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1. Introduction

1.1 Purpose of the Response to Comments/Revised Final Environmental Impact Report
Document (“RTC/RFEIR”)

This document provides responses to comments received on the April 2016 Revised Draft Environmental
Impact Report (“RDEIR”) for the proposed Central Coast Transfer Station Project (“Project”), and
includes necessary revisions to clarify the text and analysis in the RDEIR. The RDEIR identified the likely
environmental consequences associated with the project, and recommended mitigation measures to
reduce potentially significant impacts. The RDEIR amended six sections of the original Draft
Environmental Impact Report dated February 2015 (“DEIR”) and incorporated by reference the other
unaltered sections of the DEIR. An earlier Response to Comments on the DEIR, dated June 2015,
remains applicable and is incorporated herein by reference, although in some respects it has been
modified by the RDEIR and this RTC/RFEIR, which are definitive in any instance of inconsistency.

This RTC/RFEIR document, together with the DEIR and RDEIR, constitutes the Final EIR (“FEIR”) for the
project and will be considered by the Caspar Joint Powers Agreement lead agency partners (County of
Mendocino and City of Fort Bragg) for certification under the California Environmental Quality Act
(llcEQAll).

1.2 Environmental Review Process

CEQA requires lead agencies to consult with public agencies having jurisdiction over a proposed project,
and to provide the general public and project applicant with an opportunity to comment on the RDEIR.
This RTC/RFEIR document has been prepared to respond to the significant environmental points raised
in the oral and written comments received on the RDEIR and to make modifications to clarify some of
the information in the RDEIR.

The original DEIR was made available for public review on February 9, 2015, at the following locations:
1) Fort Bragg Public Library, 499 E. Laurel Street, Fort Bragg; 2) City of Fort Bragg, 416 N. Franklin Street,
Fort Bragg; 3) City of Fort Bragg website at www.city.fortbragg.com; and 4) Mendocino Solid Waste
Management Authority (MSWMA) website at www.MendoRecycle.org. The DEIR was distributed to local
and State responsible and trustee agencies via submission to the State Clearinghouse, and the general
public was advised of the availability of the DEIR by posting of a public notice in the local newspaper. A
public notice was also filed with and posted by the County Clerk as required by law. A public hearing to
receive comments on the DEIR was held by the City of Fort Bragg and County of Mendocino on March
19, 2015. The 45-day public comment period on the DEIR closed on March 26, 2015 at 5 p.m. In
response to public and agency comments received on the DEIR, including comments received just prior
to and on the same day the lead agency was set to hold a public hearing to consider certifying the EIR
and approving the project, the lead agency decided to continue the public hearing of July 21, 2015 to
allow staff additional time to consult with the commenting agencies. Ultimately, on or about September
18, 2015, the lead agency provided public notice of its decision to revise and recirculate the DEIR.

The RDEIR was subsequently prepared and made available for public review on May 11, 2016 at the
following locations: 1) Fort Bragg Public Library, 499 E. Laurel Street, Fort Bragg; 2) Fort Bragg City Hall,
416 N. Franklin Street, Fort Bragg; and 3) Mendocino Solid Waste Management Authority (MSWMA)
website at www.MendoRecycle.org. The RDEIR was distributed to local and State responsible and
trustee agencies by the State Clearinghouse and the general public was advised of the availability of the
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RDEIR by posting of a public notice in the local newspaper and by mailing or emailing a notice to those
who had requested notice. A public notice was also filed with and posted by the County Clerk as
required by law. A public hearing to receive comments on the RDEIR was held by the City of Fort Bragg
and County of Mendocino on June 16, 2016. The 45-day public comment period on the RDEIR closed on
June 24,2016 at 5 p.m.

Copies of all written comments and summaries of all oral comments received on the RDEIR during the
public comment period are contained in this document. Responses to each comment follow the
comment letter or oral comment.

This RTC/RFEIR document will be provided to the Fort Bragg City Council and Mendocino County Board
of Supervisors, together with the DEIR (and original RTC/FEIR document from June 2015) and RDEIR, for
their review prior to their consideration of resolutions certifying the EIR as a full disclosure of potential
impacts, mitigations and alternatives, and approving the project. If the project is approved,
recommended mitigation measures will be adopted and implemented as specified in the resolutions and
an accompanying mitigation monitoring and reporting program adopted unless the Board of Supervisors
and City Council find the measures infeasible as specified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (Findings).

13 Document Organization

This RTC/RFEIR document is organized into the following chapters:

Chapter 1 - Introduction. This chapter discusses the use and organization of this RTC document, and
summarizes the environmental review process to date for the project.

Chapter 2 — Revisions to the RDEIR. Deletions and additions to the text of the DEIR are contained in
this chapter.

Chapter 3 - List of Commenters. This chapter includes the names of agencies and individuals who
commented on the RDEIR, both written and oral.

Chapter 4 — Comments and Responses. This chapter reproduces all of the written comments
received on the RDEIR from public agencies and members of the public during the public comment
period and provides responses to those comments both in the form of “Master Responses” (to the
environmental points most frequently raised) and point-by-point responses to all other individual
comments. The chapter also contains summaries of oral comments received during the Public
Hearing held on June 16, 2016 at Fort Bragg Town Hall, 363 N. Main Street, Fort Bragg and responses
to the significant environmental points raised by those oral comments.

Chapter 5 — Appendices.
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2. Revisions to the RDEIR

This chapter includes minor revisions to the RDEIR necessary to correct minor errors or omissions or
otherwise clarify information in the RDEIR. The changes to the RDEIR are indicated by indented text.
Text that has been added to the RDEIR is indicated in underline font. (No deletions of the RDEIR are
proposed.)

2.1 Project Description — Required Permits and Approvals (RDEIR Section 2.6)
Add the following to the list of required approvals at page 2.0-10 of the RDEIR:
e (Coastal Development Permit for restoration activities at botanical mitigation sites, if the

California Coastal Commission deems that those activities constitute “development” under the
Coastal Act.

2.2 Biological Resources (RDEIR Section 3.4)

Add the following sentence prior to the final sentence in Mitigation Measure BIO-1b: Mitigate Impact to
Mendocino Cypress and Bolander’s Pine:

Invasive plants along the southern boundary of the Caspar Pygmy Forest Preserve/Preservation Parcel
shall be eradicated.

2.3 Alternatives Description & Analysis (RDEIR Section 4.3) Environmentally Superior
Alternative

The chart on page 3.9.14 of Section 4.0 of the RDEIR has been replaced with the chart that appears in
Master Response A.
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3. Comments Received During RDEIR Public Comment Period

During the 45-day public comment period on the RDEIR, the lead agency received 19 written comments
(letters/emails) and 15 oral comments at the June 16, 2016 public hearing. Lists of the comment letters
and oral comments received, including the names and affiliations of the commenters, are shown below
in Tables 3-1 and 3-2. The written comments that were received are numbered alphabetically starting
with “A” through “S” and the oral comments are numbered alphabetically starting with “AA” through

IIOO'II

3.1 Table 3-1:

Written Comments Received During Public Comment Period

Letter/Email Agency/Organization | Last Name First Name Letter/Email Date
A Individual Moore Shirley Ann May 16, 2016
B Individual Rennacker Ann June 8, 2016
C Individual Durkee Carrie June 8, 2016
D Caltrans Ahlstrand Tatiana June 3, 2016
E Fish & Wildlife Maniji Neil June 13, 2016
F Individual James Ronnie June 13, 2016
G Individual Thorbecke Charla June 15, 2016
H Individual Durkee Carrie June 20, 2016
I Individuals Thorbecke Erik & Charla June 16, 2016
J Individual Fremont John June 16, 2016
K Sierra Club Wehren Rixanne June 15, 2016
L Coastal Commission | Gedik Tamara June 21, 2016
M EPIC DiPerna Rob June 23, 2016
N Native Plant Society | Sholars Teresa June 23, 2016
O Parks & Recreation | Amann Kathleen June 24, 2016
P Sierra Club Carroll Paul July 17, 2015
Q Individual James Jeremy June 24, 2016
R Individual Rennacker Ann June 24, 2016
S Individual Oberweiser Ed June 8, 2016
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3.2 Table 3-2: Oral Comments Received at June 16, 2016 Public Hearing

Comment Agency/Organization | Last Name First Name
AA Individual Rice Barbara
BB Individual Fremont John
CcC Individual Howson Tracy
DD Individual Gay James
EE Individual Thorbecke Charla
FF Individual James Jeremy
GG Sierra Club Wehren Rixanne
HH Individual Walsh Mary

Il Individual Rennacker Ann

J Individual Sacks Rick

KK Individual Moller Barbara
LL Individual Becker Mickey
MM Individual Frank Cynthia
NN Individual Heil Bill

00 Individual Barber TeriJo
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4. Responses to Comments Received During the RDEIR Comment
Period

4.1 Master Responses to Comments

Several of the written and oral comments submitted on the RDEIR raised the same/similar comments,
demonstrating common, shared concerns. Accordingly, three Master Responses have been prepared to
globally respond to those common concerns addressing the following topics: (1) distances to
surrounding residences at project alternative sites; (2) location of the Project within the Coastal Zone;
and (3) conditions on and potential impacts to 12.6 acres of existing Russian Gulch State Park land.

4.2 Master Response A: Distances to surrounding residences at project alternative sites

Several commenters objected to the chart on page 3.9.14" of Section 4.0 of the RDEIR because it stated
distances to residences from the boundaries of the alternative project sites, without specifying whether
it was the boundary of the parcel or the boundary of the projected location of a transfer station on the
alternative project site. Accordingly, the chart is revised as follows:

Site Closest residence to projected | Number of residences within
transfer station footprint 1000 feet of projected transfer
(feet) station footprint

Project site on SR 20° 450 13

Caspar Landfill site 1000 2

Empire Waste Management®* 150 62

Leisure Time RV Park’ 0° 44

Mendocino Coast Recreation & Park 350 28

District site’

Section 4.0 of the RDEIR (Alternatives Description & Analysis) was inadvertently and incorrectly paginated with
numbers beginning with 3.9 instead of 4.0, thus some page numbers duplicate those used in Section 3.9
(Hydrology & Water Quality). Future references to pages in Section 4.0 will be described as belonging to Section
4.0.

