the open windrow compost operation from further consideration as part 
of project description being evaluated in this EIR.  Elimination of the compost operation has in fact 
reduced a number of issue area impacts, including but not limited to, water supply and odors.  No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary.   

JB-3 

This comment states that the northwest area of the landfill should not be allowed to implement strip 
and cover waste disposal techniques.  Mitigation measures in Section V.A., Aesthetic Resources, of 
the FEIR reduce visual impacts of the project as seen from State Route 227, Corbett Canyon, and 
Price Canyon Roads.  Private viewsheds are not taken into consideration in the FEIR as State and 
County thresholds of significance do not allow for this.  Aesthetic/visual resources impacts would 
remain significant.  Impacts associated with windblown dust, noise and air pollution from equipment, 
and litter have been evaluated in detail in the Air Quality, Noise, and Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials sections of the FEIR.  These sections recommend a wide array of mitigation measures for 
these impacts.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

JB-4 

This comment recommends final grading of the landfill include an undulating landfill face to help 
blending with surrounding hills and valleys.  Mitigation measure AES/mm-3(a) in the EIR requires 
the landfill grades to be contour-graded and include variable slope angles, to reduce visual impacts.  
No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 
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Response to Emails from Pat Clements,  
dated March 11, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

PC-1 

This comment states that the EIR does not adequately report the gravity of the visual impacts of the 
proposed project as seen from the commenter’s home.  Neither the County nor the State has 
thresholds of significance for which to evaluate or regulate private viewsheds.  The analysis in 
Section V.A., Aesthetic Resources, of the RDEIR does identify significant unavoidable visual 
impacts that would result from the proposed project, as seen from public viewshed locations such as 
State Route 227, Corbett Canyon and Price Canyon Roads.  No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

PC-2 

This comment recommends that the Landfill project be eliminated and a transfer station be 
implemented in order to eliminate impacts.  Section VI, Alternatives Analysis, includes a reasonable 
range of alternatives to the proposed project, including a transfer station on the project site. The 
Waste Diversion Alternative would include expanding the RRP and MRF, and moving the entrance 
to the south, but would not include an expansion of the disposal area.  Waste for permanent 
disposal would be hauled to another location in or out of San Luis Obispo County, by truck or rail.  
This alternative was not considered the environmentally superior alternative when compared to the 
other alternatives.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.   

PC-3 

This comment requests that the Class I visual impact forever be eliminated for the sake of the 
commenter’s direct environment as well as the entire Edna community.  The FEIR recommends 
implementation of thirteen aesthetic resources mitigation measures in an attempt to reduce 
aesthetic impacts to the greatest degree feasible.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

PC-4 

The comment expresses a dislike for the proposed relocation of the entrance to the Landfill facility 
further south on State Route 227.  Based on the EIR evaluation, traffic is expected to increase as a 
result of the proposed project and levels of service would decrease, but would not decrease below 
County thresholds and would not represent a significant impact.  The increase in vehicles outlined in 
Table V.J.-4 is 200 for a total of 860, up from 660.  This is a 30% increase in trips.  No changes to 
the FEIR are necessary. 

PC-5 

This comment states that traffic projections do not take into consideration increased vehicle 
numbers due to the proposed project.  However, this is not the case.  The traffic report evaluated 
current traffic count conditions and then built upon these numbers utilizing projections for the 
proposed project.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

PC-6 

This comment states an observation that more than 95% of the garbage trucks come from the north 
of the landfill entrance.  Section V.J., Transportation and Circulation of the EIR, states that new 
project trips were assigned to State Route 227 using distribution percentages similar to those 
documented for existing conditions (i.e., observations made by the traffic engineer).  Approximately 
60 percent of the employee trips and 75 percent of the truck trips (medium and large vehicles) would 
be oriented to and from the north on Highway 227.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

PC-7 

This comment states that the EIR does not address trash, noise, odors, industrial appearances, etc. 
that will adversely affect the rural character of certain properties located directly across from the 
landfill.  The EIR does address the project’s affects to the visual character (refer to Section V.A., 
Aesthetic Resources, odors (refer to Section V.H., Hazards and Hazardous Materials), noise (refer 
to Section V.I., Noise); however, these impacts are addressed in a collective context which includes 
the neighbors across the street, the neighbors a mile away, and, depending on the impact, in the 
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Comment 
No. 

Response 

County as a whole (e.g., with air quality).  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.  

PC-8 

This comment remarks that Bruce Falkenhagen has received comments on water issues from local 
Edna Valley residents.  No response to this comment is necessary as comments on water are 
provided in Section XI, Response to Comments on the 2011 RDEIR (refer to following section).  No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

PC-9 

This comment states a personal concern regarding water availability for personal residential and 
agricultural uses.  The EIR, Section V.K., Water Resources, addresses the proposed project’s 
impacts on water availability for surrounding residences as well interference on surrounding wells 
(refer to Section V.K.5.a).  With removal of the open windrow compost operation, projected water 
usage for the proposed project dropped significantly and as a result, impacts to surrounding wells 
and to the overall groundwater basin have been determined to be insignificant.  No changes to the 
FEIR are necessary.   

PC-10 

This comment appears to state that the existing and proposed project’s use of water depletes the 
groundwater basin.  With removal of the open windrow compost operation, the project’s contribution 
to annual groundwater use is 10.2 acre feet per year (afy) – an increase of 0.9 afy over the existing 
operation use rate of 9.3 afy.  Based on the County’s standard water consumption rates, one 
dwelling located on a large lot in a rural area requires approximately 0.53 afy. Therefore, the 
proposed water consumption is roughly equivalent to two large lot rural dwelling units.  Table V.K.-
11 of the FEIR provides detailed information regarding agricultural and residential water use in the 
basin and is helpful in terms of illustrating the project contribution to overall groundwater basin 
consumption.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.        

PC-11 

This comment asks what measures the County intends to implement should the wells in the basin 
run dry.  The objective of the EIR is to determine whether the scenario put forth by the commenter 
would be the case and whether any measures would need to be recommended.  As summarized in 
responses PC-9 and PC-10 above and in Section V.K., Water Resources, the EIR has determined 
that the proposed project would not result in significant groundwater supply impacts requiring the 
recommendation or implementation of measures to compensate neighbors for expenditures relating 
to pumps and water wells.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

PC-12 

This comment raises a concern over health issues stemming from the project as well as proposes 
the concept of the site being used only as a transfer station.  Health issues associated with the 
compost operation and the landfill have been included in the EIR and health risk evaluations are 
included in Appendix I.  These reports determined that there is no evidence that the landfill or the 
former compost operation are causing health risks to neighbors or surrounding properties.  With 
respect the transfer station aspect of the comment, please refer to Response PC-2 above.  No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary.   

PC-13 

The comment pertains to runoff and pollution.  The EIR notes that fugitive trash does leave the site, 
and while mitigation has been proposed, the impact is considered significant and unavoidable.  
Please refer to the revised and recirculated Section V.H., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 
Final EIR for more information. Runoff and surface water quality is addressed in the EIR (Section 
V.K.5.f.) where the determination is made the impacts can be mitigated to a level of insignificance.  
No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 
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Response to Letter from Clint and Leah Cochrane,  
dated March 12, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

CLC-1 

This comment asks if the County has a replacement program for agricultural property that gets 
converted to other uses and also asks where the County derived its water use numbers for 
agricultural operations.  The County does not currently have any standard measures in place to 
reduce impacts resulting from the conversion of prime agricultural lands.  Section V.B., Agricultural 
Resources, of the EIR states that because the local groundwater basin can support additional 
intensification of approximately 145 acres of agriculture, and because the groundwater basin area 
includes at least an additional 275 acres of land which could be planted with vineyards (refer to 
Water Resources, Section V.K.6.a.), the project-specific conversion of agricultural soils to non-
agricultural use resulting from the proposed project is considered less than significant (Class III).  In 
regards to agricultural water use numbers, these were derived from the Water Demand assessment 
prepared for the County’s Draft Water Master Plan Update (ESA, 2010), which states that vineyards 
in the San Luis Obispo/Avila area demand approximately 0.8 acre-feet of water per acre per year 
(afy/ac).  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.    

CLC-2 

This comment states that opening up the composting for retail will substantially increase traffic 
volume and that the proposed entrance location is at the bottom of a blind hill.  The compost 
operation has been eliminated from the project description and there will not be sales of finished 
compost associated with the project – generating additional trips into and out of the Landfill.  Section 
V.J.5.c., Transportation and Circulation, of the EIR evaluates potential safety issues (including sight 
distance) associated with the proposed new entrance and potential new traffic volumes and 
concludes that there are no significant traffic safety impacts associated with the proposed project.   
No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

CLC-3 

The comment references possible use of water from a nearby winery (unnamed) by the Landfill as a 
water source.  Due to removal of the open windrow compost operation and additional testing of the 
three on-site Weir wells, the Landfill appears to have an adequate long-term supply of groundwater 
for the daily operations as well as construction of expansion modules (refer to Section V.K. Water 
Resources) and is not likely to require water from surrounding properties or wineries.  No changes 
to the FEIR are necessary.   

CLC-4 

This comment addresses quality of life issues, GHG issues, and the concept of converting the 
Landfill into a transfer station.  With respect to quality of life, please refer to Section X.D., Quality of 
Life above.  From a land use trend standpoint, there have been residential development and 
subdivisions approved in the vicinity of the Landfill for many years.  However the Landfill is located 
on parcels zoned Public Facilities and Agriculture, both of which allow for development of solid 
waste disposal facilities.  Section VI, Alternatives, includes a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
proposed project, including a transfer station on the project site. The Waste Diversion Alternative 
would include expanding the RRP and MRF, and moving the entrance to the south, but would not 
include an expansion of the disposal area.  Waste for permanent disposal would be hauled to 
another location in or out of San Luis Obispo County, by truck or rail.  This alternative was not 
considered the environmentally superior alternative when compared to the other alternatives. 
Alternative projects that remove the disposal operations and the compost facility may reduce 
impacts at the existing site, but would not attain most of the project objectives.  They may also result 
in similar impacts, but at other locations.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.  

CLC-5 This comment asks why the EIR has placed a dollar value on removed and impacted oak trees (i.e., 
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No. 
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BR/mm-3).  The Wildlife Conservation Board has created a funding mechanism for oak woodland 
replacement as a way to encourage counties to comply with SB1334 - the Oak Woodlands 
Conservation Act.  This mechanism is a last resort, as indicated in the EIR.  It is preferable to avoid 
impacts or find suitable oak woodlands for preservation on or near the project site.  However, in 
situations involving mitigation of habitat or species impacts, it is generally a reasonable approach for 
a lead agency such as the County to allow flexibility in terms of methods of accomplishing the 
objective of lessening environmental impacts.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.  
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Response to Letter from Auburn Range,  
dated March 12, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

AR-1 

This comment asks why the Landfill is not being closed per the 1991 EIR.  The 1991 EIR which 
addressed impacts associated with the Landfill was done so because the Los Osos Landfill had 
been closed (resulting in the diversion of additional waste to the Cold Canyon facility) and because 
the Landfill was expected to reach capacity in 1994.  The 1991 EIR stated that the proposed 
expansion would extend the life of the Landfill approximately 25 years if waste reduction goals were 
met.  This proposed expansion of the Landfill is being evaluated by County Planning and Building 
Department staff because the Landfill operator has requested that their permit application be 
considered and because County staff is legally required to consider said application.  County staff 
will prepare a staff report with a recommendation for approval or denial of the proposed expansion 
as well as a recommendation for certification/no certification of this FEIR.  Recommendations made 
by County staff will be considered by the Planning Commission and possibly the Board of 
Supervisors.  At that point in the future, the question of why this Landfill should be allowed to 
expand will be addressed by those decision making bodies.  No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary.    

AR-2 

This comment addresses Edna Valley quality of life issues as well as the relocation of the compost 
operation to the top deck of the expanded Landfill facility.  With respect to quality of life, please refer 
to Section X.D., Quality of Life above.  The open windrow compost operation has been eliminated 
from the project description.  It is no longer proposed to be located on the top deck of the landfill or 
anywhere else on the subject property.  However, the applicant has retained the option of locating 
their green waste processing operation on the top deck of the Landfill.  A berm has been proposed 
as part of a noise mitigation strategy for operations on the top deck (refer to AES/mm-4 and 5).   
Noise issues have been re-evaluated in the 2011 RDEIR, refer to Section V.I., Noise.  Noise is 
identified as a Class I Impact, significant, adverse, and unavoidable.  The FEIR has been revised to 
reflect the changes outlined above.     

AR-3 

This comment addresses real estate price values in the Edna Valley as well as the need for 
aesthetic resources mitigation measures.  Please refer to Section X.E., Property Values, for an 
explanation regarding real estate prices.  With respect to aesthetic resources – thirteen mitigation 
measures have been recommended in the EIR (refer to Section V.A.6).  However given the number 
and scope of activities proposed, and the local topographic conditions, significant unavoidable 
aesthetic impacts would result from the proposed project.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

AR-4 

This comment addresses groundwater supply issues associated with the compost operation.  The 
open windrow compost operation of the proposed project has been eliminated from consideration in 
the FEIR because the applicant is no longer proposing this or any other compost technology.  The 
water demand as there been reduced significantly.  Please refer to the revised and recirculated 
Section V.K., Water Resources, of the Final EIR for more information. 

AR-5 

This comment states that arsenic mitigation has been added to their well water and asks where 
water quality is mitigated in the EIR.  The EIR, Section V.K.1.i-k., Water Resources provides a 
detailed background on Landfill water quality issues and Section V.K.5.e-f., addresses impacts and 
mitigation measures associated with surface and groundwater quality (i.e., WR/mm-8).  No changes 
to the FEIR are necessary.  
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dated March 13, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

LoB-1 

This comment questions whether the Landfill will be moved or expanded and states an opinion on 
the project’s location in the Edna Valley.  The Landfill operator has applied for a permit to expand 
the Landfill facilities.  County decision-making bodies will consider this permit request and may or 
may not approve the permit.  Please refer to Section X.B., Non-EIR Comments and X.D., Quality of 
Life for responses to the location comment.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

LoB-2 

This comment addresses noise and water supply associated with the existing and proposed 
operation.  The EIR identifies numerous noise and water impacts that would result from the 
proposed project.  In some cases these impacts are mitigated to a level of insignificance, in other 
cases they are not due to the intensity of the impact or lack of feasible mitigation.  It should be noted 
as well that with removal of the compost operation by the project applicant from consideration in this 
EIR, projected water usage has dropped significantly.  Water usage is now projected to be 10.2 
acre feet per year (afy), down from a previously projected use rate of 17.4 afy (when the compost 
operation in place).  The existing operation water usage is 9.3 afy.  Therefore, overall increase, due 
to the proposed project would be 0.9 afy.  

LoB-3 

This comment states that there is hope that the County can recognize this is not a good place for a 
Landfill and will find a better location.  In making a decision on the proposed project, the Planning 
Commission and/or Board of Supervisors will have the opportunity to review other locations and 
other technologies which have been addressed in Section VI. Alternatives Analysis of this FEIR.  In 
this section of the FEIR, a reasonable range of alternative was examined and the merits of these 
feasible project alternatives were addressed.  The EIR determined that the “Redesigned Project 
Alternative” would be the environmentally superior alternative.  No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary.    
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Response to Letter from Jon Hoffmann,  
dated March 13, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

JH-1 

This comment outlines the benefits of three of the alternatives to the proposed project that were 
also evaluated in the “1991 solid waste facility siting study” (i.e., the Sycamore Canyon site, the 
Ontario site, and use of transfer stations).  The comment concludes by stating that use of the 
Sycamore site, combined with transfer stations and material recovery facilities, if compared to the 
proposed project, would eliminate the greatest number of Class I Impacts associated with the 
proposed project.   
 
Alternative #3, Alternative Location begins with an overview of the various off-site locations 
examined in the 1991 siting study (e.g., Sycamore Canyon, Ontario Road, Little Cayucos North, 
Gragg Canyon, Shell Canyon, etc.).  The fourth ranked site in the 1991 study, Ontario, was chosen 
to move forward for the EIR alternatives analysis because it ranked relatively high in the Siting 
Element and, unlike Gragg and Shell Canyons, the location is removed from the Price Canyon area, 
which borders the existing Landfill.  The geologic conditions, transportation infrastructure, and other 
physical characteristics are different enough at the Ontario site to allow for a meaningful comparison 
of this alternative site with the proposed project.    
 
