Volume 2 Introduction:
Responses to Comments

Volume 2 presents the comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and responses
to those comments.

V2.1 Response to Comments

Section 15088(a) of the state California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines states that “[t]he lead
agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft
EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to comments received during the
noticed comment period and any extensions and may respond to late comments.” In accordance with these
requirements, this volume of the EIR provides responses to each of the written comments received on the
Original Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR during the public review periods.

The Original Draft EIR for the Proposed Project was circulated for an extended comment period (105 days),
from July 10, 2014, to October 23, 2014. Subsequently, the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for the Proposed
Project was circulated for an extended comment period (60 days), from November 9, 2016, to January 9,
2017. During these review periods, the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning received a
total of 390 comment letters from agencies, organizations, and interested groups and persons.

The response to comments consists of three parts: (1) Topical Responses prepared to address comment
themes, (2) responses to comments received on the Original Draft EIR, and (3) responses to comments
received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.

Volume 2A includes the Topical Responses to Comments, discussed below in Section V2.1.1, and responses
to comments received on the Original Draft EIR, discussed below in Section V2.1.2. Volume 2B includes
responses to comments received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, discussed below in Section V2.1.3.
V2.1.1 Topical Responses to Comments

Topical Responses were prepared to address comments that were recurrently raised during the public
review periods for both the Original Draft EIR and the Recirculated Draft EIR. The Topical Responses provide
information deemed helpful to clarify the environmental analysis in the Original Draft EIR and/or Partially
Recirculated EIR, as well as provide a comprehensive response to comments received regarding that
particular topic.

Topical Responses and the subjects they address are listed below.
e Topical Response #1: Air Quality
e Topical Response #2: Biological Resources
e Topical Response #3: Composting Facility and Conversion Technology

e Topical Response #4: Conditional Use Permit Compliance

e Topical Response #5: Conditional Use Permit and Community Agreement
e Topical Response #6: Cultural Resources
e Topical Response #7: Cumulative Impacts

e Topical Response #8: Disposal Rate and Capacity
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VOLUME 2 INTRODUCTION: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Topical Response #9:

Topical Response #10:
Topical Response #11:
Topical Response #12:
Topical Response #13:
Topical Response #14:
Topical Response #15:
Topical Response #16:
Topical Response #17:
Topical Response #18:
Topical Response #19:
Topical Response #20:
Topical Response #21:
Topical Response #22:
Topical Response #23:
Topical Response #24:
Topical Response #25:
Topical Response #26:
Topical Response #27:
Topical Response #28:
Topical Response #29:
Topical Response #30:
Topical Response #31:
Topical Response #32:
Topical Response #33:
Topical Response #34:

Environmental Justice

Environmental Monitoring

Geologic Hazards

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change
Household Hazardous Waste Facility

Landfill Liner System

Land Use

Noise

Odor

Project Alternatives

Project Need

Property Values

Public Health

Public Scoping and Public Outreach

Public Services and Utilities

Source of Waste Importation of Out-of-County Waste
Traffic

Treated Auto Shredder Waste and Shredded Tires
Visual Resources

Waste Diverted

Wastes to be Disposed and Waste Screening and Acceptance Program
Water Quality

Limited Operational Waiver

Establishment of Baseline

Recirculation

Beneficial Use

V2.1.2 Responses to Comments Received on Original Draft EIR

Comment letters 1 through 97 were received on the Original Draft EIR. Table V2-1 identifies the agency,
organization, interested group, or individual who provided comments. The public hearing transcript from
July 31, 2014, is included as Comment Letter No. 10, and individuals who provided oral testimony are
identified. Table V2-1 is placed at the end of this Introduction.

Written responses are provided for each comment received during the public review period. Written
responses are also provided for oral testimony received at the July 31, 2014, Hearing Examiner meeting.
As identified in Table V2-1, each comment letter has been assigned a unique letter number and, within
each letter, individual comments have been uniquely numbered to facilitate responses. Copies of each
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comment letter, with assigned comment numbers, are provided prior to each response; written responses
are provided immediately following each comment letter.