Transfer station facility location is assumed to be the location shown in Figure 2-2 of the DEIR. This is the location
on the proposed project site that was determined to have the least impact on sensitive plant species.

Transfer station facility location is assumed to be in an area already cleared of vegetation to the south of existing
self-haul transfer station on the Caspar site. This is a location that would minimize impacts on sensitive plant
species and would leave the existing self-haul facility operational during new facility construction.

Transfer station facility location is assumed to be in a location on the Waste Management site that would avoid
existing structures and facilities so they can continue to operate during new facility construction.

Transfer station facility location is assumed to be in the portion of Leisure Time RV Park property already cleared
of vegetation.

Existing full-time residents of Leisure Time RV Park would be displaced.

Transfer station facility location on MCRPD property is assumed to be in the portion of property that is already
cleared of vegetation.
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The data in this chart is based on the transfer station locations in DEIR Figure 2-2 (for the project site)
and on the four satellite images shown in Appendices A through D, Figures 5-1 through 5-4 of the other
four project alternatives, with the most likely and feasible location of a transfer station footprint
superimposed. The footnotes to the table explain the rationale behind the identification of a most likely
and feasible location on each alternative site. The count of surrounding residences is approximate
because of the limitations of the satellite imagery resolution.

The revisions to the information in this chart do not change the analysis or conclusion reached in the
RDEIR as the proposed project site continues to be better isolated from surrounding land uses than the
alternative project sites, with the exception of the Caspar Landfill Site, which has other environmental
deficiencies as set forth in the Alternatives chapter of the RDEIR.

4.3 Master Response B: Location of the Project within the Coastal Zone

Several commenters stated that the Caspar Landfill property (Restoration Parcel, APN 118-500-11) and
the adjacent Preservation Parcel (APN 118-500-45) are located in the Coastal Zone and thus assert that a
Coastal Development Permit would be required for the project mitigation measures proposed to
preserve and restore pygmy and Bishop Pine forest on these parcels.

The Coastal Zone boundary bisects both the Preservation Parcel and the Restoration Parcel properties.
The Coastal Zone boundary on the Restoration Parcel is shown on Appendix E, Figure 5-5. A comparison
with the Bishop Pine restoration and enhancement plan in Appendix L, Figure 3 of the RDEIR shows that
a small part (approximately 1 acre) of the Bishop Pine enhancement would occur within the Coastal
Zone boundary.

Coastal Development Permits are required when “development” is planned within the Coastal Zone.
Section 30106 of the Coastal Act defines “development” as follows:

"Development” means, on land, in or under water, the placement or erection of any solid
material or structure; discharge or disposal of any dredged material or of any gaseous, liquid,
solid, or thermal waste; grading, removing, dredging, mining, or extraction of any materials;
change in the density or intensity of use of land, including, but not limited to, subdivision
pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act (commencing with Section 66410 of the Government
Code), and any other division of land, including lot splits, except where the land division is
brought about in connection with the purchase of such land by a public agency for public
recreational use; change in the intensity of use of water, or of access thereto; construction,
reconstruction, demolition, or alteration of the size of any structure, including any facility of any
private, public, or municipal utility; and the removal or harvesting of major vegetation other
than for agricultural purposes, kelp harvesting, and timber operations which are in accordance
with a timber harvesting plan submitted pursuant to the provisions of the Z'berg-Nejedly Forest
Practice Act of 1973 (commencing with Section 4511).

The overall enhancement work proposed for the Restoration Parcel is described as follows:
“Enhancement Areas support disturbed BPF and transitional pygmy cypress woodland which will be
enhanced through removal of invasive species, refuse and outbuildings, combined with the use of small
burn piles to stimulate seed germination of the existing Bishop Pine seed bank.” (RDEIR, Appendix L, p.
7)
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For the small portion of the Enhancement Area which lies within the Coastal Zone, the enhancement
work will consist of removal of trash, preparation and ignition of small burn piles to release seeds, and
new plantings of Bishop Pine (if needed). There are no structures which would be demolished on the
portion of the property that lies within the Coastal Zone. The dilapidated sheds that are proposed to be
demolished are located on the northeast side of the site access road that traverses APN 118-500-11
from the self-haul facility to the northwest corner of the parcel. This area is entirely outside of the
Coastal Zone.

For the Preservation Parcel at APN 118-500-45, the only work to be performed will be the removal of
invasive Jubata grass along the parcel’s southern boundary access road, and the placement of signs. The
lead agency does not believe that either scope of work constitutes “development” requiring a Coastal
Development Permit since the mitigation proposed for the Restoration and Preservation parcels is
minimally invasive and wholly consistent with the Coastal Act. If, however, after consultation with the
California Coastal Commission, it is determined that the proposed preservation and enhancement work
associated with the project’s mitigation measures on either the Restoration or Preservation parcels does
require a Coastal Development Permit, then a permit will be sought and acquired. Section 2.6 of the
RDEIR (“Required Permits and Approvals”) has been revised to account for the possibility that a Coastal
Development Permit may be required for these minor restoration activities.

4.4 Master Response C: Potential impacts to 12.6 acres of existing Russian Guich State
Park land

Several commenters raised concerns regarding the adequacy of the RDEIR’s assessment of alleged
impacts associated with the potential transfer of jurisdiction over the 12.6 acres of existing Russian
Gulch State Park land situated north/northwest of County Road 409 to the Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection (CalFire) pursuant to the authorization of the transfer in Public Resources Code Section
4659 (see, e.g., Comments B-2; E-21; H-3; K-5; 0-2, O-3 and 0O-5; P-1; R-2 and R-8; S-2 and HH). All of
those concerns are based not on evidence that the Project proposes specific new or changed activities
on the 12.6 acres (it does not), but rather, on speculation that under CalFire’s jurisdiction, the
management of the 12.6 acres will result in timber harvesting resulting in adverse impacts to
endangered species/habitat, and/or decreased recreational opportunities (including the study and
collection of mushrooms from the “Mushroom Corners” area).

As demonstrated in the DEIR and RDEIR, the project does not propose any changes to the existing
conditions on the 12.6 acres other than the potential transfer of jurisdiction pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 4659. Indeed, neither the City of Fort Bragg nor the County of Mendocino
currently owns or controls the 12.6 acres (State Parks currently manages the 12.6 acres as part of the
Russian Gulch State Park) or will in the future as a result of the Project (jurisdiction over the 12.6 acres
may transfer to CalFire pursuant to the compensatory land swap provisions of Section 4659 if a solid
waste transfer station is timely constructed on the proposed Project site). Moreover, subsection (k) of
Section 4659 cited by several of the commenters only obligates the City/County to comply with CEQA “in
connection with the transfer of property ownership and development of the solid waste transfer
station,” and limits its definition of “property” for purposes of the statute (including its CEQA
compliance provision in subsection (k)) to the proposed Project site (e.g., the 17 acres of Jackson
Demonstration State Forest (“JDSF”) land adjacent to/north of SR 20).
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Nonetheless, the lead agency fully understands and appreciates that, in addition to a proposed project’s
direct impacts, CEQA also requires analysis of a project’s reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts.
However, CEQA states that indirect impacts which are speculative or unlikely to occur are not
reasonably foreseeable, and that an EIR may terminate its discussion of such impacts after noting that a
potential indirect project impact is too speculative for evaluation (see CEQA Guidelines Sections
15064(d)(3), 15145). Based on the comments provided on this issue and the totality of the evidence in
the administrative record for this project, it is clear that the alleged indirect impacts associated with the
potential transfer of jurisdiction over the 12.6 acres are not reasonably foreseeable and are too
speculative for meaningful environmental analysis.

Specifically, the record contradicts the commenters’ assertions, based solely on select references to
timber production policies in CalFire’s Jackson Demonstration State Forest Management Plan, that the
transfer will result in timber harvesting on the 12.6 acres. While timber production/harvesting has and
will occur within the JDSF under the current Management Plan, nothing therein indicates that trees will
or even may be cut on the 12.6 acres (should it be transferred into the JDSF). To the contrary, the
evidence demonstrates that no timber harvests are reasonably foreseeable on the 12.6 acres because:

o If the 12.6 acres are transferred to CalFire’s jurisdiction and into the JDSF, the land will be added
to the adjacent Caspar Creek Watershed Study area, which is one of several special areas not
covered by the JDSF Management Plan’s silvicultural allocation plan (JDSF Management Plan, p.
76);

e Timber harvests are only conducted sparingly in the Caspar Creek Watershed Study area for
research purposes, and only two study experiments have been conducted since the Study area
was established in 1962;®

e The Caspar Creek Watershed Study area contains two distinct watersheds: the South Fork
Caspar Creek and North Fork Caspar Creek watersheds. The 12.6 acres is located within the
South Fork Caspar Creek watershed. The only prior study/experimental harvesting done to date
in the South Fork took place in the early 1970s;

e Based on consultation with CalFire’s JDSF Manager Pam Linstedt (including telephonic
discussions and email correspondence), while limited harvesting associated with a planned third
study/experiment is scheduled in the South Fork for 2017-2018, no trees will be cut from the
12.6 acres as part of the third study/experiment; neither additional timber harvests nor a fourth
study/experiment is anticipated for at least the next 15 years; and if additional harvests are
proposed in the distant future as part of a fourth study/experiment, they will likely not be
proposed on the 12.6 acres given the occupied status of the Marbled Murrelet habitat within
the 12.6 acres;’ and

e While not reasonably foreseeable at this time, CalFire will analyze and develop appropriate
mitigation measures to address potential impacts of all future harvests within the Caspar Creek
Watershed Study area within required Timber Harvest Plans, which are the functional equivalent
of an Environmental Impact Report under CEQA for certified regulatory agencies/programs like
CalFire and the California Coastal Commission.

® See Memorandum of Understanding between CalFire and U.S. Forest Service concerning the Caspar Creek
Watershed Study at http://www.fs.fed.us/psw/topics/water/caspar/documents/CasparCreekMOU2015.pdf.