The sixth ranked site in the 1991 study, Sycamore, is located on the Suey Ranch, off Highway 166 
at the southern end of the county.  This site has seen few changes since completion of the Siting 
Element.  Drawbacks to this site include its distance from where waste is produced (resulting in 
significantly increased air quality and greenhouse gas impacts due to waste hauling emissions), 
significant impacts to riparian vegetation, impacts associated with the need to construct substantial 
road improvements on Highway 166, and the potential for impacts to cultural resources.  However, 
the Sycamore site does have the potential to reduce aesthetic impacts and odor related impacts.  
Use of transfer stations may also alleviate some of the impacts of the proposed project.  It should be 
noted that the commenter’s alternative may result in the need to site at least two new solid waste 
centers (a new landfill and one or more transfer stations), and therefore identifying impacts in a way 
that allows meaningful comparisons with the proposed project is particularly difficult. It was the EIR 
consultant’s opinion that the Ontario site represented the best off-site location of the off-site 
alternatives, when taking into consideration environmental effects as well as the ability to feasibly 
attain most of the project objectives.   No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

JH-2 

This comment states that the EIR needs to include the Sycamore site, combined with waste transfer 
stations, waste to energy conversion, and possible use of treated wastewater.  The EIR has 
covered a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project and noted that alternative 
projects may reduce impacts when compared to the proposed project (refer to JH-1).  The 
combination of alternatives suggested by this commenter to create the “Sycamore” alternative also 
would not feasibly attain most of the project objectives identified in the Section VI.B. No changes to 
the FEIR are necessary. 

JH-3 

This comment asks whether a waste to energy facility system could be used at the Sycamore 
alternative site for future electric vehicles.  A waste to energy facility has the potential to be a 
permitted use at the Sycamore Canyon site.  It is a significantly different project than the proposed 
one and one that does not meet the project objectives.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

JH-4 
This comment states that the FEIR should include more detailed information on water supply.  The 
2011 RDEIR included additional pump test and water supply evaluation information which included 
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No. 
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results of pump tests on neighbor’s wells, hydraulic connectivity, and groundwater availability 
predictions (refer to the revised and recirculated Section V.K., Water Resources, of the Final EIR).  
The proposed project would increase capacity at the Landfill and would allow it to accommodate 
waste for approximately 25 more years.  There is insufficient data to suggest that a global-warming 
induced drought may occur in the time period.  In addition, with removal of the compost operation, 
the FEIR concludes that there is a substantial groundwater supply buffer, even in dry years (refer to 
V.K.5.b(7)).  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

JH-5 

This comment outlines chemical constituents of water in monitoring wells and the need for this to be 
evaluated in the EIR.  The EIR does not need to determine whether or not neighbors have safe 
drinking water.  It does need to determine whether or not the Landfill has or would affect 
groundwater quality.  Based on intensive monitoring efforts at the Landfill there is a thorough record 
of groundwater quality.  Occasionally the concentrations of certain constituents in the groundwater 
increase or decrease.  As the commenter points out, some of these constituents are also found, in 
similar concentrations, in areas up-gradient of the Landfill, indicating that they are most likely 
unrelated to Landfill activities.  A review of the 2007 RMC report (available at the County Planning 
Department and RWCQB offices) revealed that in general concentrations of measured constituents 
are below thresholds warranting and action other than continued monitoring.  In some cases, based 
on the constituent or the concentration, the RWQCB has required further testing.  This is described 
in the revised and recirculated Section V.K., Water Resources, of the Final EIR.  The composition of 
the leachate generally differs from groundwater, indicating that the module lining system is 
functioning.  Because the leachate is not for potable use, concentration thresholds are different. No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

JH-6 
This comment states that an analysis needs to be prepared addressing the concerns outlined in the 
previous comment.  Please refer to response JH-5 above. No changes to the FEIR are necessary 
based on the above response. 

JH-7 

Groundwater quality is considered within the revised and recirculated Section V.K., Water 
Resources, of the Final EIR.  Table VI-2, of Section VI, Alternatives Analysis, does not expand upon 
every impact type within the issue area.  The alternatives analysis is meant for generalized or 
qualitative comparison of potential project alternatives. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

JH-8 

This comment states that contamination results for the ponds and the stream near the Landfill need 
to be included in the final EIR.  Surface water quality is regulated by the RWQCB under Waste 
Discharge Requirements Order No. R3-2002-0065, which includes prohibitions, specifications, and 
provisions addressing waste disposal design and operations to protect water quality.  The Landfill is 
also regulated in accordance with the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) 
Water Quality Control Order No. 97-03-DWQ, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) General Permit No. CAS000001, and Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) for 
Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Industrial Activities Excluding Construction Activities 
(General Industrial Stormwater Permit).  Construction activities for the modules will also require an 
individual Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  Recent inspections of the Landfill by the 
RWQCB have shown that the Landfill has had difficulties meeting these standards during periods of 
heavy rain.  The FEIR calls out discharges as an impact and recommends mitigation (refer to 
Section V.K., Water Resources, of the Final EIR). 

JH-9 
This comment states that neighboring wells have seen a reduction in volume of flow rate and that 
the Redesigned Project Alternative would not likely result in a reduction of water usage - or reduce 
the number of Class I Impacts when compared to the proposed project.  The EIR is in agreement 
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with this comment in that it states “This alternative would use a similar volume of groundwater for 
use as daily dust control, dust control during excavation, and in the MRF.  Water used for 
landscaping the entrance would be reduced because the entrance would not be moved.  However, 
because this alternative would result in additional oak tree impacts (see Biological Resources 
discussion below), the total water used for landscaping may be equal to the proposed project.”  No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

JH-10 

The commenter states that the proposed project and the Redesigned Project Alternative would 
accelerate groundwater basin depletion.  With removal of the compost operation, it can be agreed 
that under both scenarios, groundwater would be used but would not result in depletion of the basin, 
neither from a project-specific or a cumulative standpoint. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

JH-11 

This comment states that the EIR should require litter pick-up on State Route 227 for  within five 
miles of the Landfill at a frequency of once per week and also include a litter hotline.  The EIR 
identifies fugitive trash is a Class I Impact (significant and unavoidable) and recommends 
substantial mitigation in an effort to minimize this impacts (e.g., preparation of a Litter Control Plan, 
trash pick-up on neighboring properties, litter control fences, litter barriers, litter control phone 
number, contact information posting for enforcement agencies, etc.). No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

JH-12 

This comment states a complaint regarding odors emanating from the Landfill.  Odors have been 
analyzed in detail in the revised and recirculated Section V.H., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of 
the Final EIR.  This section of the EIR identifies odors as a Class I unavoidable and significant 
impact and recommends a number of mitigation measures.  It should be noted that even with 
removal of the compost operation from consideration as part of future operations, the Class I odor 
impact remains.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

JH-13 
This comment outlines further concerns over odors in relation to the compost operation.  Please 
refer comment JH-12 above as well as the revised and recirculated Section V.H., Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, of the Final EIR. 

JH-14 
This comment states that use of a remote landfill alternative will not expose population centers to 
landfill odors.  The evaluation of the “Alternative Project Location” (Alternative #3) concurs with this 
comment.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

JH-15 

This comment asks why the EIR does not answer the question of who will pay for groundwater 
contamination clean-up.  The EIR did not identify groundwater contamination impacts associated 
with the proposed project.  However, should the proposed project result in groundwater 
contamination at some point in the future, the RWQCB (as an extension of their ongoing/existing 
monitoring program) would be the agency responsible for determining the appropriate clean-up 
actions and the responsible financial party.  Please refer to the revised and recirculated Section 
V.K., Water Resources, of the Final EIR. 

JH-16 

The 2007 Environmental Checklist prepared by the County is an Initial Study that was used by the 
County to determine which issues have the potential to result in significant impacts – warranting 
further and more detailed evaluation in the 2009 DEIR.  The issues that required further study have 
been studied in the EIR.  In some cases the impacts are significant and unavoidable, in others they 
are significant but mitigable.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 
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Response to Letter from Hubert and Roberta Patchett,  
dated March 13, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

HRP-1 
This comment states that one residual impact associated with the proposed project is enough 
reason to stop the project.  Please refer to Section X.C., Approval/Denial, Need, and Consideration 
of the Project above.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

HRP-2 
This comment states that one residual impact associated with the proposed project is enough 
reason to stop the project.  Please refer to Section X.C., Approval/Denial, Need, and Consideration 
of the Project above.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

HRP-3 

This comment states concern regarding future water quantity and quality impacts as well as a 
request that the project be stopped until impacts are mitigated.  With removal of the open windrow 
compost operation, water supply impacts associated with the proposed project are considered 
insignificant and do not require implementation of mitigation.  Water quality impacts have been 
identified and with implementation of mitigation are considered mitigated to a level of insignificance.  
Refer to Section V.K., Water Resources.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.   
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dated March 14, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

LJM-1 

This comment states that the groundwater quality analysis contained in the EIR is little more than an 
overview and is incomplete.  The 2007 RMC report (available at County Planning Department and 
RWQCB offices) provides an approximately 17 year historical record of groundwater quality.  
Groundwater sampling occurs regularly in wells located up-gradient, and down-gradient of the 
Landfill disposal area.  That monitoring program is overseen by the RWQCB.  The Landfill is subject 
to water quality sampling requirements contained in the adopted Waste Discharge Requirements 
(WDR) Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) No. R3-2002-0065.  The MRP requires that 15 of 
the monitoring wells on-site be sampled and analyzed on a quarterly or semiannual basis as a part 
of three routine monitoring programs. Detection monitoring includes those constituents that have not 
been exceeded. Corrective action monitoring is based on inorganic constituents that occasionally 
exceed statistically-derived concentration limits for chloride, sulfate, or dissolved manganese. All 
constituents involved with corrective action monitoring are naturally-occurring or associated with 
naturally-occurring oil and tar in the geologic formations underlying the site. There has been some 
indication that leachate may have been released from the Landfill, however, given the lack of VOCs 
in the groundwater, it may be that the results are due to natural fluctuations in local groundwater 
conditions.  Refer to the revised and recirculated Section V.K., Water Resources, of the Final EIR 
for more information.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

LJM-2 

This comment calls into question the validity of the groundwater monitoring and modeling occurring 
as part of Landfill operations and as overseen by the RWQCB.  There is no evidence provided that 
groundwater is migrating in a direction contrary to that identified in previously prepared geologic 
reports for the project.  Hydrogeologic conditions at the Landfill are based on data from the drilling 
and installation of monitoring wells.  The drilling, installation, pump testing, and regular sampling of 
the network of monitoring wells at the Landfill have allowed determination of water level data, 
hydraulic gradient, flow direction, water quality, and aquifer characteristics (Fugro, 2008).  A total of 
20 monitoring wells are present at the Landfill.  Per State law, before the expansion of the disposal 
area can begin, the applicant must obtain one year of background water quality data from the 
monitoring well network. Data obtained from these data would be used to develop the future WDRs 
and MRPs.  The intent of the MRP would be to obtain water quality data from the recently installed 
monitoring wells (P-10 through P-14) and the existing monitoring well network.  Compliance with the 
WDRs and MRPs would require quarterly review of water quality data for identification of any 
statistically-significant releases from the facility.  Refer to the revised and recirculated Section V.K., 
Water Resources, of the Final EIR for more information.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

LJM-3 

The EIR notes that groundwater quality is a potentially significant issue, however based on historical 
monitoring and the intensity of the regulatory environment, continued compliance with those 
regulations would adequately mitigate potential impacts to a less than significant level.  Overdraft of 
the local groundwater basin has been eliminated as a one of the project’s significant and 
unavoidable impacts due to the applicant’s elimination of the open windrow compost operation from 
the project description, which was the most intensive water use associated with the proposed 
project. Refer to the revised and recirculated Section V.K., Water Resources, of the Final EIR for 
more information.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

LJM-4 
This comment states that the EIR evaluation of alternatives is not exhaustive, serious, or 
comprehensive.  The fundamental premise of an EIR alternatives analysis, per CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15126.6, is that an EIR include a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project.  
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As part of determining a reasonable range of alternatives, an EIR must also take into consideration 
whether they will feasibly attain most of the proposed project’s basic objectives – but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.  In the this case the project 
objectives consisted of 1) providing cost effective, long-term waste diversion capacity while helping 
local communities meet state-mandated waste diversion goals; 2) providing cost effective, long-term 
disposal capacity while maintaining consistency with the County-wide Siting Element, and optimizing 
fill space on the project property; and, 3) providing a well-engineered and environmentally sound 
operation that meets or exceeds federal, state, and local standards to minimize the impacts of waste 
diversion and disposal activities, and protects and enhances the site’s sensitive biological 
resources.  The EIR started with an initial screening of seven preliminary alternatives, and then 
taking into consideration the above factors, narrowed the analysis down to four alternatives (one of 
which examines five off site alternatives).  Given the guidelines for preparation of an alternatives 
analysis, it appears that this section is in fact serious and comprehensive.  No changes to the FEIR 
are necessary. 

LJM-5 

This comment addresses the history of the Landfill, why it is located where it is today, and that it is 
in a fundamentally flawed location. The issues identified by the commenter have also been 
addressed in the EIR.  In some cases impacts have been reduced to a less than significant.  In other 
cases, the impacts are significant and unavoidable.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

LJM-6 

This comment states that the history of the Landfill has been to take the path of least resistance and 
expand, rather than locate somewhere else.  A case can be made that due to the 1991 Siting Study 
and the alternatives analysis in this EIR, that siting a new landfill is a challenging proposition that 
can result in a similar number of environmental issues as those associated with expanding the 
Landfill at its current location.  The decision makers will have an opportunity to take into 
consideration such factors as the well-being of the people of San Luis Obispo County.  No changes 
to the FEIR are necessary.  
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Response to Email from Gerhard Rehkugler,  
dated March 14, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

GR-1 

This comment asks why water supply is not listed in the “Areas of Controversy” section of the EIR.  
The reason is because the Areas of Controversy section describes those areas of controversy that 
were identified during the scoping meeting prior to preparation of the EIR.  Few comments were 
made regarding water resources.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

GR-2 

This comment appears to call into the question the detail associated with the water supply 
evaluation but also references the Agricultural Resources section of the EIR.  Section V.K., Water 
Resources, contains a detailed description of the proposed project’s water use, water supply, 
potential impacts, and mitigation measures.  Please refer to the revised and recirculated Section 
V.K., Water Resources, of the Final EIR. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

GR-3 

This comment states that the EIR should include the permit limitations associated with the former 
compost operation.  This comment does not require further response because the existing compost 
operation has been taken out of commission and the previously proposed compost operation has 
been eliminated from the project description.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 
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dated March 15, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

JMN-1 

This comment expresses concern over existing odors thought to be emanating from the former 
compost operation as well as concern for increased odors from an expanded compost operation.  
The existing compost operation has been taken out of commission and the previously proposed 
compost operation has been eliminated from the project description.  This comment does not 
require further response other than to reference the revised and recirculated Section V.H., Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials, of the Final EIR, which identifies odors as a significant and unavoidable 
impact as well as odor mitigation.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.   

JMN-2 

This comment states that the environmental issues associated with the proposed project would 
result in a devastating impact on use, enjoyment, and value of their property.  Please refer to 
Section X.D. and X.E., Quality of Life and Property Values above.  No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

JMN-3 

This comment states that the EIR should be updated to reflect how the project will affect water 
availability.  The DEIR, as well as the FEIR, both provide a detailed evaluation of the proposed 
project’s effects on the supply of groundwater.  The DEIR identified significant and unavoidable 
impacts and, due to the applicant’s removal of the compost operation from the project, the FEIR 
identifies insignificant effects to water resources.  Please refer to the revised and recirculated 
Section V.K., Water Resources, of the Final EIR.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 
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dated March 16, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

SBB-1 

This comment asks why the proposed project would even be considered by the County when it has 
so many environmental impacts.  The County has received a land use application for expansion of 
the Landfill.  Completion of the EIR is one step that must be taken before that application can be 
approved or denied.  Approval or denial of the project will be done by the County’s decision making 
bodies.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-2 
Please refer to Section X.D., Quality of Life above.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. The 
environmental issues and associated impacts mentioned (i.e., water quality, water supply, and 
traffic congestion) are discussed in the EIR. 