Comments and their associated responses are addressed either by referring the commenter to one or more
Topical Responses, or by providing an individual response to comments provided on the Original Draft EIR.

V2.1.3 Responses to Comments Received on Partially Recirculated Draft EIR

Comment letters 98 through 391 were received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Table V2-1 identifies
the agency, organization, interested group, or individual who provided comments. The public hearing
transcript from December 15, 2016, is included as Comment Letter No. 198, and individuals who provided
oral testimony are identified. Table V2-1 is placed at the end of this Introduction.

Written responses are provided for each comment received during the public review period. Written
responses are also provided for oral testimony received at the December 15, 2016 Hearing Examiner
meeting. As identified in Table V2-1, each comment letter has been assigned a unique letter number and,
within each letter, individual comments have been uniquely numbered to facilitate responses. Copies of
each comment letter, with assigned comment numbers, are provided prior to each response; written
responses are provided immediately following each comment letter.

Comments and their associated responses are addressed either by referring the commenter to one or more
Topical Responses, or by providing an individual response to comments provided on the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR.

Table V2-1. Comment Letters Received on Original Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR

Letter No. Agency/Organization/Interested Group/Person
1 Tribal Historic and Cultural Preservation - Tataviam Band of Mission Indians
2 Native American Heritage Commission
3 Dabbagh Family (Akram, April, Andrew, Jordan)

4 Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Committee (Task Force)

5 Lloyd Carder

6 Michael Mohajer

7 Lloyd Carder

8 Unknown

9 Unknown

10 Hearing Examiner Oral Testimony, as documented in transcript of hearing

Flo Lawrence

Martin Kreisler

Nancy Carder

Lynne Plambeck

Lloyd Carder

Ramon Hamilton

Paul Saaty

Akram Dabbagh

Cam Noltemeyer

Michael Mohajer

Steven Howse
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Table V2-1. Comment Letters Received on Original Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR

Letter No. Agency/Organization/Interested Group/Person

Cynthia Kimura

Humberto Paniagua

Darcy Stinson

Jeremiah Dockray

Steven Lee

Erica Larson

Percy Sims

Faye Snyder

Robert Kelly

Greg Kimura

Paul Simmonds

Jessica Chambers

Stephanie Ebia

Archie Banas

Tim Patterson

Amber Elton
11 Tribal Historic and Cultural Preservation - Tataviam Band of Mission Indians
12 Kathy Howse
13 Sara Sage
14 Greg Kimura c/o VVCAC
15 Greg Kimura c/o VVCAC
16 Greg Kimura c/o VVCAC
17 Greg Kimura c/o VVCAC
18 Greg Kimura c/o VVCAC
19 Greg Kimura c/o VVCAC
20 Greg Kimura c/o VVCAC
21 Los Angeles County Business Federation
22 Raul Lejano
23 Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Committee (Task Force)
24 Caltrans
25 Assembly California Legislature
26 Los Angeles County Disposal Association
27 Valley Industry Association
28 Santa Clarita Valley Chamber of Commerce
29 Citizens for CCL Compliance (C4CCLC)
30 Chris Burnside
31 Castaic Area Chamber of Commerce
32 West Ranch Town Council
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Table V2-1. Comment Letters Received on Original Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR

Letter No. Agency/Organization/Interested Group/Person
33 Santa Clarita Valley Economic Development Corporation
34 Faye Snyder
35 GreenAction
36 CalRecycle
37 Ventura County Watershed Protection District
38 Santa Clarita Valley Latino Chamber of Commerce
39 California Department of Fish and Wildlife
40 South Coast Air Quality Management District
41 Ventura County Resource Management Agency
42 Southern California Edison
43 GreenAction
44 Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources
45 Los Angeles County Fire Department
46 Craig Banta
47 Denice Bishop
48 Greg and Tanya Hauser
49 Citizens for CCL Compliance (C4CCLC)
50 Natalie Tate
51 Los Angeles County Department of Public Health
52 City of Santa Clarita
53 Faye Snyder
54 Ira de Cleir
55 Ventura County Resource Management Agency - Air Pollution Control District
56 Lloyd Carder
57 Nancy Carder
58 Law Office of Justin Kline
59 Val Verde Civic Association
60 Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment (SCOPE)
61 Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
62 Jeremiah Dockray
63 Susan Evans
64 Sierra Club
65 Sara Sage
66 Erica Larson
67 Cynthia Kimura
68 Josephine Esplana
69 David Bossert
70 Amy Daniels
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Table V2-1. Comment Letters Received on Original Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR

Letter No. Agency/Organization/Interested Group/Person
71 Fred Arnold
72 Mike Lebecki
73 Gloria Mercado-Fortine
74 Montse Garriga
75 Brian Higgins
76 Margie Anne Clark
77 Barbara Myler
78 Rachelle Dardeau
79 Sue Nevius
80 Don Fleming
81 Setareh Khatibi
82 Moe and Linda Hafizi
83 Vanessa Brookman
84 Linda Lieblang
85 Sue Reynolds
86 Martin Kreisler
87 Jeri Seratti-Goldman
88 Renee Sabol
89 Clay Friedman
90 Jack Crawford
91 Ed Masterson
92 Maria Gutzeit
93 Paul De La Cerda
94 Flo Lawrence
95 Golden State Gateway Coalition
96 Chris Chapleau
97 Randall Winter
98 Steve Lee
99 Susan Evans
100 Abigail DeSesa
101 Dr. Randy Martin
102 Greg and Tanya Hauser
103 David Salinas
104 Margaret Newbauer
105 Susan Evans
106 Dee Porter
107 SCOPE
108 Susan Evans
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Letter No. Agency/Organization/Interested Group/Person
109 Suzie Rizzo
110 Faye Snyder
111 Martha Kampbell
112 Chad Kampbell
113 Michael Foerster
114 Michael Foerster
115 Ron Bottorff
116 Latiska Smith
117 Bob Ponder
118 Thomas L.
119 Graciela Lopez
120 George Selph
121 Desiree Perez
122 Danielle Perez
123 Kathy Howse
124 Gary Howse
125 Name Eligible
126 Kenneth Gray
127 Jennifer Fields
128 Name Eligible
129 Suzie Cupp
130 Paul Cupp
131 Elizabeth V.
132 Rosario Gonzalez
133 Joseph Lopez
134 Janai Leeb
135 Patricia Gonzalez
136 Dustin Fields
137 Mayra Kumirez
138 Hortencia Ramirez
139 Veronica Miele
140 Linnea Hollowell
141 Cliff Fletcher
142 Suzie Rizzo
143 Barbara McCoy
144 Barbara McCoy
145 Marilyn Logan
146 Marilyn Logan
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Table V2-1. Comment Letters Received on Original Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR

Letter No. Agency/Organization/Interested Group/Person
147 Maya Loch
148 Maya Loch
149 Valerie Swanson
150 Valerie Swanson
151 Roselva Ungar
152 Roselva Ungar
153 Emily Klatt
154 Emily Klatt
155 Eric Klatt
156 Eric Klatt
157 Renee Foley
158 Renee Foley
159 Glenda Nowakowski
160 Glenda Nowakowski
161 Ingrid Van Dorn
162 Ingrid Van Dorn
163 Richard Lott
164 Richard Lott
165 Barbara Cogswell
166 Barbara Cogswell
167 Lourdes Villacorte
168 Lourdes Villacorte
169 Dru Hiller
170 Dru Hiller
171 Elinor McGree
172 Marianne Bakic
173 Leon Kasparian
174 Barbara Wampole
175 Barbara Wampole
176 Barbara Wilson
177 Beth Jenkins
178 Steve Tannehill
179 Nevin Oliphant
180 Nevin Oliphant
181 Brian Huckeba
182 Peter Farriday
183 Malcolm Blue
184 Steve Lee
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Table V2-1. Comment Letters Received on Original Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR

Letter No. Agency/Organization/Interested Group/Person
185 Lloyd Carder
186 Sandia Ennis
187 Greg and Tanya Hauser
188 Michael Mohajer
189 Kara Wily
190 Greg and Tanya Hauser
191 Karla Edwards
192 Karla Edwards
193 Alivia Hannant
194 Arielle Hannant
195 Julie Hannant
196 Kevin Hannant
197 Sierra Club
198 Hearing Examiner Oral Testimony, as documented in transcript of hearing:

Andre Hollins

Dave Bossert

Lois Bajio

Marty Kreisler

Barbara Myler

Randy Wrage

David Menchaca

John Paladin

Carl Boyer

Steve Lee

Tanya Hauser

Faye Snyder

Nancy Carder

Lloyd Carder

Camillis Noltemeyer

Sally White

Susan Evans

Shane Weeks

Sara Sage

Julie Olsen

Lynne Planbeck

Elizabeth Rydall

Kara Wily

Erica Larsen
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Table V2-1. Comment Letters Received on Original Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR

Letter No.

Agency/Organization/Interested Group/Person

Suzanne Ridgewell

Jeremiah Dockray

Richard Humanic

Stacy Fortner

Steve Howse

Bonnie Nikolia

Patti Skinner Sulpizio

Logan Smith

Barbara Wampole

Thomas Barron

Darcy Stinson

Byran Caforio

Alan Ferdman

Joe Cicero

Rebecca Martens

Paul Simmonds

Merit Migliore

Abigail DeSea

Mai Do

Materials provided by attendees at the time of hearing:

Kara Wily

Lynne Plambeck

Carl Boyer

Steven Lee

Tanya Hauser

Dr. Faye Snyder

Nancy Carder

Lloyd Carder

Sally White

Shane Weeks

Carmillis Noltemeyer

Sara Sage

Susie Evans

Julie Olsen

Elizabeth Rydall

Erica Larsen

Richard Humanic

Steven Howse

V2-10
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Table V2-1. Comment Letters Received on Original Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR

Letter No. Agency/Organization/Interested Group/Person

Suzanne Ridgewell

Stacy Fortner

Bonnie Nikolai

Patti Sulpizio

Logan Smith

Barbara Wampole

Thomas Barron

Darcy Stinson

Bryan Caforio

Alan Ferdman

Joe Cicero

Rebecca Martens

Paul Simmonds

Merit Migliore

Abigail DeSesa

Mai Do

Jeremiah Dockray

Andre Hollings

David Bossert

Lois Bauccio

Marty Kreisler

Randy Wrage

David Menchaca

Alan Ferdman

Barbara Myler

Barbara Myler

Charla Curtis

Meta King

Kimberly Moraes

Kevan Smalley

John Paladin

Linda Whitehead

Ingrid Van Dorn

Heidi Bunch

Julie Davenport

Drew Richard

Dee Porter

Jody Evans
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Table V2-1. Comment Letters Received on Original Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR

Letter No.