° See RDEIR, p. 2.0-3. See also Caspar Creek Experimental Watersheds Experiment Three Study Plan at
http://www.fs.fed.us/psw/topics/water/caspar/documents/CasparCreekStudyPlan.pdf.
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Additionally, the commenters’ alleged impacts on recreational uses on and around the 12.6 acres are
also unsubstantiated. For example, the “Mushroom Corners” area, historically used by researchers and
personal/commercial mushroom collectors, does not extend onto the 12.6 acre parcel, but rather is
situated upon an approximately 330 acre area centered at the junction of County Roads 408 and 409.™
Further, contrary to the commenters’ implication, CalFire not only permits the study and collection of
mushrooms from the Mushroom Corners area (and anywhere else in the JDSF), the JDSF Management
Plan includes specific botanical management measures intended to preserve sustainable research and
collection of mushrooms in the Mushroom Corners area into the future, including required consultation
with the mycological research community and invasive plant control measures. Thus, because
mushroom collecting is prohibited on State Parks lands, if the 12.6 acres is transferred from Russian
Gulch State Park to CalFire’s JDSF, educational and recreational/commercial mushroom study and
collection will be newly allowed and specifically managed, resulting in a beneficial impact. Finally, in
addition to this beneficial impact regarding mushroom activities and management on the 12.6 acres, as
noted in the RDEIR no other recreational or aesthetic impacts are reasonably foreseeable from the
transfer of the 12.6 acres to CalFire’s JDSF as the Special Concern Area policies and protections afforded
by the JDSF’'s Management Plan for State Park special treatment areas and road and trail corridors
would apply thereon, requiring CalFire to consider adjacent State Parks values and establish and
maintain buffer areas along trails and roads (including County Road 409) to maintain aesthetic qualities
valued by the public."

In sum, while there is no certainty that timber will not be harvested on the 12.6 acres sometime in the
distant future, there currently is no evidence that any such harvest or the commenters’ alleged impacts
associated therewith are a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the project or otherwise possible for
at least the next 15 years. Without any evidence that such activity is reasonably foreseeable, and
especially without any indication where and how such activity may occur, this potential indirect impact
is just too speculative to conduct any meaningful environmental impact analysis at this time. Any such
distant decision to propose changes to the 12.6 acres will be CalFire’s, and CalFire must comply with
CEQA as required at that time.

1% See JDSF Management Plan, Figure 5 at http://calfire.ca.gov/resource_mgt/downloads/fig5-Forest-
Management.pdf. See also DEIR for JDSF Management Plan, page VI1.6.2-11 here:
http://calfire.ca.gov/resource _mgt/downloads/jdsf deir 05/DEIR Part 07 VI1.06.2 V1A BotanicalResources 1
2.05.pdf

" See JDSF Management Plan, pp. 256 and 273. See also JDSF mushroom permit information, rules, terms and
conditions as well as permit application form here
http://calfire.ca.gov/resource_mgt/downloads/JDSF/2016%20Mushroom%20Permit%20by%20Mail%20packet2.
pdf.

12 See JDSF Management Plan, Appendix Il, pp. 194-196.

Central Coast Transfer Station Response to Comments - September 2016 ~ 4-5



4.5 Written Comments and Response to Individual Comments

4.5.1 Letter A - Shirley Ann Moore
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Letter A — Shirley Ann Moore — Response to Comments

Response A-1

Comment noted; no further response is required as the comment does not indicate what part or parts of
the RDEIR it is referring to. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting
reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that relate to the chapters or
portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. Nonetheless, it appears this comment
presents generalized concerns concerning the Project’s potential impacts to well water, property values,
noise, traffic and odor. The commenter is referred to sections 3.9, 3.11, 3.12, and 3.3 of the DEIR and/or
RDEIR, where the Project’s potential water, noise, traffic and odor impacts were thoroughly discussed
and analyzed. No response is required concerning the commenter’s concern regarding the Project’s
impact on nearby property values as the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) is concerned
only with physical impacts on the environment such that social or economic impacts are beyond the
scope of CEQA unless there is evidence that such economic impacts will themselves adversely affect the
physical environment. The commenter has not provided any such evidence.

Response A-2

Comments noted; no further response is required as the comment does not indicate what part or parts
of the RDEIR it is referring to. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting
reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that relate to the chapters or
portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. Nonetheless, it appears this comment
presents generalized support for an alternative Project site. The commenter is referred to section 4.0 of
the DEIR and RDEIR, where a reasonable range of Project alternatives is discussed and analyzed.
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45.2 Letter B — Ann Rennacker
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Letter B — Ann Rennacker — Response to Comments

Response B-1

Comment noted; no further response is required as the comment addresses the DEIR, not the RDEIR.
Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting reviewers limit their comments
to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead
agency need only respond to comments that relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that
were revised and recirculated. Nonetheless, the commenter is referred to Section 4.0 of the RDEIR,
where additional Project alternatives were analyzed in compliance with the requirements of CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) by providing "meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the
proposed project."

Response B-2

This comment generally asserts that the Project would conflict with unidentified land management
directives in the Mendocino County General Plan and the Jackson Demonstration State Forest
Management Plan. Without knowing what particular portion of the Jackson Demonstration State Forest
Management Plan the commenter is referring to, it is not possible to provide a direct response,
however, the restrictions that would apply to Jackson Demonstration State Forest management of the
newly-acquired 12.6 acres, should the land swap authorized by Public Resources Code Section 4659 be
effectuated, are described on pages 2.0.3 to 2.0.4 of the RDEIR. Further, the Jackson Demonstration
State Forest Management Plan lists a variety of goals including recreation, aesthetics, and species
protection, in addition to timber production and research.
http://www.calfire.ca.gov/resource_mgt/downloads/Final JDSF_FMP_Master 012808 HE.pdf.

See also Master Response C. Finally, as described in Section 3.10 of the DEIR and Section 3.4 of the
RDEIR, the project as mitigated is consistent with all applicable policies of the Mendocino County
General Plan.

Response B-3
Comment noted. As explained and demonstrated in the DEIR and RDEIR, a reasonable range of Project

alternatives were considered and all of the Project’s potential significant impacts will be mitigated to
levels of insignificance.
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4.5.3 Letter C — Carrie Durkee
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Letter C — Carrie Durkee — Response to Comments

Response C-1
See Response B-1.
Response C-2
See Response B-2.
Response C-3

See Response B-3.
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4.5.4 Letter D — Caltrans
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Letter D — Caltrans — Response to Comments

Response D-1

Comment noted.

Response D-2

Comment noted. Based on the lead agency’s early consultation with the California Department of
Transportation, both the DEIR and RDEIR acknowledged the requirement that the Project will require an

encroachment permit and related approvals from the California Department of Transportation for
Project-related improvements to SR 20.
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4,55 Letter E — California Fish & Wildlife
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Letter E — California Fish & Wildlife — Response to Comments

Response E-1

This section of the comment letter is a summary of the commenting agency’s participation in the
environmental review process and summarizes concerns which are detailed later in the letter, and
responded to directly below as those concerns are elaborated on.

Response E-2

See Master Response A, distance to surrounding residences, which revises distances stated in the chart
on page 3.9.14 of Section 4.0 of the RDEIR based on the most likely footprint of a transfer station on the
four alternative sites. The revisions made in Master Response A further support the RDEIR’s analysis
demonstrating that, other than the Caspar Landfill Alternative (which has other environmental
deficiencies as set forth in the Alternatives chapter of the RDEIR), the proposed Project is more isolated
from surrounding land uses than the alternative project sites.

Response E-3

Comment noted; no further response is required as this comment simply reiterates comments made in
March and July 2015 on the DEIR and does not provide any new comments regarding the changes made
thereto in the RDEIR, which made considerable substantive revisions to the discussion and analysis of
project alternatives in Section 4. CDFW seems to consider impacts to certain forest species as the only
environmental impacts involved with transfer station siting. As explained in the RDEIR, there are
numerous other environmental impacts that must be analyzed and weighed by the lead agency in
evaluating the alternatives. The comparative analysis required by CEQA mandates that all project and
project alternative impacts should be compared, without emphasizing any one resource area over
another. Together, the DEIR and RDEIR adequately perform the required comparative analysis and
demonstrate that all of the project’s potentially significant impacts will be reduced to levels of
insignificance and that when all project and project alternative impacts are compared, the proposed
project best meets the project objectives.

Response E-4

The lead agency consulted with CalFire during the preparation of the RDEIR concerning the amount of
defensible space CalFire would require between the proposed Project facility/building and adjacent
vegetation for fire protection purposes. In written correspondence to the lead agency on August 5,
2015, CalFire stated that it would grant a variance exempting the project from the 100-foot defensible
space requirement because of the non-flammable nature of the transfer station buildings and the paved
perimeter driveway. Accordingly, no additional vegetation will be required to be cleared for fire
protection purposes and thus no additional acreage will be disturbed beyond that described in the DEIR.

Response E-5
Sufficient detail has been provided for the stormwater management plan to satisfy both CEQA and the

objective of preventing environmental impacts. Figure 2-2 of the DEIR shows the location and
approximate size of the two detention basins and the path of the perimeter swale that will collect and
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filter stormwater. On page 3.9.19 of the RDEIR, the drawdown time and outlet design of the detention
basins are specified. The RDEIR relies on the expert opinion of the consulting civil engineer that the
stormwater management objectives are achievable. Until the project is approved and the lead agency
selects an engineering and construction contractor and precise architectural/engineering plans to build
the facility, detailed grading and drainage plans are impractical and infeasible. Mitigation Measures
HWQ-1a and HWQ-1b specify that the project will require approved Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plans (SWPPP) from the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board that will prevent erosion
both from construction activities and ongoing operation.

Response E-6

As demonstrated in the RDEIR, the Project will be required to use proven, conventional stormwater
management technology that would mimic the existing stormwater flow and direction that currently
exists at the project site and maintain pre-project peak runoff conditions. Therefore, the hydrology will
not be significantly altered. See Mitigation Measure HWQ-4.

Response E-7

Comment noted; no further response is required as the comment addresses text from the DEIR that was
not changed in the RDEIR. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting
reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that relate to the chapters or
portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. Nonetheless, the DEIR demonstrates that
features to the west of the property would not be affected by drainage out of the southernmost
detention basin, which would preserve the existing eastward drainage direction (DEIR p. 3.9-2).