SBB-3 

This comment states that the EIR evaluation of alternatives does not consider all future solutions or 
alternatives.  The fundamental premise of an EIR alternatives analysis, per CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15126.6, is that an EIR include a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project.  
As part of determining a reasonable range of alternatives, an EIR must also take into consideration 
whether they will feasibly attain most of the proposed project’s basic objectives – but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.  In the this case the project 
objectives consisted of 1) providing cost effective, long-term waste diversion capacity while helping 
local communities meet state-mandated waste diversion goals; 2) providing cost effective, long-term 
disposal capacity while maintaining consistency with the County-wide Siting Element, and 
optimizing fill space on the project property; and, 3) providing a well-engineered and 
environmentally sound operation that meets or exceeds federal, state, and local standards to 
minimize the impacts of waste diversion and disposal activities, and protects and enhances the 
site’s sensitive biological resources.  The EIR started with an initial screening of seven preliminary 
alternatives, and then taking into consideration the above factors, narrowed the analysis down to 
four alternatives (one of which examines five off site alternatives).  Given the guidelines for 
preparation of an alternatives analysis, it appears that this section, per the CEQA Guidelines, 
provides a thorough and adequate discussion of future solutions or alternatives to the proposed 
project.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-4-5 
This comment outlines trash to energy as a possible future solution.  Refer to response to comment 
SBB-3 above.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-6-7 

This comment further outlines the potential benefits of the trash to energy technology.  The 
proposed alternative would have unknown impacts as it appears to be a relatively new technology.  
No references have been provided and permit requirements are also unknown as well as 
speculative.  Refer to response to comment SBB-3 above.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.  

SBB-8 

As stated above, this permit requirements associated with this technology are unknown and 
speculative.  In addition, the permitting requirements would be dependent on the lead agency, 
location of the proposed facility, and other factors specific to the site and region.  Refer to response 
to comment SBB-3 above.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.  

SBB-9 
This comment requires no further response as it is an offer to share additional information about the 
trash-to-energy technology.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.  

SBB-10 
This comment asks how many current modules have liners.  Modules 6 through 8 have liners.  No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary. 
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SBB-11-15 

These comments raise concerns with module liners, unexpected chemical combinations, 
groundwater monitoring, and long-term competency of module liners.  Based on recently published 
data from the Geosynthetic Institute, HDPE liners used in landfill construction may last for anywhere 
from 73 to over 400 years depending on the specific chemical makeup of the liner, and the interior 
operating temperature of the landfill (Geosynthetic Institute, GRI White Paper #6, June 7, 2005).  
Other factors may also affect lifespan including the installation methods and composition of the 
landfill waste.  It important to note that the Landfill includes a composite liner, which means that it 
includes a HDPE liner and a clay layer working in tandem. 

It is difficult to predict future chemical combinations that may enter the disposal area.  However, it 
should be noted that diversion of wastes from disposal areas is becoming increasingly common 
subsequent to the development of household hazardous waste drop-off, the MRF, and the RRP.  
Other programs, such as car battery and tire disposal programs are also reducing the permanent 
waste stream. 

The Landfill has in place and proposes to expand a groundwater monitoring program to detect any 
leakage from the landfill, consistent with State and Federal regulations.  There are a number of 
opportunities to identify waste entering the permanent disposal area, including during trash pick-up, 
as it enters the Landfill, and as it is being disposed of in the disposal area.  In addition, the “colored 
bin” system and financial incentives for residents make it less likely that improper material would get 
disposed of in the Landfill. 

The EIR does not conclude that the landfill liners will remain competent in perpetuity.  It does 
conclude that the liner system, including leachate control systems meet State and Federal 
regulations and that there is a comprehensive groundwater monitoring system in place to detect 
potential leaks from the facility into groundwater.  The monitoring system was effective in identifying 
potential leaks in 2002 as is described in the 2007 RMC report, available at County Planning and 
RWQCB offices.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-16 

These comments deal with the closure and post-closure processes.  The first comment asks how 
long the Cold Canyon Landfill operators will be responsible for the Landfill once it is closed.  The 
Landfill is responsible until the IWMB releases them from their financial liability.  This could be 30 
years or more depending on the results of groundwater monitoring, leachate production, and the 
competence of the landfill cover, among other things.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.  The 
second comment states that the Landfill is required by their WDR to submit a Closure and Post-
closure Plan to the RWQCB.  This requirement does not have a bearing on the evaluation of the 
proposed project conducted as part of this EIR.  If the commenter feels that the Landfill is in error or 
not in compliance with their WDR, comments should be directed to the agency responsible for WDR 
issuance, the RWQCB.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-17 

This comment states that the module lining and caps should be listed as a Class I Impact 
(significant and unavoidable) because the linings and caps will degrade and hazardous constituents 
will migrate from the Landfill.  The design, construction, maintenance, and closure of modules, liners 
and caps for the proposed expansion would occur within the framework of state and federal laws.  
Agencies such as CalRecycle and the RWQCB would review, approve, and oversee the 
implementation of liners and caps and as long as the Landfill complies with the laws enforced by 
these agencies, ground and surface water impacts associated with the potential scenarios outlined 
in this comment are considered to be insignificant.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 
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SBB-18 
This comments ask where the leachate testing results are located.  The leachate analytical results 
are provided in the FEIR, Appendix G, Water Resources Report, Appendix G, Fugro 2008.  No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-19 
This comment asks where information is located regarding minimum and maximum chemicals 
allowed in groundwater.  Refer to the 2007 RMC report.  It notes the established parameters for 
evaluating potential groundwater impacts.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-20 
This comment asks why leachate testing is only on a quarterly basis.  That testing frequency is 
monitored by RWQCB and considered adequate to monitor leachate production.  No changes to the 
FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-21 
This comment questions leachate composition testing frequency. That testing frequency is 
considered adequate to monitor leachate capacity and is set forth by the RWQCB.  No changes to 
the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-22-28 

These comments ask very specific questions dealing with leachate testing, testing of wells, 
frequency of well and other testing, and testing protocols generally associated with Water Quality. 
These issues are the regulatory prevue of a number of federal, state, and local agencies overseeing 
safe drinking water and water quality laws and standards (e.g., the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the RWQCB, and the San Luis Obispo 
County Public Health Department, Division of Environmental Health (SLOCOPHD).  The Water 
Resources section of the EIR relied on the information generated by the Landfill’s compliance with 
the protocol for testing outlined by these agencies and the laws and standards they enforce.  It was 
not in the scope of the EIR to question the protocol and reporting requirements associated with 
water quality, but to gather existing information and to report the findings.  The EIR found, through 
use of information provided by these agencies that the Landfill has an extensive monitoring system 
and a substantial amount of water quality data going back 20 years or more.  That data shows that 
the Landfill has not significantly impacted groundwater quality.  There have been incidents identified 
during the standard monitoring protocol that required additional testing and remedial work.  These 
incidents include a potential “release” in 2002 identified by the RWQCB.  Subsequent groundwater 
testing and monitoring required by the RWQCB has not shown any signs of the release. The 
RWQCB requires that any release from the Landfill, as determined from periodic groundwater, 
leachate, and landfill gas monitoring be reported immediately and followed by implementation of a 
corrective action plan. Such plans typically include comprehensive investigations to assess the 
vertical and horizontal extent of the release. If any groundwater contamination is deemed 
significant, a groundwater remediation program would be required by the RWQCB. Compliance with 
existing regulations, including CalRecycle Title 27, Chapter 3 would require expansion of the 
groundwater monitoring program, and quarterly testing of monitoring wells.  Construction of new 
modules would occur within the federal and state framework, providing construction standards 
intended to minimize seepage of contaminated leachate from the Landfill modules.  The Landfill has 
a consistent record of compliance with these measures.  Please refer to the revised and recirculated 
Section V.K., Water Resources, of the Final EIR.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-29 

This comment asks why 700,000 gallons annually of leachate is not considered hazardous and why 
when certain chemicals are contained in the leachate it is not then considered hazardous.  The 
EPA, CalRecycle, and RWQCB make determinations such as these and in their reporting these 
factors have not lead to the “hazardous” determination.  Please refer to the revised and recirculated 
Section V.K., Water Resources, of the Final EIR.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 
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SBB-30 
The commenter is correct in that leachate is being used as dust control.  No changes to the FEIR 
are necessary. 

SBB-31 

This comment asks if leachate, possibly contaminated with MTBE and other VOCs are being 
sprayed on roads and compost rows.  MTBE and other VOC’s have been detected in the leachate.  
However they have been found at levels low enough in the leachate that they are not considered 
hazardous and use of leachate has been allowed by the regulatory agencies (e.g., RWQCB, 
CalRecycle, etc.) to continue.  If use of leachate as dust control posed a risk to employees the 
above referenced regulatory agencies would not allow it to be used.  No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary.  

SBB-32 Refer to SBB-31. 

SBB-33 Refer to SBB-31. 

SBB-34 
The former compost operation has been eliminated and is no longer in operation and the proposed 
project does not include a compost operation component.  Therefore, the Landfill is not selling 
compost nor does it propose to do so in the future. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-35 

This comment asks how the applicant plans to keep the leachate system operating properly in the 
long-term.  Long-term maintenance of a leachate collection system is difficult because the system is 
buried underneath waste.  However, it is important to note that leachate production should decline 
once waste is no longer accepted and the final cover is in place on the landfill.  No changes to the 
FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-36 

This comment asks how long the Cold Canyon Landfill operators will be responsible for the Landfill 
once it is closed.  The Landfill is responsible until the IWMB releases them from their financial 
liability.  This could be 30 years or more depending on the results of groundwater monitoring, 
leachate production, and the competence of the landfill cover, among other things.  No changes to 
the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-36a 

This comment states that “Leachate” should be listed as an impact category and the failure of 
leachate collection systems should be listed as a Class I Impact.  If, during preparation of the EIR, 
failure by the Landfill to comply with the leachate collection system regulations had been verified, 
this issue would have been identified as an impact (i.e., Class I, II, or III, depending upon nature of 
impact) and mitigation measures would have been recommended.  However, this was not the case 
and no changes to the FEIR are necessary.     

SBB-37 

This comment states that important issues noted during the May 2007 scoping meeting were 
missed in the DEIR.  The Areas of Controversy section (i.e., Section II.E.) summarized the most 
commonly identified areas of concern mentioned by those in attendance and is not meant to be an 
all-encompassing list of issues raised.  However, the County did scope the EIR to include all 
environmental issues warranting further evaluation.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.    

SBB-38 

If environmental issues were raised during the scoping process that the County determined 
warranted further evaluation, these were included in the DEIR (refer to Section V., Environmental 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures).  This process also included review of letters from responsible 
and trustee agencies (e.g., the SLOAPCD) provided as part of responses to the Notice of 
Preparation.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.    

SBB-39-49 These comments address concerns and questions relating to groundwater depletion and 
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groundwater contamination.  Subsequent to public review of the 2009 DEIR (from which these 
comments derive), the County wholly revised and recirculated the Water Resources section as part 
of the 2011 RDEIR.  Comments were then prepared on the revised 2011 Water Resources section 
and the County therefore had two sets of Water Resources section comments.  In this scenario of 
there being two sets of comments for two different Water Resources sections, CEQA Guidelines 
outline options for the County as Lead Agency on how to handle the dual set of comments.  The 
County, in the case of this project, elected to provide notice in the 2011 RDEIR that CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2) would be applicable.  This section reads as follows: 
 

When an EIR is revised only in part and the lead agency is recirculating only the revised 
chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency may request that reviewers limit their 
comments to the revised chapters or portions of the recirculated EIR.  The lead agency need 
only respond to (i) comments received during the initial circulation period that relate to 
chapters or portions of the document that were not revised and recirculated, and (ii) the 
earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated.  The lead agency’s request that reviewers 
limit the scope of their comments shall be included either within the text of the revised EIR or 
by an attachment to the revised EIR.       

 
Given the guidance provided by CEQA when a lead agency is faced with this scenario, responses 
to the referenced 2009 Water Resources comments have not been prepared as responses to the 
2011 Water Resources section comments are now most applicable.  Refer to Section XI of this 
FEIR.    

SBB-50 

This comment asks how proposed mitigation measures will work any better than previously 
proposed mitigation measures relating to noise, odor, and trash.  The EIR has recommended 
numerous mitigation measures and a more significant monitoring system for the measures.  The 
key to this more significant monitoring system requires the applicant to fund the retention of a 
County qualified individual to track mitigation measures and County conditions of approval and to 
adhere to the Mitigation Monitoring Program in Section VIII of the FEIR.  No changes to the FEIR 
are necessary. 

SBB-51-55 

These comments address concerns and questions relating to noise issues.  Please refer to 
response to comments SBB 39-49 (a response to how the County is handling dual sets of 
comments resulting from an EIR section having been recirculated) as this is also the case for the 
Noise section.  Also, please refer to the revised and recirculated Section V.I., Noise, of the Final 
EIR. 

SBB-56-
64a 

These comments ask why bio-solids are proposed to be disposed of at the landfill, where they are 
coming from now and in the future, how they are being disposed of, how pollutants associated with 
bio-solids being handled, and how neighbor and employee health is being protected.  The Landfill 
does not currently accept bio-solids.  The applicant is no longer proposing to accept bio-solids as 
compost feedstock. The Landfill currently has permits (RWQCB Waste Discharge Permit and Solid 
Waste Facilities Permit) to accept wastewater treatment plant bio-solids; however, the Landfill 
states that because they do not accept bio-solids because they do not have the proper sub-surface 
liners in place.  The Landfill does not accept sludge.  Sludge is not the same as bio-solids and 
consists of the untreated material taken from septic tanks.    No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-65 
This comment asks if the service area for the Landfill will grow if the proposed expansion is 
approved by the County.  The expansion is proposed to accommodate predicted growth within the 
existing service area and increased demand for waste disposal.  No changes to the FEIR are 
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necessary. 

SBB-66 

This comment states that the map showing the service area for the Landfill is vague and asks what 
areas the Landfill services currently.  The approximate service area is shown on Figure III-4, of 
Section III, Project Description. The Landfill service area generally includes the north coast and 
southern San Luis Obispo County communities including San Simeon, Cambria, Cayucos, the City 
of Morro Bay, Los Osos, the City of San Luis Obispo, the City of Pismo Beach, the City of Arroyo 
Grande, the City of Grover Beach, Oceano, and Nipomo, similar to the Coastal Region identified in 
the Siting Study.  Some waste from northern Santa Barbara County is also accepted at the Landfill.  
There is technically no permitted service area for the Landfill.  There are other landfills in northern 
San Luis Obispo County and Santa Barbara County that service developments north and south of 
Cold Canyon Landfill.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-67 

This comments asks why the Landfill is accepting waste from Santa Barbara County and why this 
isn’t going to the Santa Maria Landfill.  As is stated above, waste from Santa Barbara County is 
ending up at Cold Canyon Landfill.  It is also possible that waste from southern San Luis Obispo 
County is ending up at the Santa Maria Landfill.  Currently, with the inability for composting to occur 
at the Landfill, a percentage of green waste previously processed at the Landfill, is being hauled to 
Engel and Gray, Inc. (a private composting operation) in the City of Santa Maria.  There are times 
when not all waste within a designated disposal area can be disposed of at the nearest landfill.  No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-68 

This comment states that waste disposed of at the Landfill must be limited to that from San Luis 
Obispo County.  This is a decision or limitation that would be made by the decision making entities 
in San Luis Obispo County involved with setting rates and other operational aspects of the Landfill.  
Limiting waste to only that from San Luis Obispo would not affect the impacts identified in the EIR.  
No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-69 

This comment asks for the closure dates of several landfills in the region.  It should be noted that 
“closure dates” are relative to the capacity of the landfill.  The dates provided are from the CIWMB 
Solid Waste Information System and should be considered approximate:  Cold Canyon (2012); 
Paso Robles (2051); Chicago Grade (2042); Johnson (2040); Taft (2123); Tajiguas (2022).  No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-70 
This comment asks if the proposed expansion will result in 35 years of additional life to the Landfill.  
The applicant has estimated that the additional capacity would allow for an additional 25 years of 
permanent disposal. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-71 
This comment asks when the proposed expansion parcels Williamson Act contract expired.  The 
expiration date was 1/1/2007. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-72 

This comment asks when the Williamson Act contract for the parcel south of the proposed 
expansion parcel expired.  What is relevant to the EIR is that the Williamson Act contract for the 
parcel to the south has expired and this is documented in the EIR.  With respect to the Landfill’s 
timing for use of the expansion parcel, the Landfill has stated that as currently envisioned the 
proposed new entrance/scalehouse area and RRP would be constructed first.  Once the RRP and 
new entrance are completed and the remaining disposal capacity exhausted, Module 10 (located at 
the existing entrance area) would be excavated and subsequently filled.  Construction of the MRF is 
expected to commence as needed (no timeframe set), which may be in approximately ten years, 
according to estimates provided by the applicant.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.
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SBB-73 
This comment states that parcels to the north and east of the Landfill are under Williamson Act 
contract and asks when they are set to expire.  Those parcels are not currently “set to expire”. No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-74 

This comment asks how impacts to Williamson Act lands can be considered insignificant when the 
parcels are being outlined for the Landfill expansion.  The expansion area was in non-renewal of the 
Williamson Act contract in 1998, prior to the preparation of the EIR. No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

SBB-75 

This comment asks how proposed mitigation measures will work any better than previously 
proposed mitigation measures relating to noise, odor, and trash.  The EIR has recommended 
numerous mitigation measures and a more significant monitoring system for the measures.  The 
key to this more significant monitoring system requires the applicant to fund the retention of a 
County qualified individual to track mitigation measures and County conditions of approval.  No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-76-80 

These comments state that compost odor is getting worse, odor complaints take 2-3 days to be 
responded to, there is no mention of mitigation measures for odors, and odors will increase as bio-
solids disposal increases.  Please refer to the revised and recirculated Section V.H., Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, of the Final EIR for information on these topics.  In response to these 
comments, the compost operation (as stated in previous responses) has been eliminated from 
existing operations and has been eliminated from future consideration.  Section V.H., Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials recommends mitigation for odors that would result from the expanded landfill 
capacity (refer to HAZ/mm-10).  As mentioned above, bio-solids are no longer proposed to be 
disposed of at the Landfill for use as compost operation feedstock.   No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

SBB-81-88 

These comments address concerns and questions relating to disease vector issues.  Please refer to 
response to comments SBB 39-49 (a response to how the County is handling dual sets of 
comments resulting from an EIR section having been recirculated) as this is also the case for the 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials section.  Also, please refer to the revised and recirculated 
Section V.H., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Final EIR. 

SBB-89 

This comment states that traffic is a huge issue on State Route 227 and connecting roads such as 
Noyes Road.  Traffic volume increases along roadway segments, key intersections, and traffic 
safety concerns have been evaluated in the EIR.  Impacts relating to traffic volumes are considered 
insignificant because County and Caltrans thresholds for LOS are not reduced.  The area of impact 
for traffic requiring mitigation is that for the proposed improvements to State Route 227 at the 
proposed facility entrance.  If not implemented properly these improvements could result in reduced 
levels of service at the new entrance as well as create unsafe conditions.  No changes to the FEIR 
are necessary. 

SBB-90 
This comment asks why traffic data relating to accidents omitted from the EIR.  Accident data is in 
the Traffic Report, Appendix F of the EIR. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-91 

This comment states that State Route 227 and Noyes Road is a very hazardous location which was 
noted during the EIR scoping period.  Traffic has been evaluated in the EIR and potential impacts 
would be less than significant.  The Landfill entrance was specifically evaluated as were the many 
roadways in the area used by Landfill garbage trucks and customers for safety issues.  Review of 
accident data in Appendix F shows that Noyes Road was one of the many roads considered as part 
of the traffic safety evaluation conducted.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.  
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SBB-92 

This comment states that this is a growing Class I Impact.  The EIR was required to use thresholds 
of significance for safety and levels of service set forth by County Public Works and Caltrans.  
Taking these thresholds into consideration, the proposed project would result in traffic safety 
impacts that are less than significant, based on Traffic Report provided in Appendix F, and input 
from the County Public Works Department and Caltrans. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-93 
This comment raises the issue of bicycle safety on State Route 227 and the impacts that the 
proposed project may have on the cycling community.  No reported accidents near the Landfill have 
involved a bicycle. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-94 Refer to SBB-92. 

SBB-95 

This comment requests the traffic data for the CO, RRP, MRF, and bio-solids.  The data associated 
with the increased traffic due to the proposed project is provided in Section V.G., Transportation and 
Circulation and Appendix F.  The traffic analysis took into consideration the elements of the project 
outlined in the comment; however, at this time the compost operation and acceptance of bio-solids 
as compost feedstock have been removed from consideration as part of the proposed expansion 
project.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

SBB-96 Refer to SBB-92. 

SBB-97-
104 

This comment requests that the determination in the EIR of the project being “potentially 
inconsistent” with these policies be revised to state “inconsistent”.  The term “potentially 
inconsistent” is used so as to allow deference to the County decision makers (i.e., the Board of 
Supervisors) who it is ultimately left to make final determinations as to whether or not a project is 
inconsistent with applicable regulations.  The EIR preparer or County staff does not make final 
policy determinations relating to a project’s inconsistency. It should be noted, other than the term 
“potential”, the EIR determination and the comments made are consistent.  No changes to the FEIR 
are necessary. 

SBB-105-
121 

These comments address concerns and questions relating to water supply issues.  Please refer to 
response to comments SBB 39-49 (a response to how the County is handling dual sets of 
comments resulting from an EIR section having been recirculated) as this is also the case for the 
Water Resources section.  Also, please refer to the revised and recirculated Section V.K., Water 
Resources, of the Final EIR. 

SBB-122-
129 

These comments address concerns and questions relating to Hazardous and Hazardous Materials 
issues.  Please refer to response to comments SBB 39-49 (a response to how the County is 
handling dual sets of comments resulting from an EIR section having been recirculated) as this is 
also the case for the Water Resources section.  Also, please refer to the revised and recirculated 
Section V.H., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Final EIR. 

SBB-130 

This comment states hope that the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors stand 
strong on their word and beliefs of the County Land Use Ordinance, Title 22, and implement the 
most efficient form of trash-to-energy project.  Please refer to Section X.C., Approval/Denial, Need, 
and Consideration of the Project above.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 
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DP-1 

This comment states that odors experienced from the Landfill are overwhelming and that the 
proposed capacity increase for the compost operation would result in a worsening of odor impacts.  
As noted in the FEIR and several responses above, the open windrow compost operation has been 
eliminated by the applicant from future consideration as part of this EIR.  It is expected that odor 
impacts previously identified, which took into consideration the compost operation, would be 
reduced without it being a component of the project.  However, the Landfill, without the compost 
operation, would still result in odor impacts and these have been identified as significant.  With 
implementation of mitigation measures, they would still be considered unavoidable.  Please refer to 
the revised and recirculated Section V.H., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Final EIR more 
information.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

DP-2 

This comment raises concern over nighttime lighting impacts resulting from the Landfill.  Section 
V.A.6, Aesthetic Resources, of the EIR includes mitigation that allows only the minimum lighting 
necessary for security purposes.  This mitigation measure includes preparation of a lighting plan, 
lighting must be shielded and directed downward, minimizing light standard heights, etc.  Please 
refer to mitigation measure AES/mm-12. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

DP-3 

This comment expresses concern over noise impacts that result from grinding machines, the 
recycling facility, tractors, and avian deterrence measures.  The EIR evaluates these and other 
noise generating sources at the Landfill, in conjunction with nearby sensitive receptors such as 
surrounding residences, and concludes that noise from the proposed project may exceed County 
thresholds.  Section V.I., Noise, of the FEIR provides an analysis of these impacts as well as a 
number of mitigation measures recommended with the objective of lessening noise impacts to the 
greatest degree feasible.  It should be noted that the Noise section has been revised and 
recirculated subsequent to circulation of the DEIR and preparation of this comment (refer to 2011 
RDEIR).   

DP-4 

This comment states that the aesthetics of the proposed project are of great concern and that there 
will be negative impacts on property values and tourism as a result of aesthetic impacts.  The EIR 
identifies significant and unavoidable aesthetic resources impacts associated with the proposed 
project being highly noticeable, appearing unnatural, and contrasting with existing natural settings of 
the area.  Implementation of mitigation would not result in a reduction of these impacts to a level of 
insignificance.  With respect to property value and tourism impacts, please refer to Section X.D. and 
X.E., Quality of Life and Property Values above.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

DP-5 
This comment states that the Landfill should be closed as originally agreed.  Please refer to Section 
X.C., Approval/Denial, Need, and Consideration of the Project above.  No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 
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dated March 16, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

D&R-1 

This comment recommends adding an alternative that includes an interim extension of the existing 
permit over a 3 to 5 year period, phasing-out of the existing Landfill during that time, and during the 
3 to 5 year period site a new landfill and complete the environmental studies and permitting.  The 
EIR included a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project.  The EIR does recommend 
mitigation that would require additional review before allowing the Notice to Proceed for each of the 
proposed project components.  Prohibiting uses at the proposed landfill may result in similar 
impacts at other locations, depending upon the location and the component.  No changes to the 
FEIR are necessary. 

D&R-2 

This comment recommends additional mitigation measures for the issues of noise and traffic safety.  
Impacts related to traffic safety, specifically moving the Landfill entrance location to the south were 
determined to be insignificant with mitigation which requires the applicant to design the entrance 
(i.e., left turn lane, acceleration lane, etc.) in a manner consistent with Caltrans specifications.  
Given this is the case, a nexus does not exist to require the entrance to remain in the same location, 
nor would it meet the applicant’s stated project objectives.  Noise, specifically relating to expansion 
of the MRF hours of operation, was evaluated and was determined to be insignificant due to noise 
levels being below 50 dBA at the closest property line.  A nexus does not exist to require this 
mitigation measure.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.        

D&R-3 

This comment recommends several mitigation measures be included to address odors from the 
compost operation.  As noted in the FEIR and several responses above, the open windrow compost 
operation has been eliminated by the applicant from future consideration as part of this EIR.  It is 
expected that odor impacts previously identified, which took into consideration the compost 
operation, would be reduced without the compost operation being a component of the project.  
However, the Landfill, without the compost operation, would still result in odor impacts and these 
have been identified as significant.  With implementation of mitigation measures, odor impacts 
would still be considered significant and unavoidable.  Please refer to the revised and recirculated 
Section V.H., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Final EIR more information.  No changes to 
the FEIR are necessary. 

D&R-4 

This comment recommends several mitigation measures be included to address noise from the 
proposed project.  Subsequent to public review of the 2009 DEIR (from which these comments 
derive), the County wholly revised and recirculated the Noise section as part of the 2011 RDEIR.  
Comments were then prepared on the revised 2011 Noise section and the County therefore had two 
sets of Noise section comments.  In this scenario of two sets of comments for two different Noise 
sections, CEQA Guidelines outline options for the County as Lead Agency on how to handle the 
dual set of comments.  The County, in the case of this project, elected to provide notice in the 2011 
RDEIR that CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2) would be applicable.  This section reads as 
follows: 
 
When an EIR is revised only in part and the lead agency is recirculating only the revised chapters or 
portions of the EIR, the lead agency may request that reviewers limit their comments to the revised 
chapters or portions of the recirculated EIR.  The lead agency need only respond to (i) comments 
received during the initial circulation period that relate to chapters or portions of the document that 
were not revised and recirculated, and (ii) the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated.  The 
lead agency’s request that reviewers limit the scope of their comments shall be included either 
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within the text of the revised EIR or by an attachment to the revised EIR.       
 
Given the guidance provided by CEQA when a lead agency is faced with this scenario, responses 
to the referenced 2009 Noise comments have not been prepared as responses to the 2011 Noise 
section comments are now most applicable.  Refer to Section XI of this FEIR.    

D&R-5-6 
Please refer to response D&R-4 above which addresses taking into consideration the revised and 
recirculated portion of the EIR that is now applicable, i.e., Section V.H., Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, of the 2011 RDEIR and this Final EIR. 

D&R-7 

This comment recommends two additional mitigation measures be included to address dust.  
Impacts related to dust were determined to be insignificant with implementation of three very 
comprehensive mitigation measures (i.e., AQ/mm-2, 3, and 4).  Given this is the case, a nexus does 
not exist to require additional dust mitigation measures.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.    

D&R-8 

Please refer to response D&R-4 (above) which addresses taking into consideration the revised and 
recirculated portion of the EIR that is now applicable, i.e., Section V.K., Water Resources, of the 
2011 RDEIR and this Final EIR.  Please refer to the revised and recirculated Section V.K., Water 
Resources, of the Final EIR for more information. 

D&R-9 

This comment recommends prohibiting compost piles and stored materials on ridgelines as an 
additional mitigation measure.  Impacts related to activities taking place on the top deck of the 
Landfill have been evaluated and considered significant but mitigable (e.g., processing of green 
waste, storing materials, etc.).  Recommended mitigation includes construction of a berm to screen 
these activities from view (i.e., AES/mm-4 and 5).  Given that impacts can be mitigated, a nexus 
does not exist to require additional mitigation measures.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.    

D&R-10 

This comment states that if all significant, adverse, unavoidable impacts cannot be eliminated, the 
applicant shall be required to purchase all remaining impacted properties.  This measure does not 
necessarily reduce Class I impacts.  “Impacted properties” is a difficult term to define and the 
mitigation measure would appear to be infeasible. No changes to the FEIR are necessary.   

D&R-11 

This comment recommends the RRP not be allowed to be relocated to the southeastern portion of 
the site, relocate the MRF off-site, in addition to a number of other RRP and MRF related revisions. 
The relocation of the RRP is necessary to allow for Module 10.  Relocating the RRP and MRF to the 
center of the site would not allow for expansion of the disposal areas and may make them more 
visible from public roads.  In considering alternatives to the proposed project, feasibility of the 
alternatives needs to be considered and as part of determining feasibility it is required to ascertain 
whether most of the project objectives would be attained.  In the case of these suggestions, most of 
the project’s objectives would not be met.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

D&R-12 

This comment states the Landfill should not accept waste from outside its current service area and 
that additional materials for composting should not be accepted either.  An expansion of the existing 
service area is not proposed as part of this project.  The existing service is shown on Figure III-4 
and described in the EIR Project Description (Section III).  As noted above, the open windrow 
compost operation has been eliminated from consideration in this EIR so the concern over 
additional composting has been alleviated.  The comment also states that medical waste and 
hazardous waste should be prohibited.  Medical waste is not currently part of or proposed to be 
accepted at the Landfill.  Hazardous waste is not accepted at the Landfill, with the exception of 
household hazardous wastes, electronic hazardous waste (E-waste), and Universal waste (U-
waste), which is accepted for processing but not permanent disposal.  These wastes are collected 
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separately from others, hazardous materials are removed, and recyclable materials recovered.  
Separate collection of hazardous household waste, E-waste, and U-waste decreases the frequency 
of these materials being disposed in the Landfill or unlawfully off-site.  Different drop-off procedures 
and processing occur for each type of waste.  Currently, residents may drop off household 
hazardous wastes, including paints, oils, pesticides, household chemicals, etc., where materials are 
processed and packaged for reuse, recycling, or proper off-site disposal. No changes to the FEIR 
are necessary. 

D&R-13 

This comment states that NS/mm-4 would require relocation of the stockpile that blocks the view of 
the MRF, according to AES Impact 5.  NS/mm-4 does not require relocation of the stockpile at the 
southern property line but states “in order to reduce stockpile activity adjacent to property lines, the 
applicant shall revise the proposed grading plans and re-allocate the material from the proposed 
stockpile to existing Stockpiles 1 and 3, to the extent feasible.  If these stockpiles cannot 
accommodate all of the material, the remaining material shall be located in a new location as far 
away from the property line(s) as feasible, potentially adjacent to existing Module 8 and proposed 
Module 11.  In an effort to mitigate MRF expansion-related impacts outlined in AES Impact 5, 
AES/mm-6-9 are recommended.  These measures include submitting landscape plans for screening 
purposes and using building materials and colors that are visually compatible.  No changes to the 
FEIR are necessary.    