Response E-8

All project components and wetlands were clearly identified, described and mapped in the DEIR and all
aspects of the project, including its stormwater management facilities, were carefully designed and
situated to avoid all such wetlands both during project construction and operational periods.

Response E-9

The “encroachment” mentioned regarding the mitigation parcel referred solely to the long-term trend
of rural residential development nearby. The Preservation Parcel is isolated near the end of a gated
private road and there is no evidence of pedestrian traffic or trespassing. The commenter correctly
notes that the botanical reconnaissance of the Preservation Parcel contained in Appendix B to the June
2015 RTC/FEIR document prepared after the DEIR but before the RDEIR noted the existence of invasive
Jubata grass along the road at the parcel’s southern boundary. As noted above, Mitigation Measure BIO-
1b has been modified to expressly acknowledge the planned removal of this invasive species along the
Preservation Parcel’s southern boundary. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the project
will include the following implementation procedure: "Invasive species along the southern boundary of
APN 118-500-45 will be eradicated."
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Response E-10

The current condition of the proposed Pygmy Forest Preserve (Preservation Parcel) is described in
Appendices A and B of the Response to Comments document dated June, 2015. Those appendices
include a report and map from WRA Environmental Consultants and a report from Kerry Heise Botanical
Consulting. They describe a largely undisturbed parcel of mixed mature species. No changes in zoning
and land use designation or active management are required to implement the mitigation measure
associated with the Preservation Parcel other than to ensure it remains undisturbed. As noted on page
3.4.44 of the RDEIR, monitoring will be carried out by the existing County personnel who perform
regular monitoring of the nearby closed Caspar Landfill, and whose time and mileage are already funded
by a dedicated funding source set aside for landfill post-closure monitoring activities. Therefore, no
additional funding is anticipated to be needed for monitoring of the mitigation parcels.

Response E-11

This comment implies that Mendocino cypress and Bolander's pine are fully protected endangered
species which may not be removed under any circumstances. That is not, however, the case. These
species are actually identified only as "special status" sensitive plant communities, which means that
consideration in impact assessment and mitigation should be focused on the future health and
continued existence of the species as a whole. This is inherent in the applicable threshold of significance
in the RDEIR which asks whether the project will have a substantial adverse effect on such sensitive
natural communities, not individual trees. Preservation and restoration are recognized as acceptable
ways to protect such sensitive species. In fact, CDFW itself acknowledged this in its letter of February 28,
2014, which stated: "...if avoidance is not a feasible alternative, acquisition and management in
perpetuity of high quality Mendocino Pygmy Cypress Woodland and Northern Bishop Pine Forest
habitats may be the only feasible mitigation strategy for addressing the potential project-related loss of
these sensitive endemic habitats." CDFW’s letter went on to recommend higher mitigation ratios for
such compensatory preservation mitigation. The lead agency took CDFW’s comments regarding the use
of off-site preservation and comments regarding higher mitigation ratios to heart and increased the
mitigation ratio significantly beyond the mitigation originally proposed in the DEIR. Ultimately, by
cancelling the County of Mendocino’s previous decision to sell the 28.3 acre Preservation Parcel (APN
118-500-45) as surplus government property, and instead offering to protect it in perpetuity, the Project
as mitigated will significantly increase protected acreage of pygmy forest of a higher quality than the
trees affected by project construction, thus ensuring that the Project does not result in a substantial
adverse effect on these species.

Response E-12

The Preservation Parcel APN 118-500-45 contains 5.76 acres of mature Bishop Pine forest, an acreage
which exceeds the 4.0 acres of Bishop Pine forest that will be removed as a result of the project. The
comment regarding the enhancement and restoration of Bishop Pine forest on the Restoration Parcel
APN 118-500-10 is noted; however, these 6.29 acres will constitute a significant reestablishment of
Bishop Pine forest to complement the preserved 5.76 acres. The significant increase in the acreage to be
preserved at the Preservation Parcel (compare mitigation in DEIR to RDEIR) was proposed in part to
address temporal impacts associated with the time required to complete the enhancement and
restoration activities at the Restoration Parcel.
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Response E-13

No special status species are specifically identified as being essential for the regeneration of Bishop Pine
forest; however, there is no reason to believe that such companion species will not eventually exist in
that environment through natural processes once the targeted tree species are established in
accordance with the Mitigation Plan. See also Response E-14.

Response E-14

This comment expresses concern about unnamed “associated native species” that may also appear in a
forest dominated by Bishop Pine. Regarding the Restoration Parcel 118-500-11, the Mitigation Plan
(RDEIR, Appendix L) notes that Mendocino Manzanita, Bolander’s Pine, and pygmy cypress are already
present and that the Restoration Plan will not disturb these and other associated species but will only
remove invasive species. The 5.76 acres at the Preservation Parcel on APN 118-500-45 is existing mature
Bishop Pine forest that currently supports associated species. See Response to Comments June 2015,
Appendix A, p. 2.

Response E-15

The Mitigation Plan clearly identifies the invasive plant species on the Restoration Parcel and provides
for eradication and control of invasive species as part of the Plan’s comprehensive enhancement and
restoration activities.

Response E-16

Comment noted. The lead agency acknowledges that monitoring and adaptive management to ensure
the success of the Mitigation Plan’s invasive species performance standards may take more than 5 years.
Accordingly, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, which includes timing and implementation
procedures to ensure mitigation performance standards are achieved, will state that continuation of
active monitoring and management by the County of Mendocino of the Mitigation Parcel will continue
beyond a 5-year term if necessary, following consultation with the California Department of Fish &
Wildlife, to promote the objectives of reestablishing Bishop Pine forest.

Response E-17

The monitoring in the Mitigation Plan was designed by Matt Richmond, Senior Mitigation Specialist with
WRA Environmental Consultants. Mr. Richmond has 15 years’ experience with successful mitigation
projects on the North Coast, including Bishop Pine mitigation projects. The monitoring plan set forth in
Appendix L clearly states that it includes “assessing tree and shrub regeneration” in both the
enhancement and re-establishment areas of the Restoration Parcel, and explains that annual reports will
assess progress towards meeting performance goals and, if necessary, recommend adaptive
management actions. The lead agency believes that the Mitigation Plan and Mr. Richmond’s
specifications for mitigation monitoring are sufficient and match what is normally deemed to be
appropriate in the industry.
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Response E-18

The lead agency consulted with CDFW at meetings on March 7, 2014 and August 13, 2015. The
contradictions in CDFW's own classification of Bishop Pine forest, as well as the lead agency’s
justification for its classification, have been described in detail on pages 3.4.49 and 3.4.50 of the RDEIR.
Despite the difference of opinion as to the proper rank/classification of the Bishop Pine forest on the
Project site (i.e., Northern Bishop Pine Forest or Bishop Pine Forest Alliance) the lead agency in the
RDEIR deferred to CDFW and acknowledged that the Project’s impacts on Bishop Pine Forest are
potentially significant, and has developed a robust suite of mitigation involving the preservation,
restoration and reestablishment of Bishop Pine forest at two separate sites pursuant to CDFW'’s prior
acknowledgement that off-site preservation was acceptable mitigation.

Response E-19

CDFW’s citation of recent reports regarding the decline of Bishop Pine is consistent with the RDEIR’s
acknowledgment that it may be a sensitive natural community. However, none of the reports
referenced in this comment include scientific surveys that contradict or update the 1998 Calveg survey
data/estimate of 14,900 acres of Bishop Pine Forest in Mendocino County alone, not counting its
acreage in Sonoma County and elsewhere. Accordingly, the 1998 Calveg data remains the best available
scientific data on the regional distribution of Bishop Pine within Mendocino County.

Response E-20

Comment noted; no further response is required as the comment addresses text from the DEIR that was
not changed in the RDEIR. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting
reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that relate to the chapters or
portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. Nonetheless, Sonoma tree vole habitat on
the proposed Project site was assessed during the CEQA review process. As demonstrated in the DEIR,
neither voles nor any signs of the specie’s presence were observed during biological surveys of the
Project site. Despite the absence of any voles or signs of the species inhabiting the site, the DEIR
conservatively finds that the Project has the potential to significantly impact this species if present,
based on the existence of conifer habitat and the fact that the Project site is within 5 miles of
documented Sonoma tree vole occurrences. In such situations when the development of a detailed
Mitigation Plan is not feasible (e.g., because initial surveys failed to identify the presence of any voles in
any specific trees or locations on the Project site), it is appropriate and customary for mitigation
measures to call for additional future surveys so long as specific performance measures are included.
Here, mitigation measure BIO-1c specifies the timing and type of vole surveys to be conducted and, if
the surveys confirm the species is present within a proposed tree removal/construction area, requires
all tree clearing/construction activities be suspended while the lead agency consults with CDFW to
determine how best to avoid any disruption to or relocation of the species.

Response E-21

The potential impacts of the land transfers are addressed by the RDEIR. The lead agency conducted a
conference call with State Parks on August 12, 2015, attempted to reach State Parks by telephone at a
later date and issued an invitation to State Parks to consult on May 9, 2016 to which no response was

received. The restrictions that would apply to Jackson Demonstration State Forest management of the
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newly-acquired 12.6 acres, should the land swap authorized by Public Resources Code Section 4659 be
effectuated, are described on pages 2.0.3 to 2.0.4 of the RDEIR. See also Master Response C, which
demonstrates that no changes in land use are reasonably foreseeable as a result of the potential
transfer of the 12.6 acres from State Parks to Jackson Demonstration State Forest.

Response E-22

The project complies with the Mendocino County General Plan. See Master Response #5 in the June
2015 Response to Comments received on the DEIR.