D&R-14 
This comment references AES #5 (or D&R-13).  Stockpiles and ongoing construction activity would 
be screened through implementation of AES/mm-6 through mm-9. Refer to response D&R-13 
above.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.    

D&R-15 

This comment states that the views from State Route 227 are not addressed.  Section V.A., 
Aesthetic Resources, addresses views from public roads, including Highway 227.  This section 
states, “The proposed larger landform would block views of the natural ridgelines of distant hills as 
seen from viewpoints on Highway 227, Corbett Canyon Road, and Price Canyon Road.  The upper 
approximately 150 feet or more of the proposed landform would have to be eliminated in order to 
retain distant ridgeline views.  From several viewpoints along Highway 227,the new landform would 
block views of a portion of the ridgeline now created by the existing Landfill.  Impacts identified from 
Highway 227 are shown as AES Impacts 1 and 2.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.     

D&R-16 
This comment requests that tree removal be staggered to minimize aesthetic impacts.  Tree 
removal would occur as the project components require it.  Removal is not anticipated to occur at 
one time. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

D&R-17 

This comment requests that additional evidence be provided to support the determination that 
aesthetic impacts would be mitigated to Class II Impacts.  Photo-simulations have been provided as 
additional supporting evidence for those aesthetic issue areas where Class II Impacts are found to 
exist (i.e., the MRF, RRP, entrance feature, night lighting), and where other elements of the 
proposed project may be viewed from public view corridors (refer to Figures V.A.-1 through 15).   No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

D&R-18 
This comment requests prohibition of all operations after 5:00 p.m.  Night lighting impacts have 
been reduced to a level of insignificance by AES/mm-12. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

D&R-19 

This comment states that conversion of agricultural soils to landfill is inconsistent with the General 
Plan.  Section IV, Environmental Setting, states that wells on the project site are capable of 
providing 25 acre feet per year (AFY).  Therefore, there is not enough water on the project site to 
support a 40-acre vineyard (recognized to be the minimal commercially viable size) at 0.8 AFY/acre.  
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In addition, upon evaluation of the AGP 24 criteria for when it may be appropriate to convert 
agricultural land to non-agricultural uses, findings indicate that due to the physical constraints of the 
88-acre expansion site associated with the existing MRF and incompatibilities associated with 
noise, dust, lighting, and litter from the existing Landfill, there is the potential for the site to be 
converted without being inconsistent with this policy (refer to Section V.B.5.a., Agricultural 
Resources).  Refer to FEIR for revisions to the above referenced sections. 

D&R-20 

This comment states that the groundwater basin is nearing its sustainable yield and that the 
compost operation should be removed from this groundwater basin.  As outlined in numerous 
previous responses to comments, the open windrow compost operation has been removed as an 
existing use as well as a proposed use – and is no longer being considered as part of this EIR.  
Please refer to the revised and recirculated Section V.K., Water Resources, of the Final EIR.  No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

D&R-21 

This comment states that the proposed increased hours of operation are incompatible with 
surrounding agricultural operations because the increased hours would result in more dust and 
thereby exacerbate dust mite infestations at nearby vineyards.  Dust issues (PM10) have been 
examined in Section V.C., Air Quality, and have taken into consideration the increased hours of 
operation and other expanded components of the project.  These issues, with implementation of 
AQ/mm-2 and 3 would be mitigated to a level of insignificance. No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary.   

D&R-22 

This comment states that Class I Impacts would remain as a result of conversion of potentially 
productive soils, loss of groundwater, and agricultural compatibilities.  Section V.B., Agricultural 
Resources, has been revised due to the Water Resources section revisions resulting from the 
applicant’s removal of the compost operation from future consideration.  Eliminating the composting 
operation, the most significant water user of the former project, has resulted in water supply impacts 
being considered insignificant.  This has also resulted in agricultural land conversion impacts now 
being considered insignificant as there is now water remaining in the basin to support agricultural 
intensification of surrounding properties. No changes to the FEIR are necessary.   

D&R-23 

This comment states that all mass grading should be done by 1996 or newer, heavy duty, off-road 
vehicles.  AQ/mm-1 requires the use, to the greatest extent feasible, of vehicles that meet ARB’s 
2007 or newer certification standards (please refer to Section V.C.5., Air Quality, of the EIR).  In 
addition, AQ/mm-1(d) is recommended which specifies use of CARB motor vehicle diesel fuel so as 
to reduce PM and NOx emissions.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.   

D&R-24 

This comment states that all permanent and temporary roads should be paved.  AQ/mm-2 and 3 
require numerous measures to control PM10 emissions, including paving of roadways, driveways, 
sidewalks proposed to be paved as soon as completion of initial grading of the site and maximum 
vehicle speeds of 15 mph (please refer to Section V.C.5., Air Quality, of the EIR).  No changes to 
the FEIR are necessary. 

D&R-25 
With the applicant’s elimination of the open windrow composting operation, mitigation measures 
requiring possible implementation of aerated static piles or anaerobic digestion have been 
eliminated.  Therefore, no further response is required or changes to the FEIR are necessary.  

D&R-26 

This comment states that building demolition does not address lead.  AQ Impact 3 outlines impacts 
associated with building demolition, including the possibility of asbestos or “or other hazardous 
materials”.  AQ/mm-5 requires coordination with the SLOAPCD prior to initiation of demolition 
activities (please refer to Section V.C.5., Air Quality, of the EIR).  No changes to the FEIR are 
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necessary.    

D&R-27-28 

This comment states that the acceptance of additional waste materials should be prohibited until the 
odor problem is eliminated, that immediate covering of waste within one hour be required, and that 
odor impacts remain Class I, significant and unavoidable.  It should be noted that as part of 
recirculation of the DEIR in 2011, discussion and evaluation of odors was moved from the Air 
Quality section to the Hazards section (please refer to the revised and recirculated Section V.H., 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Final EIR).  This revised Hazards section contains 
measures to reduce odors (e.g., HAZ/mm-10), which include sub-measures such as blanketing 
odiferous materials with a six-inch to one-foot layer bulking agent.  Even with these measures, as 
well as removal of the compost operation, impacts would remain Class I.  No changes to the FEIR 
are necessary.    

D&R-29 

This comment states that the applicant should not be allowed to pay money for each oak tree 
removed.  The applicant would have the option of pursuing options in order to mitigate oak 
woodland impacts.  The fee-related mitigation could only be selected if it was clearly infeasible to 
implement the other options.  Addition of the payment option is included as a measure of assurance 
that oak trees would be mitigated for.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

D&R-30 

This comment states that habitat replacement should be implemented for 14 special status animals.  
Habitat replacement is not specifically required; however, the oak woodland mitigation would 
mitigate oak woodland impacts, including the habitat it provides for special-status wildlife species.  
Additionally, the pre-construction surveys that are required prior to a specific area’s disturbance 
would require the relocation of any species found to suitable locations within the expansion area 
(i.e., the drainage corridor or the oak woodland area).  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

D&R-31 

This comment states that additional study should be required to ensure the new location for Obispo 
Indian Paintbrush is viable, specify the size of the new location, and require a significant bond.  
Mitigation measure BIO/mm-14 requires the Obispo Indian Paintbrush Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan that has been prepared for this project be revised and a proposed new location for the 
mitigation shall be identified.  The new site (preferably onsite) shall be protected in perpetuity and 
be located as close to the project site as feasible.  Mitigation shall consist of seed collection onsite 
and direct sowing at the identified offsite location.  Mitigation will be deemed complete when an 
annual count of Obispo Indian paintbrush reaches levels comparable to baseline site conditions 
identified during initial surveys of the expansion area.  The MMP shall be approved by the County 
Department of Planning and Building and the CDFG prior to issuance of the grading permit.  
Implementation of the Obispo Indian Paintbrush mitigation plan would be overseen by appropriate 
regulatory agencies. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

D&R-32 

This comment states that the project should be required to reduce 2007 level emissions by a certain 
percentage so as to meet 1990 levels by 2020.  Mitigation measure GHG/mm-1 requires that the 
Landfill employ all feasible methods to limit GHG production for the life of the project.  Bi-annually, 
the applicant shall submit a report to the Department of Planning and Building and SLOAPCD 
describing GHG emission control programs implemented at the Landfill.  The report shall describe 
control program components, predicted and actual emission reductions, and calculate current 
emission rates at the Landfill.  The report shall also identify successes and failures in the program 
and recommend methods for improving the programs in future years.  Even with this and other GHG 
emission reduction measures in place, the EIR projects that significant, unavoidable adverse impact 
would still result.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 
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D&R-33 

This comment states that acceptance of bio-solids, food waste, or increased tonnage should be 
prohibited until such time as GHG emission reductions have been met.  Bio-solids as compost 
operation feedstock are not part of the proposed project and are not currently being accepted at the 
Landfill.  With respect to food waste and increased tonnage prohibitions, please refer to response to 
comment D&R-32.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

D&R-34 

This comment states that the assumption of future programs reducing GHG emission impacts to a 
level of insignificance is unsupported.  During preparation of the EIR, it was found that cap and 
trade programs are currently being developed in the United States, and are currently in place in 
other countries.  Off-set, or in-lieu fee programs for other air quality impacts are already in place in 
San Luis Obispo County.  The project-specific GHG impacts associated with the proposed project 
are deemed to be Class I, significant, adverse, and unavoidable, even though the statement is 
made in this section that there are likely to be programs in the future that reduce impacts to a level 
of insignificance. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

D&R-35 
This comment states that soil reporting within the expansion area should be required for asbestos.  
Naturally occurring asbestos is unlikely to occur in the Monterey or Pismo formations as they are 
marine sedimentary formations. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

D&R-36 
This comment states that an asbestos abatement or mitigation plan should be required.  No plan is 
necessary.  Please refer to response D&R-35. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

D&R-37-46 
Please refer to response D&R-4 above which addresses taking into consideration the revised and 
recirculated portion of the EIR that is now applicable, i.e., Section V.H., Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, of the 2011 RDEIR and this Final EIR. 

D&R-47-57 Refer to response to comment D&R-4.   

D&R-58 

This comment requests that the entrance not be moved to the south due to worse visibility. Data in 
the EIR demonstrates that stopping distance on Highway 227 at the existing and proposed driveway 
locations is adequate for vehicles traveling at 75 to 80 mph.  Stopping sight distance from the 
vertical curve located 860 feet north of the driveway is adequate for 65 to 70 mph.  This vertical 
curve crest also limits the line of sight looking north from the proposed driveway location.  Based on 
the Caltrans 7.5 second criterion, corner sight distance for vehicles exiting the proposed driveway 
and proceeding south would be acceptable for 65 to 70 mph.  Because there would be adequate 
stopping sight distance at the proposed driveway location for vehicles traveling on Highway 227 
entering and passing the Landfill, impacts are considered less than significant.  That conclusion was 
reviewed by the County Department of Public Works and Caltrans. No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

D&R-59-67 

Please refer to response D&R-4 above which addresses taking into consideration the revised and 
recirculated portion of the EIR that is now applicable, i.e., Section V.K., Water Resources, of the 
2011 RDEIR and this Final EIR.  Please refer to the revised and recirculated Section V.K., Water 
Resources, of the Final EIR for more information. 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-192 

 

BF-INTRO 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-193 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-194 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-195 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-196 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-197 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-198 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-199 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-200 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-201 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-202 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-203 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-204 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-205 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-206 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-207 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-208 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-209 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-210 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-211 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-212 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-213 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-214 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-215 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-216 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-217 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-218 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-219 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-220 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-221 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-222 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-223 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-224 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-225 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-226 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-227 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-228 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-229 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-230 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-231 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-232 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-233 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-234 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-235 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-236 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-237 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-238 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-239 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-240 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-241 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-242 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-243 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-244 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-245 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-246 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-247 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-248 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-249 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-250 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-251 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-252 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-253 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-254 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-255 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-256 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-257 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-258 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-259 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-260 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-261 

 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-262 

Response to Letter from Bruce Falkenhagen,  
dated March 16, 2009 

*For ease of reading, the commenter’s numbering system will be utilized. 
 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

BF-INTRO 

This portion of the comment letter is an introduction to the remaining letter.  This introduction 
provides the opinion of Mr. Falkenhagen regarding the size of the project and the environmental 
study, amount of time needed to provide EIR comments, a suggestion that a new EIR be prepared, 
that the project has substantial problems, and an offer to meet with the project applicant.  It should 
be noted that subsequent to Mr. Falkenhagen’s submittal of comments, the 2009 DEIR was 
recirculated (as the 2011 RDEIR) and contained wholly revised Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
Noise, and Water Supply sections.  For ease of tracking responses to comments in the FEIR, the 
commenter’s numbering system will be utilized.   

BF-1 

This comment states that under the 1991 EIR the Landfill was to be closed around 2000 and with 
recycling and other efficiencies would close around 2015.  Under the current County permit, the 
landfill would “close” when it has reached full capacity.  The Conditional Use Permit issued by the 
County of San Luis Obispo in 1991 for the current Landfill operation did not specify a closing date 
for the Landfill or an expiration date on the permit.  The permit was issued and, as long as capacity 
remains, will be valid for as many years as the Landfill requires.  The proposed project may be 
considered a modification as the project components are similar to those that currently exist, 
although in the case of the RRP and the MRF, the capacity of each component would increase.  
The EIR examined alternatives to the proposed project, per CEQA, and determined that the 
“Redesigned Project Alternative” is the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  No changes to the 
FEIR are necessary.       

BF-2 

This comment states the current application and mitigation measures must look back at the existing 
permit.  As is also stated in this comment, the EIR is not a referendum on the existing permit.  The 
EIR evaluates the impacts that would result from the proposed project taking into consideration the 
baseline physical conditions (per CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)).  In the case of this project, 
the baseline conditions are considered to be at the time of the County’s distribution of the 2006 
Notice of Preparation.  Historical knowledge regarding compliance with previous permit conditions 
has informed the analysis in some cases.  For example, fugitive trash control was required in 
previous permits and by state law; however it is clear that even general compliance with those 
rules and efforts made by the applicant in the past, when applied to the proposed project, would not 
be enough to mitigate impacts to a less than significant level. No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary.       

BF-3 

This comment recommends that a condition be added that generally requires a permit review 
clause should a condition of approval not be effective as originally proposed.  As currently 
proposed the applicant would need to receive a Notice to Proceed prior to the initiation of each new 
module.  If there are 7 new modules and the disposal activities would be active for approximately 
25 years, then a formal “review” of permit conditions may occur approximately once every three to 
four years.  Additionally, the County has included AES/mm-2 which will require the applicant to 
fund a County approved individual to monitor the Landfill’s compliance with and success of project 
mitigation measures.  This measure will become, if the project is approved, a condition of the 
project’s approval.  In essence, this condition would provide a similar level of assurance provided 
by the example measure used by the County of Santa Barbara and referenced in this comment. No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary. 
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BF-4 

This comment seeks answers to how the County would follow-through with enforcement of 
conditions when there may not be incentives/disincentives available for motivation. Enforcement of 
permit conditions varies depending on the type of violation.  In the example provided, it is likely that 
the applicant would be allowed to proceed if they provided a proposal for compliance that satisfied 
the Department of Planning and Building and met the spirit of the law.  In cases where there would 
be imminent risk to public safety (for example lack of water quality monitoring or failure to create 
the top deck berm required for aesthetic and noise mitigation in the Draft EIR), the Notice to 
Proceed would not be issued.  The County does ultimately have the authority to consider 
revocation of use permits in certain situations as was demonstrated by the County Planning 
Commission hearing in November 2010 regarding the compost operation.  No changes to the FEIR 
are necessary. 