Response E-23

This comment primarily summarizes comments made more thoroughly earlier in the letter that have
been responded to in Responses E-2 through E-22 above. However, this comment also appears to
introduce a few new comments, which are responded to here. First, with respect to the commenter’s
concern regarding the disposition of the Caspar Landfill parcel under the Project’s potential land swap,
the EIR adequately describes the possible disposition of the site pursuant to the terms of AB 384, which
was enacted in 2011 and codified in Public Resources Code Section 4659 (see RDEIR Section 2.5.1).
Because State Parks has not communicated any interest in acquiring the westernmost 35 acres of the
Caspar Landfill property as authorized under that State law (or indicated plans to change the land use on
the Caspar Landfill property if it had such interest), no changes in land use or potential impacts are
reasonably foreseeable on the Caspar Landfill. Indeed, pursuant to the project the only actions to be
taken thereon will be the execution of a covenant restricting the uses and activities to prevent any
impacts on the adjacent Russian Gulch State Park (Public Resources Code Section 4659(i)) and the
Bishop Pine enhancement and restoration activities described in Appendix L to the RDEIR. Second, the
lead agency respectfully disagrees with the commenter and believes that the EIR (the DEIR, the RDEIR
and this RTC/RFEIR document) makes a good faith effort, adequately describes all of the project’s
potentially significant adverse impacts, and develops effective mitigation measures to reduce all such
impacts to levels of insignificance. Finally, the commenter is referred to Section 4 of the RDEIR, where
the required discussion and selection of the Environmentally Superior Alternative was provided. The
guestions regarding whether to certify the EIR and approve the Project (whether the proposed project
or one of the project alternatives), will be considered by the lead agency’s elected decision makers at a
duly noticed public meeting.
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4.5.6 Letter F — Ronnie James
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Letter F — Ronnie James — Response to Comments

Response F-1

While portions of Russian Gulch State Park were donated to the State by the federal government, the
12.6 acres to be transferred to the Jackson Demonstration State Forest under the proposed Project’s
land swap authorized in AB 384 were not. Instead, according to records in the office of the Mendocino
County Recorder in Document 00800 dated February 1, 1941, the 12.6 acres (portion of AP#118-520-02)
were acquired from a private party.
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4.5.7 Letter G — Charla Thorbecke
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Letter G — Charla Thorbecke — Response to Comments
Response G-1

State Parks does not have the authority to "take back" the land swap, which was authorized by the State
Legislature when it passed AB 384. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 4659, the Director of
General Services, subject to the approval of the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire),
may grant an option to the city or county, for either entity to acquire title to the proposed Project site. If
that occurs, CalFire may be compensated for the loss of that land by acquiring the 12.6 acres of Russian
Gulch State Park (which is separated from the remainder of the park by County Road 409) and State
Parks may be compensated for the loss of the 12.6 acres by a grant of a restrictive easement over and
an option to buy the westernmost 35 acres of the Caspar Landfill property.

Response G-2
The lead agency met with CDFW on March 7, 2014 and August 13, 2015. All comments made by that

department have been adequately responded to in the Response to Comments of June 2015 as well as
in this current RTC/RFEIR document.

Central Coast Transfer Station Response to Comments - September 2016 ~ 4-37



4.5.8 Letter H — Carrie Durkee
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Letter H — Carrie Durkee — Response to Comments
Response H-1

Comment noted, but a more specific response is not possible given that the commenter failed to
specifically describe (by location or common local name) the two alternative sites she prefers. The
commenter is referred to the updated discussion and comparative analysis of the Project alternatives
that are analyzed in Section 4.0 of the RDEIR, which discusses and compares the project’s impacts to
those of the identified alternatives for all resource areas, not just biological/forest species impacts.

Response H-2

The project avoids almost all pygmy species on the 17-acre site except an approximately .58 acre
portion. Conservation of high-quality pygmy on the Preservation Parcel (APN 118-500-45) will preserve,
in perpetuity, much more pygmy forest than will be removed by the project. The mitigation ratio is 33:1.
See RDEIR, Mitigation Measure BIO-1b.

Response H-3

The land transfer of the Russian Gulch State Parkland to the Jackson Demonstration State Forest was
authorized by the State Legislature when it passed AB 384. Moreover, the restrictions that will apply to
the 12.6 acres of Russian Gulch State Parks land if it is transferred to Jackson Demonstration State Forest
are described on pages 2.0.3 and 2.0.4 of the RDEIR. See also Master Response C.

Response H-4

Comment noted. No further response is required as the comment does not address the adequacy of the
EIR, but rather, provides a general comment about local waste management.
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4.5.9 Letter | — Erik and Charla Thorbecke
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Letter | — Erik and Charla Thorbecke — Response to Comments
Response I-1

Comment noted; no further response is required as the comment addresses the DEIR, not the RDEIR at
issue here. No revision was made in the RDEIR to the Transportation section of DEIR, which contains a
detailed analysis of traffic on SR 20 and the necessary turn lanes to accommodate the project. Pursuant
to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting reviewers limit their comments to the
revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency
need only respond to comments that relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were
revised and recirculated. However, it should be noted that the commenters did not provide copies of
the accident reports cited in the comment and thus did not provide any information regarding the type
or severity of the accidents, or data showing that this number of accidents is high for a heavily-traveled
state highway. Moreover, the commenters do not explain why they believe it is relevant to consider
accident reports beyond the .25 mile distance each way from the project’s driveway to SR 20 considered
adequate by Caltrans when it performed the safety analysis requested by the lead agency. In sum, the
project includes extensive enlargement of SR 20 in order to accommodate the turning motions of
project traffic and there is no evidence that the project will result in any potentially significant
transportation safety impacts.
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4,510 LetterJ)-John Fremont
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Letter J — John Fremont — Response to Comments
Response J-1

Comment noted. No further response is required as the comment does not indicate what part or parts
of the RDEIR it is referring to or raise any specific environmental issues or allege any specific concerns
with the EIR’s analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR
requesting reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that relate to the
chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated.

Response J-2

Comment noted. No further response is required as the comment provides generalized discussion about
the future of waste management and does not address any significant environmental issues concerning
the project or the adequacy of the EIR.

Response J-3

This comment mentions a functioning transfer station on Pudding Creek, without making any specific
comments regarding the project’s potential impacts or adequacy of the RDEIR. The lead agency assumes
the commenter is talking about the Empire Waste Management Pudding Creek Road site and advocating
that it be selected as an alternative location for the project. As explained in Section 4 of the RDEIR at
page 3.9.5, an alternative project site utilizing this Pudding Creek location was discussed and analyzed in
compliance with CEQA. The lead agency decision-makers will consider the project and all alternatives
when they meet to decide whether to certify the EIR and approve the project.

Response J-4

Comment noted. The comment is nonspecific. No further response is required as the comment does not
indicate what part or parts of the RDEIR it is referring to or raise any specific environmental issues or
allege any specific concerns with the EIR’s analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability
published for the RDEIR requesting reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of
the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments
that relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated.

Response J-5

No further response is required as the comment does not indicate what part or parts of the RDEIR it is
referring to or raise any specific environmental issues or allege any specific concerns with the EIR’s
analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting
reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that relate to the chapters or
portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. Nonetheless, the commenter is referred to
Section 3.3 and Mitigation Measure AQ-3 in the DEIR, where the Project’s potential odor impacts and
mitigation measures are adequately disclosed and analyzed.

Central Coast Transfer Station Response to Comments - September 2016 ~ 4-45



Response J-6

The project has been designed to avoid almost all pygmy on the 17 acre Project site. Only a small .58
acre portion of the site containing pygmy is projected to be impacted by the project (RDEIR p. 3.4.42).
As mitigation, 19.4 acres of pygmy will be preserved in perpetuity at the Preservation Parcel (APN 118-
500-46) (RDEIR, p. 3.4.44).

Response J-7

Comment noted. No further response is required concerning the commenter’s generalized noise and
traffic concerns, but the commenter is referred to Sections 3.11 and 3.12 of the DEIR and RDEIR, which
accurately and adequately analyze the project’s potential noise and traffic impacts. The project would
not prevent continued operation of the helipad, which will remain in CalFire ownership.

Response J-8

No further response is required as the comment does not indicate what part or parts of the RDEIR it is
referring to or raise any specific environmental issues or allege any specific concerns with the EIR’s
analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting
reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that relate to the chapters or
portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. Nonetheless, the commenter is referred to
Section 3.12.of the DEIR, where the Project’s potential traffic impacts are adequately analyzed and it is
demonstrated that the Project’s transportation impacts would be insignificant compared to the current
traffic on SR 20. Further, Section 2 of the June 2015 Response to Comments on the DEIR (page 2-1)
added text to the DEIR to address the issue of litter accumulating on roadsides. Not only does California
Vehicle Code Section 23115 require that loads be properly secured to prevent litter and other articles
from escaping, but the contract for transfer station operations would also allow the transfer station
operator to levy penalty fees on any customer who arrives with an improperly covered load.

Response J-9

No further response is required as the comment does not indicate what part or parts of the RDEIR it is
referring to or raise any specific environmental issues or allege any specific concerns with the EIR’s
analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting
reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that relate to the chapters or
portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. However, it should be noted that Fort
Bragg’s Summers Lane Reservoir will be a lined impoundment that draws water from a different
watershed, and that it is one mile away from the project site. It should also be noted that the transfer
station will use very little water.

Response J-10

No further response is required as the comment does not indicate what part or parts of the RDEIR it is
referring to or raise any specific environmental issues or allege any specific concerns with the EIR’s
analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting

reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines
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Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that relate to the chapters or
portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. Nonetheless, the commenter is referred to
Appendix E of the DEIR, which contains a geotechnical report by LACO Associates confirming that the
transfer station building could be safely designed for the site’s soils.

Response J-11

Comment noted. The comment discusses potential economic impacts which are outside of the scope of
environmental review required by CEQA, which is focused on a project’s changes to the physical
environment.

Response J-12

No further response is required as the comment does not indicate what part or parts of the RDEIR it is
referring to or raise any specific environmental issues or allege any specific concerns with the EIR’s
analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting
reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that relate to the chapters or
portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. However, it should be noted that the
RDEIR adequately considered a reasonable range of alternatives in Section 4.0 and a cogeneration trash
burner has never been suggested as being feasible for the Central Coast watershed.

Response J-13
The Skunk Train was invited to submit a proposal to handle waste from the region, but none was

received. The use of rail haul is discussed in Section 4.4.3 of the RDEIR (Alternatives Considered but not
Carried Forward in this EIR) on pages 3.9.15 to 3.9.16.
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4,511 Letter K- Sierra Club
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Letter K — Sierra Club — Response to Comments
Response K-1

The project was purposefully and carefully designed and sited to avoid impacts to sensitive habitats to
the greatest extent possible. As demonstrated in the DEIR and RDEIR, all of the Project’s potentially
significant adverse impacts will be reduced to insignificance by the imposition of a host of mitigation
measures, including the Pygmy and Bishop Pine preservation, enhancement and restoration mitigation
measures.

Response K-2

See Master Response A, distance to surrounding residences, which revises distances stated in the chart
on page 3.9.14 of the RDEIR based on the most likely footprint of a transfer station on four alternative
sites. The result is the same; that the proposed project impacts the fewest nearby residences except for
the Caspar Landfill alternative. The Leisure Time RV Park and Mendocino Coast Recreation & Park
District parcels are adequately discussed and analyzed in the Alternative Section 4.0 of the RDEIR, which
includes a comparative analysis looking at all of the impacts of the project and its alternatives as
required by CEQA.

Response K-3
See Master Response B regarding the Coastal Zone and the project.
Response K-4

The plan for the Caspar Pygmy Forest Preserve on the Preservation Parcel is set forth on page 3.4.44 of
the RDEIR, and the plan for enhancement and restoration of Bishop Pine Forest on the Caspar Landfill
site/Restoration Parcel is located in Appendix L of the RDEIR. See Master Response #5 in the June 2015
Response to Comments document regarding the project’s compliance with applicable Mendocino
County General Plan policies.

Response K-5

The restrictions which would apply to the 12.6 acres should it be transferred from Russian Gulch State
Park to Jackson Demonstration State Forest are described on pages 2.0.3 and 2.0.4 of the RDEIR. See
Master Response C, which demonstrates that there is no reasonably foreseeable impact on these acres
from the potential transfer to Jackson Demonstration State Forest, given these protections and the
stated intentions of JDSF regarding the future of the Caspar Creek Experimental Watershed.

Response K-6

In addition to early consultation with CDFW in 2013 prior to issuance of the Notice of Preparation for
the EIR for the project, the lead agency met with CDFW on March 7, 2014 and August 13, 2015. The
lead agency consulted with State Parks on several occasions in 2009 and 2010 to ensure buy-in to the
land swap proposal prior to enactment of AB 384. The lead agency conducted a conference call with
State Parks on August 12, 2015 and attempted unsuccessfully to reach State Parks representatives by
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email and telephone on May 9, 2016 and May 11, 2016. Both agencies were invited by letter on May 9,
2016 to meet with the lead agency but neither replied.

Response K-7

The remaining 12 acres of the project site, outside the carefully selected and oriented project footprint,
contain seasonal and emergent wetlands and therefore aren't suitable for development. Moreover, no
development or changes in land use outside the footprint of the transfer station’s facilities are proposed
by the project or otherwise reasonably foreseeable.

Response K-8

Comment noted. No further response is required as the comment does not address the RDEIR, but
rather, makes general societal comments regarding the handling of municipal waste. Pursuant to the
Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting reviewers limit their comments to the revised
chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only
respond to comments that relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and
recirculated.
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4.5.12 Letter L — California Coastal Commission
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Letter L — California Coastal Commission — Response to Comments
Response L-1

See Master Response B, Coastal Zone.
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4.5.13 Letter M-EPIC
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Letter M — EPIC — Response to Comments
Response M-1

Comment noted. No further response is required as the commenter does not make any comments of its
own on the RDEIR, but rather, indicates that it shares all of the substantive environmental concerns
raised by other commenters, such as CDFW (in its June 13, 2016 letter), Sierra Club, Mendocino Group
(in its June 15, 2016 letter), and Mr. Paul Carroll (in his July 17, 2015 letter). Pursuant to the Notice of
Availability published for the RDEIR requesting reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or
portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to
comments that relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated.
Adequate responses to the CDFW, Sierra Club and Paul Carroll letters are provided herein (Responses to
Letters E, K and P). The attached letter from EPIC dated March 26, 2015 was included (as comment
letter “R”) and formal responses were provided in the original Response to Comments/Final
Environmental Impact Report document of June 2015, and the attached letter from EPIC dated August
26, 2015 was a request for notification that does not require any further response as it did not address
the adequacy of the RDEIR.
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4.5.14 Letter N — California Native Plant Society

Central Coast Transfer Station Response to Comments - September 2016  4-62



Central Coast Transfer Station Response to Comments - September 2016  4-63




Letter N — California Native Plant Society — Response to Comments
Response N-1

The land swap was authorized by AB 384 (codified in Public Resources Code Section 4659) and is
accurately described as part of the project that is the subject of the DEIR and RDEIR. The lead agency has
not received any information, from either the Director of General Services or the Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection (who Section 4659 authorizes to grant the City of Fort Bragg or the County
of Mendocino an option to acquire title to the property for the purpose of developing a solid waste
transfer station), that they will not grant the authorized option.

Response N-2

The discussion of the current designation and classification/rank of Bishop Pine Forest, as well as the
conclusion that the Project has the potential to significantly impact this sensitive natural community and
the measures to be taken to fully mitigate this potential impact, appears on pages 3.4.49 and 3.4.50 of
the RDEIR.

Response N-3

Comment noted. No further response is required as Table 3.4.3 referenced by the commenter was not
changed by the RDEIR. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting
reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that relate to the chapters or
portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. Nonetheless, the commenter is referred to
Table 3.4.3 which, contrary to the comment, does not attempt to list the potential existence of rare
plants on the Project site, but rather, lists existing habitats identified and quantified on the Project site
based on biological surveys.

Response N-4

The commenter asserts Bishop Pine is in decline but does not provide or cite to any more recent survey
evidence which alters Calveg’s 1998 finding that there are 14,900 acres of Bishop Pine Forest in
Mendocino County alone, not including its range in other counties. The RDEIR conservatively finds that
the removal of 4 acres of Bishop Pine Forest is a potentially significant impact that can and will be
mitigated by the preservation of 5.76 acres at the Preservation Parcel (APN 118-500-45) and the
restoration or enhancement of 6.29 acres at the Restoration Parcel (APN 118-500-11).

Response N-5

Comment noted. No further response is required as Table 3.4-7 referenced by the commenter was not
changed by the RDEIR. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting
reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that relate to the chapters or
portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. However, it should be noted that the
RDEIR finds that after imposition of all recommended mitigation measures, the Project will not result in
any significant adverse impacts on special status species.
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Response N-6

The commenter asserts that off-site preservation is not adequate mitigation for removal of vegetation at
the Project site. This point of view is contradicted by the California Department of Fish & Wildlife, which
specifically recommended off-site preservation as a mitigation measure in its letter of February 28,
2014, commenting on the scope of the proposed EIR (DEIR, Appendix A). Likewise, Mendocino County
General Plan Policy RM-28 authorizes as a mitigation strategy “replacement habitat of like quantity and
quality on- or off-site for special status species.”

Response N-7

The concerns that the commenter states are taken into account in the Bishop Pine Mitigation Plan
prepared by WRA Environmental Consulting, which appears as Appendix L of the RDEIR. In addition, see
Response E-16.

Response N-8

Comment noted. No further response is required as the comment does not indicate what part or parts
of the RDEIR it is referring to or raise any specific environmental issues or allege any specific concerns
with the EIR’s analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR
requesting reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that relate to the
chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated.
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4.5.15 Letter O — California Parks & Recreation
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Letter O — California State Parks — Response to Comments
Response O-1

This introductory comment summarizes the proposed Project and the commenter’s prior comment
letter on the DEIR without discussing or addressing the adequacy of the RDEIR. No further response is
required.

Response O-2
See Master Response C.
Response O-3
See Master Response C.
Response O-4

Contrary to the commenter’s implication, there is nothing in the proposed project, or in AB 384, that
would require State Parks to take ownership of the westernmost 35 acres at the Caspar Landfill site (if
State Parks was disinclined to do so) or cause any impacts thereon as no new or changed land uses are
proposed at the former Caspar Landfill site by the project. The primary asset that AB 384 would give to
State Parks is a recorded covenant requiring State Parks approval of any future use of the entire 61-acre
closed landfill site, so that the existing transfer station would be closed and no future use could be made
of the property that might impact Russian Gulch State Park. This has been a wish of Russian Gulch State
Park management for decades, and is the reason why former State Parks Mendocino District
Superintendent Marilyn Murphy proposed the land swap. State Parks’ concerns with the negative
impacts of Caspar Transfer Station operations on Russian Gulch State Park are documented in a letter
dated April 5, 2012 from current Mendocino District Superintendent Loren Rex to MSWMA General
Manager Mike Sweeney. Also, it should be noted that the proposed 35-acres does not include the
footprint of the closed landfill itself, which will remain in the ownership of the County and City.
According to groundwater monitoring reports obtained by the County of Mendocino, there is no
contamination on the site’s westernmost 35 acres from the closed landfill.

Moreover, the commenter’s concerns over potential impacts associated with the alleged degraded
condition of the former landfill site are not only unsubstantiated, they are not required to be analyzed
by CEQA, as such potential impacts fall into the category of impacts of the existing environment on the
project, or the type of “CEQA in reverse” analysis recently held by the California Supreme Court to be
outside the purview of CEQA. CEQA only requires analysis of a project’s effects on the environment;
consideration of the potential effects of a site's environment on a project are outside the scope of
required CEQA review (California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 369). As stated in Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011)
201 Cal.App.4th 455, 473: “[T]he purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant effects of a project on
the environment, not the significant effects of the environment on the project.” The potential impacts
raised by this comment in this section relate to alleged preexisting environmental hazards, and
therefore “do not relate to environmental impacts under CEQA and cannot support an argument that
the effects of the environment on the project must be analyzed in an EIR.” (/d. at p. 474.)
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Response O-5

See Response 0-4 and Master Response C. The RDEIR analyzes the transfer of 12.6 acres at pages 2.0.3
and 2.0.4. The only change to the 61-acre Caspar Landfill site would be the cessation of operations of
the Caspar Transfer Station, and certain Bishop Pine Forest restoration activities, which are described in
the RDEIR.