BF-5 

This comment states that when preparing the FEIR, the cost for mitigation measures should not be 
of concern.  In recommending mitigation measures, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1) states 
that mitigation measures must be feasible.  Measures recommended in this EIR have been 
recommended with the prime objective of minimizing or eliminating environmental impacts.  The 
project applicant, through the permit and EIR hearing process, has the ability to contest mitigation 
measures on the grounds of economic infeasibility and the decision-makers have the ability to 
negate measures that they may deem too costly.  If this is the case however, there may be the 
need to provide a statement of overriding considerations as elimination of mitigation measures can 
sometimes increase impact levels.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-6 

This comment states that mitigation measures recommended in the comment letter are cumulative 
and all must be implemented – not just a select few.  It should be noted that subsequent to the 
circulation of the 2009 DEIR, for which these comments address, there have been revisions to the 
project description.  The most notable revision has been the elimination of the open windrow 
compost operation.  In eliminating this element of the project, a number of issue area impacts were 
reduced, the primary example being those associated with water consumption.  Without the 
compost operation, the proposed project would utilize 24.3 acre feet per year less of water.  
Therefore, mitigation measures recommended in throughout this comment letter may not all still be 
applicable.  Per CEQA, if there is no nexus between an impact and a mitigation measure, it cannot 
be recommended.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-7 

This comment outlines what the commenter believes are incorrect assumptions for determining 
reasonable worse case scenarios for impacts in the EIR.  The commenter is correct that water 
consumption associated with the compost operation had previously been incorrectly determined.  
The Water Resource section of the 2009 Draft EIR has been significantly modified and was revised 
and recirculated in May 2011.  Subsequent to recirculation of the 2011 RDEIR, the applicant 
removed the compost operation from the project description, resulting in further revisions to the 
Water Resources section (please refer to the revised and recirculated Section V.K., Water 
Resources, of the FEIR for more information).  However, the analysis of air quality, noise, traffic, 
and greenhouse gas emissions starts by using data of existing conditions, not permitted limits, then 
builds in the necessary (or reasonable worse case scenarios) for various issues areas.  Calculating 
increased water use associated with increased MRF or RRP processing limits, based on current 
use at these facilities, is a good example of this process.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-8 

This comment raises concern over the general nature of Figure III-4 which shows the 
“approximate” service area utilized by the Landfill.  The commenter is correct in that the map is an 
approximate area of where the material that arrives at the Landfill originates. It is not meant be 
deceptive in any way.  The Landfill’s service area is described as generally including the north 
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coast and southern San Luis Obispo County communities including San Simeon, Cambria, 
Cayucos, the City of Morro Bay, Los Osos, the City of San Luis Obispo, the City of Pismo Beach, 
the City of Arroyo Grande, the City of Grover Beach, Oceano, and Nipomo, similar to the Coastal 
Region identified in the Siting Study.  Some waste from northern Santa Barbara County is also 
accepted at the Landfill. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-9 

This comment addresses composting operations.  In September 2010, the Landfill temporarily 
stopped implementation of open windrow compost activities.  Green waste and wood waste 
continued to be processed (i.e., chipped/ground) as ADC for the working face of the landfill or 
hauled to an out-of-county facility.  As of December 2011, the applicant requested that the project 
(as evaluated in this FEIR) be amended to permanently eliminate the compost operation (using 
open windrow or any other technology) from future consideration.  Green waste and wood waste 
processing would remain part of the proposed project.  Green waste is being processed on the top 
deck of the Landfill and wood waste is being processed in the location near the former compost 
operation.  Therefore, the sections of the FEIR referenced in this comment have been revised to 
show consistency with this revision to the project.    

BF-10 
This comment points out an incorrect permit name.  The FEIR text has been amended in Table III-
7, of Section III, Project Description. 

BF-11 

This comment addresses project timing.  The EIR mitigation measures address future impacts 
resulting from the proposed project.  Each measure includes a timing component or a milestone at 
which time they would be required to be implemented.  Providing a time certain date is infeasible 
as the need for expansion is dependent on economic conditions and population growth.  With 
respect to portions of this comment relating to the compost operation, please refer to BF-9 
response.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-12 
This comment states that Figures III-9a and 9b are difficult to read.  These figures have been 
reproduced using upgraded files and should be easier to read in the FEIR. 

BF-13 

This comment asks which figure is correct, Figure III-10 or the one Fugro used that is shown in the 
appendix.  Figure III-10, of Section III, Project Description, correctly identifies the monitoring wells 
and proposed water supply wells as well as where, in relation to maintenance buildings, the wells 
are located. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-14 

This comment states that Figure III-11, of Section III, Project Description, can be difficult to read.  
The comment is acknowledged as correct.  The circles and numbers correspond to oak tree 
locations and size.  These are also identified in Appendix C and the Biological Resources section 
(refer to Figure V.D.-1).  The proposed screening areas shown in Figure III-11 are different from the 
screening required by the aesthetics mitigation measures.  The Landscape plan shown in Figure 
III-11 would need to be updated accordingly. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-15 Comment noted on parcel labeling. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-16 
This comment states that the roof pitch of the MRF is inconsistent with the 3:12 pitch limit.  To 
reduce visibility of the MRF, the roof pitch would most likely not meet the pitch standards noted in 
22.108.030(2g).  The text in Table IV-3 has been changed accordingly. 

BF-17 
This comment asks if the power lines are underground.  Utilities are not proposed to be located 
underground and the text of the FEIR has been amended to reflect this clarification. 
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BF-18 

This comment states that employment centers with over 100 people are required to have one bus 
shelter and one bus pull-out within one-quarter mile.  There are currently no bus lines that run 
within one-quarter mile of the facility, and it is unlikely that there will be in the future.  This policy 
was therefore not considered relevant.  Pedestrian access is not considered feasible or necessary 
in the case of the Landfill.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-19 
This comment notes titles for land use ordinance sections may be incorrect.  Land Use Ordinance 
sections that were incorrect have been modified.  

BF-20 

This comment requests a change to the consistency evaluation due to the commenter’s latter 
comments on water resources.  Subsequent to public review of the 2009 DEIR (from which these 
comments derive), the County wholly revised and recirculated the Water Resources section as part 
of the 2011 RDEIR.  Comments were then prepared on the revised 2011 Water Resources section 
and the County therefore had two sets of Water Resources section comments.  In this scenario of 
there being two sets of comments for two different Water Resources sections, CEQA Guidelines 
outline options for the County as Lead Agency on how to handle the dual set of comments.  The 
County, in the case of this project, elected to provide notice in the 2011 RDEIR that CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2) would be applicable.  This section reads as follows: 
 
When an EIR is revised only in part and the lead agency is recirculating only the revised chapters 
or portions of the EIR, the lead agency may request that reviewers limit their comments to the 
revised chapters or portions of the recirculated EIR.  The lead agency need only respond to (i) 
comments received during the initial circulation period that relate to chapters or portions of the 
document that were not revised and recirculated, and (ii) the earlier EIR that were revised and 
recirculated.  The lead agency’s request that reviewers limit the scope of their comments shall be 
included either within the text of the revised EIR or by an attachment to the revised EIR.       
 
Given the guidance provided by CEQA to a lead agency that is faced with the scenario of a dual 
set of comments, responses to the referenced 2009 Water Resources comments (i.e., first set of 
comments) have not been prepared as the comments (and associated responses) on the 2011 
Water Resources section take precedence.  Please refer to Section XI of this FEIR for responses.   
 
It should be further noted that the response to this comment also applies to the 2009 DEIR 
comments pertaining to the other two sections that were recirculated (i.e., Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials and Noise).  

BF-21 

This comment states that the term “potentially inconsistent” seems fuzzy.  Section IV, 
Environmental Setting, is consistent with this comment in that it identifies the project as being 
“potentially inconsistent” with applicable agricultural land protection policies.  The Planning 
Commission and/or Board of Supervisors is responsible for final General Plan consistency 
determinations – hence the usage of the term “potentially” in the EIR.  No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

BF-22 

This comment raises concern over the statement in the EIR describing the existing conditions on 
the date the NOP was published in 2006.  The commenter recommends that this statement should 
be overridden due to the need to update information, due to the length of time taken to process the 
EIR, and due to the expiration of the statute of limitations.  The lead agency has discretion over 
what is considered an appropriate baseline for analysis of impacts that would result from a 
proposed project.  In the case of a project such as this where it has taken a long time to process 
the EIR and where sections of the EIR have been recirculated for public review, the County has 
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taken into consideration the extended timeframe and has requested updated information be 
included in the EIR analysis (e.g., with respect to water resources and noise).  For issue areas 
such as cultural resources (which are less dynamic), this is less important.  This section of the 
FEIR has been revised to reflect this response.     

BF-23 

This comment states all information relating to the project must be made available to the public and 
posted on-line.  Public documents, such as monitoring reports and data, are made available to the 
public regularly by the County Department of Planning and Building Environmental Coordinator’s 
Office either in hard copy at the County office or on-line.  One exception is Cultural Resources 
information, which may be withheld to reduce the risk of trespass, vandalism, and theft of those 
resources. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-24 

This comment states that the applicant will need to fund a noise monitor for the County’s exclusive 
use and that person must be readily available to deal with public concerns, including taking noise 
readings.  Please refer to BF-4 above regarding the County’s plans and objectives for monitoring of 
the proposed project should it be approved.  Additionally, there will be integration with the 
monitoring described in BF-4 with measures such as NS/mm-1, NS/mm-6 and 7, and others.    No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary.  

BF-25 
This comment requests that changes made to impacts and mitigation measures are carried forth to 
the Summary table.  These revisions to the FEIR have been made as applicable. 

BF-26 

This comment requests that the conditions of approval for the various permits that the project is 
currently operating under be included in the FEIR.  As part of the 2010 compost operation Planning 
Commission revocation hearing, the County prepared a staff report that included 1991 Landfill 
operation conditions of approval (COA), 1996 compost operation COA, and 2001 compost 
operation COA.  This staff report and the referenced COA were included as Appendix J in the 2011 
RDEIR and are included as Appendix J in the FEIR.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-27-108 

These comments are under the heading of water and apply to either water supply or water quality.  
Please refer to the BF-20 response on the issue of the County’s approach to responding to the dual 
set of comments on this EIR.  The Water Resources section of the 2009 DEIR was one of three 
sections requiring recirculation in 2011 because during the 2009 public comment period, it was 
determined that the future water demand of the compost operation (CO) was substantially 
underestimated.  When the 2009 Draft EIR was prepared, the proposed project included raising the 
permitted maximum capacity of the CO from 300 to 450 tons per day (tpd) (a 50 percent increase).  
To estimate future water demand, existing water demand was multiplied by a factor of 1.5.  
However, it was suggested in public comment (and confirmed by the applicant) that the CO was 
not operating at the full permitted capacity of 300 tpd, but rather at approximately 100 tpd.  As a 
result, the existing water demand should have been multiplied by a factor of 4.5 to account for an 
increase from 100 tpd to 450 tpd.  Addressing this error required additional technical analysis of the 
Landfill’s water supply and demand. 
 
The additional technical analysis of the Landfill’s water resources was performed in 2009 and 2010.  
The work performed is summarized in one report titled Technical Memorandum No. 2, Well Pump 
Test Analysis and Water Demand Audit (Fugro, 2010) (refer to Appendix G). The report indicates 
that the water supply and demand analysis used in the 2009 Draft EIR included errors in addition to 
the one described above relating to the CO, including potential overestimation of the capacities of 
the onsite water wells.  Additional information on this issue can be found in the Water Resources 
section and Appendix G. 
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An additional factor that has resulted in further revision to the Water Resources section, 
subsequent to recirculation of the 2011 RDEIR, is the removal of the CO, as described in BF-9.  As 
is pointed out by the commenter in BF-82, the CO would have been a significant source of 
groundwater use associated with the proposed project as formerly proposed (approximately 70% of 
the total water demand).  With elimination of the CO from future consideration the overall water 
demand increase associated with the proposed project would be approximately 10%. 
 
Therefore, the Water Resources section was revised on two occasions since the distribution of the 
2009 DEIR as a result of the new on- and off-site testing, additional evaluation of water resource 
supply, and elimination of the CO.  In this case, the comments received as part of the DEIR (i.e., 
Nos. 27 – 108 provided as part of this comment letter) are superseded by comments received on 
the Water Resources section of the RDEIR.  Water Resources comments on the DEIR are 
therefore not responded to (per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(f)(2) whereas comments received 
on the Water Resources section of the RDEIR are (refer to Section XI of the FEIR). 

BF-109-140 

These comments are under the heading of noise.  Please refer to the BF-20 response on the issue 
of the County’s approach to responding to the dual set of comments on this EIR.  The Noise 
section of the 2009 DEIR was one of three sections requiring recirculation in 2011 because during 
and after the 2009 public comment period numerous complaints were filed by neighbors to the 
Landfill prompting the County to initiate additional noise studies to be used to supplement the 2009 
DEIR.   
 
The additional technical analysis of Landfill related noise was performed in May 2010 and 
September 2011.  The work performed is summarized in one report titled Acoustical Analysis, Cold 
Canyon Landfill (Brown-Buntin 2010) and another memorandum titled Updated Traffic Noise 
Analysis (Brown-Buntin 2011) (refer to Appendix E).  An additional factor that has resulted in 
further revision to the Noise section, subsequent to recirculation of the 2011 RDEIR, is the removal 
of the CO, as described in BF-9.   
 
Therefore, the Noise section was revised on two occasions since distribution of the 2009 DEIR as a 
result of the updated technical information relating to noise and elimination of the CO.  In this case, 
the comments received as part of the DEIR (i.e., Nos. 109 - 140 provided as part of this comment 
letter) are superseded by comments received on the Noise section of the RDEIR.  Noise comments 
on the DEIR are therefore not responded to (per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(f)(2)) whereas 
comments received on the Noise section of the RDEIR are (refer to Section XI of the FEIR). 

BF-141 

This comment states that the Landfill is to be shut down in 2015, that in 2015 all air quality 
emissions are to cease, and that this scenario should be the base case.  The comment also states 
that the emissions associated with the project should be considered New Source and that BACT 
and offsets are potentially required.  In response, the Landfill’s existing land use permit is not set to 
expire and the Landfill is not required to close or cease operations until they have reached their 
maximum capacity.  The baseline for the proposed project is the existing operation, approximately 
at time of the issuance of the NOP (October 2006).  Data from 2006 was provided by the Landfill 
and this was generally used to indicate the “current” operations and to assist in projecting future 
operations and associated impacts and required mitigation measures.  The emissions resulting 
from the proposed expansion are considered a new source in that the resulting impacts require 
mitigation, including implementation of BMP’s and BACT.  The applicant is required to prepare a 
closure plan two and half years prior to closure.  In the case of the existing project, should the 
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expansion not be approved, the closure plan would need to be submitted in 2015 as closure is not 
expected until 2018.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-142 

This comment states the air issue needs to be checked in relation to the throughput increase.  The 
air quality analysis is based on the Landfill operating at 100% capacity in 2040 (at 2,350 tons per 
day maximum – which has subsequently been reduced to 2,050 tons per day with removal of the 
compost operation).  Historic data shows that the Landfill very rarely operates at 100% capacity 
and has an average of 56% tonnage received of the maximum allowable 1,620 tons.  The comment 
also questions calculation of Landfill methane emissions resulting from increasing the size of the 
compost operation.  As stated above, the compost operation has been removed from the project 
description and from future consideration as part of the project being evaluated in this EIR.  
Potential methane emissions, which included a 450 ton per day compost operation, were 
calculated using existing conditions (baseline year 2006) and comparing them to the proposed 
project.  Refer to Appendix B.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-143 

This comment states that composting emissions are not shown in the EIR.  Emissions related to 
composting have been included in the Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions section of the 
Final EIR (refer to Section V.E.5.a. and Table V.E.-1). As stated above, the proposed compost 
operation has been removed from the proposed project.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.  