Response 0-6

The lead agency met with CDFW on March 7, 2014 and August 13, 2015. The lead agency conducted a
conference call with State Parks on August 12, 2015 and attempted to reach State Parks representatives
by telephone at later times. Both CDFW and State Parks, as well as a host of other responsible/trustee
agencies, were invited by letter on May 9, 2016 to meet with the lead agency but neither agency
replied. The lead agency also consulted with CalFire which, as noted in the RDEIR, intends to grant the
project a variance (eliminating any requirement to clear brush beyond the project footprint) and has no
intention of conducting timber operations on the 12.6 acre parcel that may be transferred from Russian
Gulch State Park to the Jackson Demonstration State Forest as a result of the Project.

Response O-7

The commenter’s criticisms noted here are nonspecific and of the proposed project itself, and do not
raise any specific concerns with the RDEIR or its adequacy and therefore cannot be responded to
further, with the exception of the commenter’s expressed preference for Alternatives 4 and 5 (Leisure
Time RV Park and Mendocino Coast Recreation & Park District property). Those alternatives are
adequately analyzed as part of the reasonable range of project alternatives discussed in Section 4.0 of
the RDEIR.

Note: The comments in Liz Burko’s attached letter dated July 21, 2015 are repeated and elaborated in
the Kathleen Amann letter, and are fully responded to herein.
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4.5.16 Letter P —Sierra Club
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Letter P - Sierra Club — Response to Comments

Response P-1

See Master Response C.

Response P-2

This comment addresses the alternatives discussed in the original DEIR. Additional alternatives were
considered in Section 4.0 of the RDEIR, which satisfies CEQA’s requirement to discuss and analyze a
reasonable range of alternatives.

Response P-3

See Response P-2.

Response P-4

The required discussion of the environmentally superior alternative appears on pages 3.9.13 and 3.9.14
of the RDEIR.

Response P-5

There is no fixed formula under CEQA for evaluating the relative weight of different environmental
issues pertaining to a project and its alternatives. The RDEIR finds different alternatives and the project
to be superior in certain categories, and discloses them. An “environmentally superior” alternative is
identified based solely by counting the number of categories, without a subjective effort to give
different weight to each category. See Section 4.3 of the RDEIR.

Response P-6

The RDEIR analyzes the Leisure Time RV Park as an alternative in Section 4.2.4. Also see Master
Response A, distance to surrounding residences.

Response P-7

See Response E-4.
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4.5.17 Letter Q- Jeremy James
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Letter Q — Jeremy James — Response to Comments

Response Q-1

The Summers Lane Reservoir is located one mile from the proposed transfer station. The reservoir will
be surrounded by a high berm and lined with an impermeable liner. It will be fed, not by the
surrounding watershed, but by an existing pipeline from Waterfall Gulch. Notwithstanding the reasons
why the proposed transfer station won't release any pollution or contaminate any water, there is no
reasonable possibility that any contamination would affect Summers Lane Reservoir.

Response Q-2

The portions of the project parcel that are seasonal wetland are identified and avoided in the facility
design, as shown by Figure 3.4-1 of the DEIR. Special status species have been identified and mapped
and either avoided or mitigated as described in Section 3.4 of the RDEIR. The concern that pygmy needs
preservation is more than adequately met by the project’s proposed mitigation at the Preservation
Parcel, which would permanently protect 19.35 acres.

Response Q-3

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), responses are required only to comments that relate
to sections of the DEIR that were altered or added in the RDEIR. However it should be noted that the
project is designed to accommodate reasonably foreseeable future growth, as described in Section 2.5.7
of the DEIR.

Response Q-4

The RDEIR describes in detail the different categories of Mendocino Pygmy Cypress on page 3.4.5 and
how they differ. In the RDEIR, “transitional pygmy” isn’t used as name of a species, but rather to
describe woodland where pygmy isn’t exclusive but is merging with other tree species.

Response Q-5

The issues highlighted in the EPA publication were explored in detail through the 9-year siting process
conducted by the lead agency.

Response Q-6
This comment repeats the same concern raised at the outset of the letter. See Response Q-1 above.
Response Q-7

The Leisure Time RV Park alternative is analyzed at Section 4.2.4 of the RDEIR. The owners of Leisure
Time RV Park stated an asking price of $2 million for the property when the siting study was prepared.
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Response Q-8

Empire Waste Management’s Pudding Creek Road alternative is analyzed at Section 4.2.3 of the RDEIR.
In 2015, Waste Management obtained permits for a new open container solid waste transfer system to
load a maximum of five walking floor trailers (Wilkens trailers) at the Pudding Creek site with refuse
from curbside collections. This was necessary as the company’s “pod” system has become obsolete.
Once loaded, these new trailers still travel to the Willits Transfer Station for off-loading into long-haul
commercial transfer trailers.
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4.5.18 Letter R — Ann Rennacker
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Letter R — Ann Rennacker — Response to Comments
Response R-1

The RDEIR identifies adequate mitigation to address the Project’s potentially significant impact on
Mendocino Pygmy Cypress in Mitigation Measure BIO-1b of the RDEIR, and similarly identifies adequate
mitigation to address the Project’s potentially significant impact on Bishop Pine Forest in Mitigation
Measure BIO-2b of the RDEIR. These mitigation measures ensure the conservation and protection in
perpetuity of these sensitive natural communities according to mitigation ratios of 33 to 1 (Pygmy) and
3 to 1 (Bishop Pine). The RDEIR also adequately analyzes a reasonable range of project alternatives in
Section 4.0. The commenter does not state in what way she believes the RDEIR’s mitigation measures or
alternatives analysis are inadequate, so no further response is possible or required.

Response R-2

See Master Response C. Further, the commenter misunderstood the RDEIR which demonstrates that no
timber harvesting will take place within the next 15 years (or is otherwise reasonably foreseeable
thereafter) in the 12.6 acres of existing Russian Gulch State Park land that could be transferred to the
Jackson Demonstration State Forest’s Caspar Creek Experimental Watershed Study area pursuant to the
land swap authorized by Public Resources Code Section 4659.

Response R-3

The commenter does not indicate with any specificity or supporting evidence in what respects she
believes the RDEIR’s analyses of wetlands, downstream surface water, sensitive natural communities
and cumulative impacts are inadequate, so no further response is possible or required. There is no
facility named “Hidden Village Trailer Park.” Assuming the commenter is referring to the Leisure Time RV
Park Site, the RDEIR discusses and analyzes that as a project alternative in Section 4.2.4, on pages 3.9.8
through 3.9.11.

Response R-4

The commenter does not indicate in what respects she believes the mitigations are “alarming” or
“incomplete,” so no further response is possible. The project would reduce the number of large trucks
on SR 20 between Fort Bragg and Willits, as described in Table 3.7-1 of the DEIR.

Response R-5

See Response Q-6.

Response R-6

No further response is required as the comment does not indicate what part or parts of the RDEIR it is
referring to or raise any specific environmental issues or allege any specific concerns with the EIR’s
analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting

reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that relate to the chapters or
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portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. Nonetheless, contrary to the commenter’s
assertion, Douglas Bosco had no role whatsoever in AB 384.

Response R-7

The California Western (Skunk Train) Railroad alternative is discussed at Section 4.4.3 of the RDEIR.
Response R-8

Project alternatives are analyzed in Section 4.0 of the RDEIR, pygmy forest is analyzed in Section 3.4 of
the RDEIR, the Russian Gulch property is analyzed at pp. 2.0.3-2.0.4 of the RDEIR (see also Master

Response C), and there is no potential for the proposed Project to impact the Summers Lane Reservoir
as explained in Response Q-6.
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4.5.19 Letter S — Ed Oberweiser
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Letter S — Ed Oberweiser — Response to Comments
Response S-1

Comment noted; no further response is required as the comment addresses the DEIR, not the RDEIR.
Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting reviewers limit their comments
to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead
agency need only respond to comments that relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that
were revised and recirculated. Nonetheless, the commenter is referred to Section 4.0 of the RDEIR,
where additional Project alternatives were analyzed in compliance with the requirements of CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) by providing "meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the
proposed project."”

Response S-2

This comment generally asserts that the Project would conflict with unidentified land management
directives in the Mendocino County General Plan and the Jackson Demonstration State Forest
Management Plan. The restrictions that would apply to JDSF management of the newly-acquired 12.6
acres are described on pages 2.0.3 to 2.0.4 of the RDEIR. See also Master Response C. The JDSF
Management Plan lists a variety of goals including recreation, aesthetics, and species protection, in
addition to timber production and research.

http://www.calfire.ca.gov/resource_mgt/downloads/Final JDSF FMP Master 012808 HE.pdf.

As described in Section 3.10 of the DEIR and Section 3.4 of the RDEIR, the project as mitigated is
consistent with all applicable policies of the Mendocino County General Plan.

Response S-3
Comment noted. As explained and demonstrated in the DEIR and RDEIR, a reasonable range of Project

alternatives were considered and all of the Project’s potential significant impacts will be mitigated to
levels of insignificance.
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4.6

Response to Oral Comments at Public Hearing of June 16, 2016

Oral comments on the RDEIR were made at a Public Hearing on June 16, 2016 at Town Hall, 363 N. Main
Street, Fort Bragg. The remarks of each person that pertain to the project are summarized and
responses are made.

4.6.1

4.6.2

4.6.3

46.4

Oral Comments AA — Barbara Rice

Road 409 area resident. Expressed support for the project and the EIR.

Response AA: Comments noted.

Oral Comments BB — John Fremont

Believes comments should not be limited to revisions to draft EIR. Project threatens forest and
its inhabitants. [Proceeded to read from written statement which is reprinted herein as Letter
”J”.]

Response BB: Comments noted. No further response is required as the comment does not
indicate what part or parts of the RDEIR it is referring to or raise any specific environmental
issues or allege any specific concerns with the RDEIR’s analysis of the project. Pursuant to the
Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting reviewers limit their comments to the
revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead
agency need only respond to comments that relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR
that were revised and recirculated. See response to this commenter’s written Letter “J” herein.

Oral Comments CC — Tracy Howson

A friend is concerned about toxins at transfer station. The transfer station doesn’t put garbage
on the ground. The new site won’t put garbage on the ground. Why aren’t we talking about
putting garbage on the rail? In favor of the new station. The old station should be monitored.
How long will that be monitored? In favor of hauling our garbage somewhere else. There won’t
be any contamination on the ground if it is done right.

Response CC: The comment and its support for the proposed Project is noted. No further
response is required as the comment does not indicate what part or parts of the RDEIR it is
referring to or raise any specific environmental issues or allege any specific concerns with the
RDEIR’s analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR
requesting reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that
relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated.

Oral Comments DD — James Gay
See the traffic on Highway 20. Concerned about speed of traffic in front of transfer station site.

Caltrans should be asked to reduce speed limit.

Response DD: Comments noted. No further response is required as the comment does not
indicate what part or parts of the RDEIR it is referring to or raise any specific concerns with the
RDEIR’s analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR
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4.6.5

4.6.6

4.6.7

requesting reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that
relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated.
Nonetheless, the commenter is referred to Section 3.12 of the DEIR, which adequately analyzes
the Project’s potential transportation impacts.

Oral Comments EE — Charla Thorbecke

Park Department is drafting a letter to stop this swap.

Response EE: Comments noted. No further response is required as the comment does not
indicate what part or parts of the RDEIR it is referring to or raise any specific environmental
issues or allege any specific concerns with the RDEIR’s analysis of the project. Pursuant to the
Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting reviewers limit their comments to the
revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead
agency need only respond to comments that relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR
that were revised and recirculated. Nonetheless, the commenter is referred to Response O-4
above.

Oral Comments FF — Jeremy James

There were 15 accidents in area. Not a good idea to have the reservoir below the transfer
station. Toxins may be released from asphalt. State Parks wants swap off the board. Something
positive can come out of the pygmy forest. Not a lot of acreage left. We have to find a different
location. There are alternative locations that have less environmental impact.

Response FF: Comments noted. No further response is required as the comment does not
indicate what part or parts of the RDEIR it is referring to or raise any specific concerns with the
RDEIR’s analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR
requesting reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that
relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated.
Nonetheless, the commenter mentioned a variety of issues without specifying in what respects
he believed the analysis of those issues in the RDEIR is inadequate. Regarding Summers Lane
Reservoir, see Response Q-6. Regarding pygmy forest, the project’s impacts and mitigation are
described in Section 3.4 of the RDEIR. The various environmental impacts of alternatives are set
forth in Section 4.0 of the RDEIR.

Oral Comments GG — Rixanne Wehren

Represents Mendocino Group of the Sierra Club. Supports moving from Road 409. Mission is
protecting rare habitats and the environment. There are two other sites within a mile that
satisfy other requirements but do not destroy the pygmy forest. Distances to residents were
measured from whole entire parcel instead of the facility. Coastal Commission has a say because
Caspar Transfer Station and mitigation site are in coastal zone. State Parks is upset because they
weren’t contacted. Fish and Wildlife has objected but were ignored.

Response GG: Comments noted. No further response is required as the comment does not

indicate what part or parts of the RDEIR it is referring to or raise any specific concerns with the
RDEIR’s analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR
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4.6.8

4.6.9

requesting reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that
relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. The
commenter is referred to Section 4 of the RDEIR which adequately discusses and analyzes a
reasonable range of project alternatives; to Master Response A above, which addresses and
updates the distances to nearby residents at all project alternative sites; and to Master Response
B on Coastal Zone. Further, the lead agency met with CDFW on March 7, 2014 and August 13,
2015. The lead agency also conducted a conference call with State Parks on August 12, 2015 and
attempted to reach State Parks representatives by telephone at later times. Both agencies were
invited by letter on May 9, 2016 to meet with the lead agency but neither replied.

Oral Comments HH — Mary Walsh

RDEIR inadequate in discussion of Russian Gulch State Park property to be traded to Jackson
Demonstration State Forest. Covenants cover state park property arising from original gift.
Lead agency hasn’t met with State Parks or State Fish & Wildlife since last draft EIR nearly one
year ago. These properties will suffer degradation. RDEIR has failed to contact Coastal
Commission regarding mitigation property. Entire RDEIR has to be renoticed. RDEIR uses
ambiguous language in describing distances of sites from residences. Trees at state parks will be
likely cut if they pass out of State Parks protection and into the State Forest.

Response HH: The transfer of State Parks property to Jackson Demonstration State Forest is
discussed on pp. 2.03-2.0.4 of the RDEIR. The federal government covenants on portions of
Russian Gulch State Park don’t apply to the 12.6 acres which were purchased from a private
party. The lead agency met with CDFW representatives on August 13, 2015 and conducted a
conference call with State Parks representatives on August 12, 2015, and has had several
additional meetings and discussions to consult with these agencies in the course of the project.
See Master Response A concerning distances to residences, Master Response B concerning the
Coastal Zone, and Master Response C demonstrating that the project does not propose any
timber harvesting on the 12.6 acres and that such activity is not a reasonably foreseeable
consequence of the project’s potential land swap concerning the 12.6 acres.

Oral Comments Il — Ann Rennacker

We need to protect our 2,000 acres of pygmy forest. A few years ago there were 4,000 acres.
Things have been built on them. County general plan policy RM 14 will be violated. State
Highway 20 is eligible to be a scenic highway. It will be widened. Large trucks with trash will
cause trouble. RM-80 is to be warned about. There is a wetlands in corner of the site. The land
swap will cause trees in State Park area to be logged.

Response Il: Comments noted. No further response is required as the comment does not indicate
what part or parts of the RDEIR it is referring to or raise any specific concerns with the EIR’s
analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting
reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that relate to
the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. The issues
mentioned by the commenter are responded to in the responses to her written Letters “B” and
“R” above. Further, consistency with the County General Plan Policies is analyzed in Master
Response #5 in the Response to Comments document of June 2015. The protections provided to
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4.6.10

4.6.11

4.6.12

4.6.13

the 12.6 acres to be transferred to Jackson Demonstration State Forest are described on pages
2.0.3-2.0.4 of the RDEIR (see also Master Response C).

Oral Comments JJ — Rick Sacks

Changing Caspar from landfill to a transfer station has caused wildlife and plants to return. Will
miss convenience of having transfer station next door.

Response JJ: Comments noted. No further response is required as the comment does not indicate
what part or parts of the RDEIR it is referring to or raise any specific environmental issues or
allege any specific concerns with the EIR’s analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of
Availability published for the RDEIR requesting reviewers limit their comments to the revised
chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency
need only respond to comments that relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that
were revised and recirculated.

Oral Comments KK — Barbara Moller

Has CEQA said OK? Transfer station runoff. Would be at headwaters of runoff to city’s new
water reservoir. Fish and Wildlife doesn’t want it. State Parks doesn’t want it. Would get rid of
only type of pygmy forest around.

Response KK: Comments noted. No further response is required as the comment does not
indicate what part or parts of the RDEIR it is referring to or raise any specific concerns with the
EIR’s analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR
requesting reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that
relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated.
Nonetheless, the commenter is referred to Response Q-6 above regarding the Summers Lane
Reservoir, and to Section 3.4 and Mitigation Measure BIO-1b of the RDEIR regarding impact and
mitigation concerning pygmy forest.

Oral Comments LL — Micky Becker

Lives on Prairie Way. We have children and families on the road. To increase the traffic would
create a problem. Appropriate to relocate. Highway 20 would be a good place for it.

Response LL: Comments noted. No further response is required as the comment does not indicate
what part or parts of the RDEIR it is referring to or raise any specific concerns with the EIR’s
analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR requesting
reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that relate to
the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. Nonetheless, the
commenter is referred to Section 3.12 of the DEIR and Section 4 of the RDEIR which adequately
discuss and analyze the Project’s potential transportation impacts and alternatives.

Oral Comments MM - Cynthia Frank

Her brother was appalled and submitted a letter. Issues he raised don’t seem to be addressed.
Cleanup and rest room water will infiltrate and poison local wells and the reservoir that the city
is building. Cleaner and cheaper to transfer garbage by rail. Skunk Train is ready and available to
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4.6.14

4.6.15

haul trash to Willits. Sweeney hasn’t contacted Skunk Train. The projected cost of S5 million
could be raised by raising rates and cutting safeguards. There are better solutions. What doesn’t
please the residents of Road 409 won’t please residents and travelers along Highway 20.

Response MM: Comments noted. No further response is required as the comment does not
indicate what part or parts of the RDEIR it is referring to or raise any specific concerns with the
EIR’s analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR
requesting reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that
relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated.
Nonetheless, the commenter is referred to Response Q-6 above regarding the Summers Lane
Reservoir. On February 10, 2014, the project manager wrote to Robert Pinoli, general manager
of the Skunk Train, inviting a proposal to use the train to transfer solid waste. No response was
ever received.

Oral Comments NN — Bill Heil

EIR analyzes the wrong place; it doesn’t make sense to change pygmy forest to a transfer
station. Garbage should be dealt with the same place that it is made.

Response NN: Comments noted. No further response is required as the comment does not
indicate what part or parts of the RDEIR it is referring to or raise any specific concerns with the
EIR’s analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR
requesting reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that
relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated.
Nonetheless, the commenter is referred to Section 4.0 of the RDEIR which adequately discusses
and analyzes a reasonable range of project alternatives. The small impact of the project on
pygmy forest is analyzed in Section 3.4 and adequately addressed in Mitigation Measure BIO-1b
of the RDEIR.

Oral Comments OO — Teri Jo Barber

You don’t put garbage feature on top of the most prized thing you have in a community — water.
The one chance of a spill isn’t worth taking the risk.

Response 00: Comments noted. No further response is required as the comment does not
indicate what part or parts of the RDEIR it is referring to or raise any specific concerns with the
EIR’s analysis of the project. Pursuant to the Notice of Availability published for the RDEIR
requesting reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR and
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the lead agency need only respond to comments that
relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated.
Nonetheless, it is assumed that the commenter is alleging that the project poses a threat to the
Summers Lane Reservoir. See Response Q-6 above.
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5. Appendices
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5.1 Appendix A: Figure 5-1 — Caspar Transfer Station Site
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5.2 Appendix B: Figure 5-2 — Empire Waste Management Site
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5.3 Appendix C: Figure 5-3 — Leisure Time RV Site
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5.4  Appendix D: Figure 5-4 — Mendocino Coast Recreation & Park District Site
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5.5 Appendix E: Figure 5-5 — Caspar Landfill Site
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