BF-144 

This comment states that there are no methane emission calculations for the landfill and asks 
where the calculations can be found.  Emissions related to landfilling have been included in the 
Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions section of the Final EIR (refer to Section V.E.5.a. and 
Table V.E.-1).  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-145 

This comment asks why the proposed project is not subject to AB 2588, the Toxic Hot Spots 
program.  The EIR addresses AB 2588 (refer to Air Quality Section V.C.1.e(1)).  In this section it is 
stated that the Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act (AB 2588-1987) (referred to 
as the ATHS program) requires a statewide air toxics inventory and notification of local residents of 
significant risk from nearby sources.  A 1992 amendment to the law (SB1731) requires that the risk 
be reduced from these significant sources.  The Landfill is currently not in the Air Toxics Hot Spot 
(ATHS) program.  The Landfill operators submitted Solid Waste Assessment Reports prior to 1987 
in compliance with Health and Safety Code (H&SC) 41805.5, commonly referred to as the 
Calderon Bill.  Thus, SLOAPCD Rule 308, ATHS Fees are not applicable.  Compliance with the 
Calderon testing program exempts the Landfill from the ATHS program H&SC 44325.  No changes 
to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-146 

This comment requests that the most recent Odor Impact Minimization Plan be included in the EIR.  
An updated version (2010) was included in Appendix J (Exhibit N) of the RDEIR and is also 
included in the FEIR. Please refer to the revised and recirculated Section V.H., Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, of the FEIR for more information. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-147-154 

These eight comments ask questions and address issues relating to the Landfill’s acceptance of 
bio-solids, such as what bio-solids consist of (147), what is an acceptable bio-solid (148), pre-
treatment of bio-solids (149-150), and odors associated with bio-solids (151-154).  The project 
description included within the 2009 DEIR included acceptance of bio-solids as a potential 
“feedstock” for the composting process; however, the acceptance of bio-solids as a feedstock 
component of the compost operation was removed prior to circulation of the 2011 RDEIR and, as 
has been mentioned above, the compost operation has completely removed from the proposed 
project.  The Landfill currently has permits (RWQCB Waste Discharge Permit and Solid Waste 
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Facilities Permit) to accept wastewater treatment plant bio-solids; however, the Landfill states that 
because they do not accept bio-solids because they do not have the proper sub-surface liners in 
place.  The Landfill does not accept sludge.  Sludge is not the same as bio-solids and consists of 
the untreated material taken from septic tanks.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-155 

This comment states that the since the County failed to address odors in the Negative Declaration 
prepared as part of issuance of the land use permit for the compost operation in 2001, the odor 
must now be fully addressed and cannot be considered a pre-existing right.  The issue of odors 
generated by the Landfill and former compost operation were addressed in the 2009 DEIR (Section 
V.C., Air Quality) and in the 2011 RDEIR (V.H., Hazards and Hazardous Materials).  As part of 
these evaluations, odor was not considered a pre-existing right and all efforts are made to reduce 
impacts relating to odors to the greatest degree possible.  As noted above, the compost operation, 
the primary source of odor complaints leading up to the November 2010 compost operation 
revocation hearing, has been removed from future consideration as part of the proposed project.  
No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-156 

This comment addresses the timing associated with 2009 DEIR AQ/mm-4 and AQ/mm-6 and the 
fact that they were tied to “less than 300 TPD” for the compost operation.  It should be noted as 
part of recirculation of the 2009 DEIR and preparation of the 2011 RDEIR, these measures were 
either eliminated, revised, or moved to the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section.  In addition, 
as noted above, the compost operation has been removed from the project description as part of 
the FEIR.  As a result, it is not possible to respond to this particular comment.  Please refer to odor 
comments and responses on the 2011 RDEIR in Section XI of the FEIR. 

BF-157-167 

These eleven comments address issues relating to the odor complaint response process (157-
162), the threshold for which aerated static pile technology is implemented (163), implementation of 
bio-filtration for odor control (164), odors related to gas extracted and volume collected (165-166), 
and transfer of the compost operation to another location more than two miles from the Landfill 
(167).  It should be noted as part of recirculation of the 2009 DEIR and preparation of the 2011 
RDEIR (which also took into consideration the actions taken at the 2010 Compost operation 
Revocation Planning Commission hearing), information relating to odor issues were revised, or 
moved to the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section.  In addition, as noted above, the compost 
operation has been removed from the project description, resulting in a reduction of odors, odor 
issues, and odor complaints.  As a result, it is not possible to respond to these particular 
comments.  However, odor comments raised as part of circulation of the 2011 RDEIR have been 
responded to (refer to odor comments and responses on the 2011 RDEIR in Section XI of the 
FEIR). 

BF-168 

This comment on Section V.A., Aesthetic Resources, acknowledges the high quality of the existing 
visual environment.  It also notes that the Landfill is noticeable and the engineered embankments 
are apparent.  This section of Highway 227 is not an officially designated scenic highway and, 
therefore, the analysis correctly notes that the CEQA threshold regarding applicable state scenic 
highways does not apply.  AES Impact 2 states that, “The interim and final topography of the 
Landfill would silhouette above ridgelines as viewed from Highway 227, Corbett Canyon Road and 
Price Canyon Road, significantly impacting the short and long term visual quality of the surrounding 
area” and that impacts would be significant and unavoidable.  No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

BF-169 
This comment asks whether the MRF would be expanded or not.  The project description states 
that the MRF would be expanded from 55,000 square feet to 68,800 square feet. The contour lines 
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on Figures III-9 and the shading on Figure III-10, of Section III, Project Description, could be used 
to approximate the new size. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-170 

This comment asks how, if certain sections of the Landfill currently do not support vegetation cover, 
is it proposed to be rectified in the future.  AES/mm-3.c requires the applicant to plant native 
species as cover material on interim and final slopes.  The species included would be 
predominately grasses, as these are least likely to damage the cover.  No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

BF-171 

This comment addresses timing of construction of the berm on the top deck to shield the compost 
operation from view before it is moved to the top deck.  The compost operation has been 
eliminated from the project description, as discussed above, but the applicant has retained in their 
project description the ability to process green waste and conduct other staging operations on the 
top deck.  AES/mm-4 requires that Prior to Notice to Proceed, that applicant shall construct the top 
deck berm.  AES/mm-5 sets the timeline for remaining portions of the berm around the top deck to 
be within one year, taking into consideration the outline of the top deck will evolve as the closest 
modules are completed.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-172 

This comment asks how the berm on the top deck can be implemented if the Landfill has a 
maximum permitted elevation of 500 feet.  The elevation of the final cover would be approximately 
500 feet.  The green waste processing and staging activities would be situated at the 500-foot 
elevation.  Implementation of the berm would require the working height of the Landfill to be higher 
than 500 feet – ranging from 510 to a maximum of 525 feet with the berm in place (refer to 
Conditions of Approval in the County Staff Report for further details). No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

BF-173 

This comment states that even after the berm on the top deck is built, particularly with trucks and 
other Landfill-related activities being visible on the working face and roadways throughout the 
project site, impacts would still remain significant and unavoidable.  AES Impact 10, addressing the 
cumulative impacts of the proposed project, recognizes the visibility of ongoing operations and 
recommends the impact is significant and unavoidable.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-174 

This comment addresses the visibility of the proposed project.  The intent of AES/mm-4 is to 
reduce the visibility of the green waste and staging operations as seen from public roads and 
places.  Views from private property (adjacent properties) are not regulated by the County of San 
Luis Obispo and are not considered in the EIR analysis. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-175 

This comment addresses the visibility of the access road.  Views from private property are not 
regulated by the County of San Luis Obispo and are not considered in the EIR analysis.  The 
landscape plan required by AES/mm-13 requires screening along the entire Landfill-Highway 227 
frontage.  The access road to the top deck would need to change locations during construction of 
the modules.  Any screening benefits suggested in the proposed mitigation measure may be offset 
given the number of activities ongoing at the Landfill.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-176 

This comment asks why only the structures are screened and not the remainder of the operation.  
The EIR includes mitigation measures to reduce aesthetic impacts associated with aspects of the 
Landfill that are not structures:  AES/mm-4 requires construction of top deck berm for shielding of 
the green waste processing; AES/mm-10 requires aesthetic treatments be applied to stockpiles; 
and, AES/mm-13 requires screening along the Highway 227 frontage owned by the Landfill so as 
to reduce impacts of the Landfill.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.  
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BF-177 

This comment provides recommendations for improving the screening of the Landfill.  AES/mm-13 
suggests that more than oak trees may be used.  It also suggests using 15-gallon trees at 
minimum, with the exception of oak trees.  The EIR preparer agrees with the commenter that oak 
trees may be difficult to grow.   There is no data to suggest that oak trees planted from 5 or 15-
gallon containers are more successful than ones grown from one-gallon containers.  Standard 
County mitigation measures for impacts to oak trees generally require one gallon trees be planted. 
No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-178 

This comment takes issue with the condition specifying monitoring of landscape screening for ten 
years and suggests a longer timeframe in the event that landscaping fails to accomplish objectives 
within the proposed 10 year monitoring period.  AES/mm-9 requires that the applicant monitor the 
trees for no less than 10 years, or until the vegetation is established.  It clearly states that additional 
monitoring would be required until the vegetation is adequately established.  No changes to the 
FEIR are necessary. 

BF-179 

This comment addresses RRP and MRF screening.  The screening is designed to address the 
visibility of the structures from public roads and places.  In this case, the structures may be most 
visible from Highway 227, although it is also important that they are not visible from other public 
roads and places.  Given the geography and parcel shapes, views from Highway 227 may be from 
both the south and west.  Views from private property (adjacent properties) are not regulated by the 
County of San Luis Obispo and are not considered in the EIR analysis. No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

BF-180 

This comment raises the concern of construction activities and stockpiles degrading long- and 
short-term visual quality.  AES Impact 10 addresses changes to the visual character due to the 
proposed project.  Given that there are already stockpiles on the property in use, the proposed 
project would not necessarily impact the existing setting in regards to visibility of stockpiles – 
particularly once AES/mm-10 is implemented. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-181 

This comment states NS/mm-2 does not help AES Impact 6 (which identifies aesthetic impacts 
associated with stockpiles) because NS/mm-2 deals with relocating the entrance.  NS/mm-2 
requires the timely implementation of the NS/mm-1, a Noise Mitigation Plan.  The commenter is 
correct in that NS/mm-1 and -2 do not directly reduce AES Impact 6 and the appropriate revisions 
to the FEIR have been made to reflect elimination of NS/mm-1 and -2.  

BF-182 

This comment requests that the colors for building materials be included in the EIR.  These colors 
are difficult to reproduce accurately in a document but are available for review in the Munsell Book 
of Colors at the County Department of Planning.  The colors have been tested and accepted by the 
County as those most appropriate for enabling the blending of buildings and structures into the 
surrounding landscape.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-183 

This comment recommends that there be no glow at night from lights associated with the MRF.  
AES/mm-12 requires this mitigation.  In the event that the mitigation is not being met, it may be 
addressed through the mitigation monitoring process, code enforcement, or during review of the 
project prior to issuance of a subsequent Notice to Proceed (e.g., not issue subsequent Notices to 
Proceed unless the applicant comes into compliance).  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-184 

This comment asks about potential access road lighting, including pole height.  The lights, if 
located on the access road, may be no higher than necessary to meet minimum safety 
requirements (AES/mm-12) and to meet the objective of reduced nighttime light and glare.  No 
changes to the FEIR are necessary. 
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BF-185 

This comment raises the issue of landscaping not being successful after ten years.  AES/mm-8 and 
9 assure subsequent monitoring and success of landscaping requirements.  If landscaping is not 
successful after ten years and the bond has run out, the County still has the option of requiring the 
applicant to comply with the conditions of approval through code enforcement actions and other 
means.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-186 

This comment notes that the intermediate pictures in the Section V.A. photo-simulations show a 
bucolic rural road with no traffic and that each simulation should have 6-8 vehicles and trucks 
shown.  The pictures used in the photo-simulations were taken during a day when the Landfill was 
active and are, therefore, accurately depicting traffic on Highway 227 in the vicinity of the Landfill, 
although admittedly they are only “snapshots” in time.  Adding additional trucks to the pictures 
would not change the analysis nor necessarily be more reflective of the current or future views of 
traffic on Highway 227.  Equipment and trucks are visible on the Landfill property in the photo 
simulations. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-187 

This comment states that because AES Impact 2 results in a significant and unavoidable adverse 
impact, a transfer facility must be considered.  Section VI, Alternatives of the FEIR examines a 
number of alternatives, two of which involve the expansion site not being utilized for waste disposal 
and instead involving the transfer of waste to other locations.  These two alternatives do not include 
the actual construction of waste transfer facilities; however, they closely represent the end physical 
result from an impact standpoint of what a transfer facility would look like and what not using the 
expansion site would look like.  Section VI, Table VI-2 shows that Aesthetic impacts would be 
reduced to a level of less than significant as the commenter notes.   No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

BF-188 
This comment describes the distribution of the various and common types of agriculture in the 
Edna Valley (e.g., row crops, vineyards).  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-189 

This comment requests that all water supply portions of the Agricultural Resources section be 
corrected.  Since publication of the 2009 DEIR, there have been additional water studies completed 
(leading to recirculation of the DEIR) as well as revisions to the Project Description which affect 
water usage.  Based on these studies and water supply use changes, applicable portions of the 
FEIR Agricultural Resources section have been amended.   

BF-190 

This comment request that statements pertaining to noise be updated.  The Water Resources and 
Noise sections of the Draft EIR were revised and recirculated in May 2011; therefore, this comment 
is no longer applicable. Refer to response to comment BF 27-108 and BF 109-140 above for a 
detailed discussion on this matter. 

BF-191 
This comment notes a portion of Table II-2 that was blank in the 2009 DEIR.  Text has been added 
to Table II-2 and all blanks have been filled in the FEIR.  

BF-192 

This comment takes issue with off-site easements for use as compensation and mitigation 
(BR/mm-3.a.) for loss of oak trees.  The loss of native oak trees and oak woodlands is a significant 
issue in San Luis Obispo County and the State of California, hence the need for SB 1334.  The 
measure would be most effective at mitigating impacts close to the impact area; however this is not 
always feasible and the mitigation provides flexibility to the applicant in complying with the measure 
and for the County in enforcement of the measure.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-193 
This comment takes issue with BR/mm-3.b., which requires payment for removal of oak trees as an 
alternative to establishing a conservation easement.  The commenter’s issue is that it does not 
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provide enough of a disincentive to tree removal.  This mitigation measure however is an accepted 
form of mitigation required by the County of San Luis Obispo and, as noted above, provides 
flexibility to the applicant in complying with the measure and for the County in enforcement of the 
measure.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-194 

This comment takes issue with mitigation measures AES/mm-3 and 10 and others requiring 
seeding and planting of finished slopes.  The intent of those measures is to maximize the use of 
plants occurring in native habitats.  This would reduce visual impacts and have some positive 
impact on local ecology.  However use of all pure natives may not always be feasible given the soil 
conditions and need to protect the final cover from destruction by deep or heavily rooted species.  
Species used may change over time and therefore it may not be appropriate now to define specific 
species that could be used. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-195 

This comment seeks clarification on use of acronyms within the Cultural Resources section of the 
EIR.  “PR” has been used when discussing paleontological resources and “AR” when discussing 
the more traditionally considered cultural resources such as archaeological resources.  
Paleontological and archaeological resources are sub-disciplines under the overall heading of 
cultural resources.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-196 
This comment, similar to comment BF-195, seeks clarification on acronyms in the Cultural 
Resources section.  Please refer to response BF-195 above.  No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 

BF-197 

This comment addresses the analysis of climate change impacts.  The Impact Assessment and 
Methodology section indicates that the analysis assumes a linear rate of garbage production would 
occur and uses that to assess potential future emissions.  In any event, subsequent reporting 
required by GHG/mm-1 and 2 require monitoring of GHG emissions and prohibit GHG emissions to 
exceed current rates.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-198 

This comment suggests that Figure V.G.-2 be consistent in scale to Figure III-8 so as to show the 
entire Landfill boundary.  This is not necessary and the local geologic information being portrayed 
in V.G.-2 includes the entire site as well as an area around the perimeter of the site.  No changes 
to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-199-211 

These twelve comments ask questions and address issues relating to the Landfill’s acceptance of 
bio-solids (199-203), acceptance of medical waste (204), litter control (205-209), birds/vectors 
(210-211).  The proposed project no longer includes acceptance of biosolids as compost operation 
feedstock and the even though the Landfill currently has permits for acceptance of bio-solids, they 
do not accept and dispose of this material because they do not have the proper sub-surface liners 
in place.  The Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of the Draft EIR was revised and 
recirculated in May 2011.  The listed comments are, therefore, no longer valid.  All comments 
received on the revised and recirculated Section V.H., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, are 
included in Section XI, Response to Comments on 2011 RDEIR, of the Final EIR. 

BF-212 

This comment requests information regarding the Landfill having to construct a retention basin on 
the Holland property.  Discussions with the Landfill, who also discussed the issue with the Holland 
property owner, Mr. Ron Holland, revealed that the construction of the pond on the Holland 
property did not involve the Landfill.  The pond serves no purpose to the Landfill in terms of storm 
water control.  Mr. Holland has the ability to divert Landfill runoff into the pond via a weir system to 
refill the pond when it is low.  The presence of the pond on the Holland property does not appear to 
be indicative of operational or environmental issues associated with the Landfill.  No changes to the 
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FEIR are necessary. 

BF-213 

This comment seeks clarification regarding the compressed natural gas facility mentioned in the 
EIR. The EIR states that “a compressed natural gas fueling station has been constructed,” and that 
“the facility would be relocated near the new maintenance building.”  The facility is not new and is 
currently located near the existing entrance.  The CNG facility is not proposed to be greater in size 
or different in configuration or layout – just relocated to the area of the RRP.  No changes to the 
FEIR are necessary. 

BF-214 

This comment states that the vehicle trips associated with the proposed project may have been 
underestimated and that a methodology utilizing tons per trip per vehicle may be more appropriate.  
The project daily and peak hour trip generation estimates were revised to reflect the tonnage per 
day methodology documented in the June 20, 2009 letter prepared as part of the response to this 
comment (refer to Appendix F). For average operation conditions, the estimated ADT increased to 
1,020, which is approximately 18.6% higher than originally estimated in the DEIR Transportation 
section. The project a.m. and p.m. peak hour trip generation estimates were also increased by 
approximately 19% to account for the tonnage per day methodology.  In addition, the revised traffic 
analysis also included an evaluation of the “permit limits” scenario as requested in the comment.  
The information provided by the traffic engineer in response this comment does not change the 
conclusions in the 2009 DEIR.  Refer to Section V.J.5.a. Transportation and Circulation for 
revisions to the FEIR. 

BF-215 

This comment asks why information and analysis of Landfill clean-up and abandonment is not 
presented in the EIR.  The process for clean-up and abandonment would not change with respect 
to the proposed project.  Closure activities will be performed consistent with a final closure 
management plan prepared by the applicant and reviewed and approved by the RWQCB and 
CalRecycle.  The final closure plan will include a description of the area to be closed, proposed 
final cover, environmental monitoring and control systems, site security, schedule, etc.  The costs 
for “cleanup” and closure of the landfill are regulated by CalRecycle and the RWQCB.  Those 
agencies are responsible for evaluating potential clean-up costs and determining whether or not 
the appropriate amount is available.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-216 

This comment cites the 1991 EIR for the previous expansion of the Landfill and the Project 
Description for the document which stated that the site’s post-closure end use would “be 
maintained as non-irrigated open space for cattle grazing and agricultural purposes”.  The 
comment further states that prior to Notice to Proceed for the proposed expansion, a mitigation 
measure should be included requiring the applicant to purchase 120 acres of open space.  No 
change is anticipated as part of post-closure land uses on the site should this proposed expansion 
be approved, therefore, there is not a nexus to require preservation of 120 acres as part of this 
FEIR.   No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-217 
This comment requests that income generated by the County due to the existence of the Landfill be 
included in the EIR (e.g., Franchise Fee-tipping, etc.).  This is not relevant to the environmental 
analysis, no changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-218 

This comment states that in addition to total volume taken in, the type of material and location of its 
origin should also be provided.  In addition, the comment questions the EIR preparers accounting 
controls to ensure this information is accurate.  For the purposes of this EIR, the County 
determined that this level of auditing would not be required and that acceptance of the applicant 
submitted records on waste intake would be adequate.  It is unclear how the information would 
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affect the outcome or conclusions associated with the analysis.  No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary.  

BF-219 

This comment states that the Landfill is an intrusion on the neighbors and questions MRF volumes.  
The MRF would increase intake from 120 tons per day (TPD) to 400 TPD.  The baseline for the 
project has been set for 2006 for intake of waste for the purpose of being able to finish the EIR.  If 
information continually changes in the baseline it has ramifications on timeline for completion of the 
EIR.  The comment also recommends that the EIR place a limitation on where waste can be 
shipped-in from.  The Landfill indicates that although waste comes from out of the area, it is 
minimal and they are not required implement such a limitation.  The recycling is not just related to 
population.  Recycling has become more commonplace due to public education and regulations.  
No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-220 

This comment states that bonds are not a stable entity for guaranteeing work and therefore the 
bonds should be backed-up by the Landfill by cash.  The financial assurances are regulated by the 
CalRecylce and the RWQCB.  The landfill will need to be in compliance with those regulations prior 
to issuance of the Notice to Proceed.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-221 
This comment states that the Alternatives section should be updated to be consistent with all other 
changes in the EIR.  Changes have been made as applicable. 

BF-222 

This comment states that the amount of diverted waste needs to be reevaluated because the 
Landfill is currently not approaching its permit limit.  This statement is based on observed trends 
over the last 5 to 10 years and is part of a qualitative assessment of the No Project alternative.  
With respect to closure there is no timeline or end date set to the Landfill’s existing Land Use 
Permit that they can continue to accept waste until such time as the Landfill has reached capacity.  
The comment goes on to recommend deletion of the No Project alternative discussion; however, 
this discussion is required per CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6.  It is difficult to determine what 
would happen if the project were not approved and the Landfill closed.  The analysis attempts a 
reasonable analysis based on existing information and has been modified based on information in 
the 2011 RDEIR. 

BF-223 
This comment states agreement with discussion of the Redesigned Project Alternative; therefore, 
no response or changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-224 

This comment states that this alternative would appear to shift impacts from one location to 
another.  All possible alternative locations were not evaluated, nor does CEQA require it.  The 
possibility of permitting three new RRPs would appear to be a relatively difficult task, considering 
the issues raised for the proposed project.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-225 
This comment states agreement with not carrying forward a waste to energy alternative; therefore, 
no response or changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-226 

This comment states that an alternative should be added to the EIR addressing relocation of the 
compost operation.  Because the applicant has removed the compost operation from further 
consideration from the proposed project, the significant impacts associated with that formerly 
proposed facility have been eliminated.  Without the compost operation and the related significant 
impacts, it no longer makes sense to include such an alternative in the EIR.  No changes to the 
FEIR are necessary. 

BF-227-228 
This comment states that the EIR evaluation of alternatives does not consider all future solutions or 
alternatives.  The fundamental premise of an EIR alternatives analysis, per CEQA Guidelines, 
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Section 15126.6, is that an EIR include a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project 
– not all possible alternatives.  As part of determining a reasonable range of alternatives, an EIR 
must also take into consideration whether they will feasibly attain most of the proposed project’s 
basic objectives – but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project.  In this case, the project objectives consisted of 1) providing cost effective, long-term waste 
diversion capacity while helping local communities meet state-mandated waste diversion goals; 2) 
providing cost effective, long-term disposal capacity while maintaining consistency with the County-
wide Siting Element, and optimizing fill space on the project property; and, 3) providing a well-
engineered and environmentally sound operation that meets or exceeds federal, state, and local 
standards to minimize the impacts of waste diversion and disposal activities, and protects and 
enhances the site’s sensitive biological resources.  The EIR started with an initial screening of 
seven preliminary alternatives, and then taking into consideration the above factors, narrowed the 
analysis down to four alternatives (one of which examines five off site alternatives).  Given the 
guidelines for preparation of an alternatives analysis, it appears that this section, per the CEQA 
Guidelines, provides a thorough and adequate discussion of future solutions or alternatives to the 
proposed project.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-229 

This comment states disagreement with specific impact reductions associated with the qualitative 
evaluation of the Redesigned Project Alternative.  Based on revisions to the Hazards, Noise, and 
Water Resources sections of the EIR, in addition to the applicant’s removal of the compost 
operation from the Project Description, these determinations have been revised.  In the 2009 DEIR, 
the Redesigned Project Alternative was selected as the Environmentally Superior Alternative and 
as a result of the above revisions it remains the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  No changes 
to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-230-231 

This comment states that the Ontario and Sycamore sites should not have been eliminated as part 
of the alternatives screening process.  A key reason these sites were eliminated from further 
consideration in the EIR was because the Cold Canyon Landfill is existing, and therefore not all 
impacts are new.  For the other sites, any impacts identified would be new to that site and therefore 
more severe in some cases.  The statement “it must choose one to look at in detail” is not accurate.  
No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

BF-232 

This comment suggests replacing the Waste Diversion Alternative with the alternative suggested 
as part of BF-228 (i.e., relocating the RRP, MRF, and CO, and making the Landfill a waste transfer 
station).  As stated above, the EIR evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives, not all possible 
alternatives.  In addition, the alternative suggested in the referenced comment would not meet key 
objectives of the project applicant, which includes on-site burial of waste.  No changes to the FEIR 
are necessary. 

BF-233 

This comment states that the authors of the EIR can recommend the No Project Alternative as the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative.  CEQA requires that if the No Project Alternative is the 
environmentally superior, then it should be noted, but that another environmentally superior 
alternative should be selected among the other alternatives.  The EIR has taken this approach and 
after revisions to various EIR sections, due to recirculation of the DEIR, the Redesigned Project 
Alternative, remains the environmentally superior alternative. No changes to the FEIR are 
necessary. 
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DG-1 

This comment states that the water comments made by Bruce Falkenhagen must be taken 
seriously.  Please refer to responses to Mr. Falkenhagen’s comments above and in the following 
section which includes comments made by Mr. Falkenhagen on the 2011 RDEIR.  As noted in the 
FEIR and several responses above, the open windrow compost operation has been eliminated by 
the applicant from future consideration as part of this EIR.  As a result, water consumption by the 
proposed project has been reduced by 24.3 acre feet per year – a substantial portion of the project 
previously proposed.  Please refer to the revised and recirculated Section V.K., Water Resources, of 
the Final EIR. 

DG-2 

This comment raises smell issues pertaining to the compost operation.  As noted in the FEIR and 
several responses above, the open windrow compost operation has been eliminated by the 
applicant from future consideration as part of this EIR.  It is expected that odor impacts previously 
identified, which took into consideration the compost operation, would be reduced without it being a 
component of the project.  However, the Landfill, without the compost operation, would still result in 
odor impacts and these have been identified as significant.  With implementation of mitigation 
measures, odor impacts would still be considered significant and unavoidable.  Please refer to the 
revised and recirculated Section V.H., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Final EIR more 
information.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

DG-3 

This comment states Noise.  Subsequent to public review of the 2009 DEIR (from which these 
comments derive), the County wholly revised and recirculated the Noise section as part of the 2011 
RDEIR.  Comments were then prepared on the revised 2011 Noise section and the County 
therefore had two sets of Noise section comments.  In this scenario of there being two sets of 
comments for two different Noise sections, CEQA Guidelines outline options for the County as Lead 
Agency on how to handle the dual set of comments.  The County, in the case of this project, elected 
to provide notice in the 2011 RDEIR that CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2) would be 
applicable.  Given the guidance provided by CEQA when a lead agency is faced with this scenario, 
responses to the referenced 2009 Noise comments have not been prepared as responses to the 
2011 Noise section comments are now most applicable.  Refer to Section XI of this FEIR.    

DG-4 

This comment raises concern over molds caused by the compost operation.  As noted in the FEIR 
and several responses above, the open windrow compost operation has been eliminated by the 
applicant from future consideration as part of this EIR.  It is expected that mold issues previously 
identified, which took into consideration the compost operation, would be reduced without it being a 
component of the project.  Please refer to the revised and recirculated Section V.H., Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, of the Final EIR more information.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary.    

DG-5 

This comment states the Landfill must be made to clean-up roadside trash in at least a two mile 
radius.  The EIR requires a substantial litter control plan be implemented, including a litter control 
phone number to deal with operator-based refuse that is found along haul routes within a five mile 
radius (refer to HAZ/mm-2).  Please refer to the revised and recirculated Section V.H., Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, of the Final EIR. 

DG-6 
This comment states the new entrance will be more of a hazard. Data in the EIR demonstrates that 
stopping distance on Highway 227 at the existing and proposed driveway locations is adequate for 
vehicles traveling at 75 to 80 mph.  Stopping sight distance from the vertical curve located 860 feet 
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north of the driveway is adequate for 65 to 70 mph.  This vertical curve crest also limits the line of 
sight looking north from the proposed driveway location.  Based on the Caltrans 7.5 second 
criterion, corner sight distance for vehicles exiting the proposed driveway and proceeding south 
would be acceptable for 65 to 70 mph.  Because there would be adequate stopping sight distance at 
the proposed driveway location for vehicles traveling on Highway 227 entering and passing the 
Landfill, impacts are considered less than significant.  That conclusion was reviewed by the County 
Department of Public Works and Caltrans. No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

DG-7 

This comment raises issues pertaining to the compost operation.  As noted in the FEIR and several 
responses above, the open windrow compost operation has been eliminated by the applicant from 
future consideration as part of this EIR.  It is expected that odor impacts previously identified, which 
took into consideration the compost operation, would be reduced without it being a component of 
the project.  However, the Landfill, without the compost operation, would still result in odor impacts 
and these have been identified as significant.  Please refer to the revised and recirculated Section 
V.H., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Final EIR more information.  No changes to the FEIR 
are necessary. 

DG-8 

This comment states that the current plan of extending the life of the Landfill is very shortsighted 
and that we should come up with ways to better dispose of our trash.  The EIR includes an analysis 
of alternatives which, per CEQA Guidelines 15126.6, is considered a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the proposed project.  As part of determining a reasonable range of alternatives, an 
EIR must also take into consideration whether they will feasibly attain most of the proposed project’s 
basic objectives – but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.  
In the this case the project objectives consisted of 1) providing cost effective, long-term waste 
diversion capacity while helping local communities meet state-mandated waste diversion goals; 2) 
providing cost effective, long-term disposal capacity while maintaining consistency with the County-
wide Siting Element, and optimizing fill space on the project property; and, 3) providing a well-
engineered and environmentally sound operation that meets or exceeds federal, state, and local 
standards to minimize the impacts of waste diversion and disposal activities, and protects and 
enhances the site’s sensitive biological resources.  The EIR started with an initial screening of seven 
preliminary alternatives, and then taking into consideration the above factors, narrowed the analysis 
down to four alternatives (one of which examines five off site alternatives).  Given the guidelines for 
preparation of an alternatives analysis, it appears that this section is in fact serious and 
comprehensive.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

DG-9 

This comment states opposition to the proposed expansion and cites it as being shortsighted due to 
various environmental issues such water consumption, odor, mold, and noise.  Comments made in 
this letter regarding water consumption, odor, and mold have been responded to in DG-1, DG-2 and 
7, and DG-4 respectively.  Please refer to Section X.C., Approval/Denial, Need, and Consideration 
of the Project above.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 
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dated March 16, 2009 

 

Comment 
No. 

Response 

NR-1 

This comment states a high level of concern over the compost operation due to the smell, mold in 
the air, and the air quality.  As noted in the FEIR and several responses above, the open windrow 
compost operation has been eliminated by the applicant from future consideration as part of this 
EIR.  It is expected that odor, mold, and related air impacts previously identified, which took into 
consideration the compost operation, would be reduced without it being a component of the 
proposed project.  However, the Landfill, without the compost operation, would still result in odor 
impacts and these have been identified as significant.  Please refer to the revised and recirculated 
Section V.H., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Final EIR more information.  No changes to 
the FEIR are necessary. 

NR-2 

This comment asks how the compost operation would affect water supply.  As noted in the FEIR 
and several responses above, the open windrow compost operation has been eliminated by the 
applicant from future consideration as part of this EIR.  As a result, water consumption by the 
proposed project has been reduced by 24.3 acre feet per year – a substantial portion of the project 
previously proposed.  Please refer to the revised and recirculated Section V.K., Water Resources, 
of the Final EIR.   

NR-3 
These comments ask if an alternative location for the compost operation has been examined.  
Please refer to responses NR-1 and NR-2 above. 

NR-4 

This comment states that a different location is needed for San Luis Obispo’s garbage due to the 
number of impacts associated with the project.  The EIR includes an analysis of a reasonable range 
of alternatives which takes into consideration other locations in San Luis Obispo County.  As part of 
this alternatives analysis, the applicant’s project objectives also have to be taken into consideration.  
The environmentally superior alternative, the one that reduces impacts the greatest, was identified 
as a redesigned project – at the existing location.  No changes to the FEIR are necessary. 

 
 



Cold Canyon Landfill Expansion EIR  X. Response to Comments on 2009 Draft EIR 

Final EIR  X-282 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 