Agency/Organization/Interested Group/Person

Roselya Ungar

Jim Soliz

Frank Miscione

Tanya Hauser

Tanya Hauser

Castaic Area Town Council

Elizabeth Rydall

Susanna Battin

Lloyd Carder

Marty Kreisler

Patty Sulpizio

Susan Evans

Tom Poteet

Susan Uchiyama

Cheryl Bernstein

Brenda Poteet

Leslie Russell

Mitchell Russel

Wendy Morgan

Barbara Burton

Max Gentner

Dylan Gentner

Jill Gentner

Jay Gentner

Chiquita Canyon Landfill Air Sampling

199

Cynthia Gise

200

Eric Logan

201

Louise Logan

202

Val Verde Civic Association

203

Kathy Brown

204

Laura Logan

205

Douglas Brown

206

David Brown

207

Michael Brown

208

Geoffrey Brown

209

Theresa Brown

210

Michelle Logan

211

Dee Porter

V2-12
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Letter No. Agency/Organization/Interested Group/Person
212 Gavin Klinger
213 Deborah Garber
214 Julie-Anne Anthony
215 Scott Ervin
216 Diane Morfino
217 Maria Farias
218 Courtney Kang
219 Stephanie Berry
220 Andrea Pilkington
221 April McKenzie
222 Name Not Provided
223 Jordana Sklar
224 Jay Hilliard
225 Jay Hilliard
226 Tiffni Altes
227 Nancy Yakshe
228 Rose Marie Narciso
229 Terry Kanakri
230 Kelly Wasserman
231 Jackie Thomas
232 Maureen Hinton
233 Rose Marie Narciso
234 Nate Munson
235 Name Not Provided
236 Todd Smith
237 Shannon Trudell
238 Shawn & Cathy Walther
239 Wesley Furr
240 Gisela Belacic
241 Eric Etheridge
242 David Ortiz
243 Jose Carranza
244 Kathy Howse
245 Courtney Cook
246 Aimee Merrilees
247 Sheila M. Schultz
248 Pam vy
249 Carson
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Table V2-1. Comment Letters Received on Original Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR

Letter No. Agency/Organization/Interested Group/Person
250 Stephanie Smith
251 Sara Schaaf
252 Katherine Regalado
253 Mike & Sharon Padgett
254 George Padgett
255 Sharon Padgett
256 Patricia Krieger
257 Don and Carolyn Strametz
258 Kimberly Thurman
259 Bmccoy
260 Jacek Pirog
261 Toma Watt
262 Rebecca Martens
263 Aimee Merrilees
264 Christie Manno
265 Mike Hammer
266 Richard Meyers
267 Christopher Baurer
268 Rick Bartz
269 Jodi Porter
270 Michelle Sypher
271 Jodi Culluffo
272 Cynthia Phillips
273 Tricia Woodland
274 Stephen K. Peeples
275 Renee Erlenbach
276 Shannon Abarca
277 Michelle Waxman
278 Ron Cunningham
279 Kelly Kacmar
280 Sally White
281 Cody Clark
282 Terry Prather
283 Cody Clark
284 Michael Kulka
285 Vaughn Aukamp
286 Faye Snyder
287 Henry Knebel

V2-14

EN1129161114SCO



VOLUME 2 INTRODUCTION: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Table V2-1. Comment Letters Received on Original Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR

Letter No. Agency/Organization/Interested Group/Person
288 CalRecycle
289 Kimberly Moraes
290 Susan Evans
201 Susan Evans
292 Steve Lee
293 Steve Lee
294 Ventura County Resource Management Agency
295 Ventura County Watershed Protection District
296 South Coast Air Quality Management District
297 Los Angeles County Department of Public Health
298 Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Committee (Task Force)
299 California Department of Fish and Wildlife
300 City of Santa Clarita
301 Grant J. Young
302 c4ccLc
303 C4ccLC
304 Archie Banas
305 Steve Lee
306 Joline Kelley
307 Nancy Carder
308 Greg and Tanya Hauser
309 Eneida Besko
310 Shem Guzman
311 Lisa D. Mott
312 Ray A. Guzman
313 Martha Wilcox
314 Meta King
315 Charla Curtis
316 Rose Hernandez
317 Elizabeth Hernandez
318 Jacob Hernandez
319 Leonard Winz
320 Jordan Davis
321 Perry Ramstad
322 Mikyoung Kim
323 Maria Rosario Rodriguez
324 Meagan Hicks
325 Robert Hicks
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Table V2-1. Comment Letters Received on Original Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR

Letter No. Agency/Organization/Interested Group/Person
326 Valerie Hicks
327 Brandi Hicks
328 Madeleine White
329 Peggy Reed
330 Randall Reed
331 Corinne Harris
332 Betty Harris
333 Amber Hagkull
334 Nicole Elias
335 Nicole D. Thome
336 Colleen Crabtree
337 David W. Porter Jr.
338 Hector Salgado
339 Carla Way
340 Linda Buchanan
341 Judith Greenberg
342 Richard Freedman
343 Alyssia Johnson
344 Lynne Wiebe
345 Kimberly Korakis
346 Micaela Lee
347 Karen Haws
348 Myles White
349 Lupe Fennick
350 Hyun Oh
351 Jamie Gonzaga
352 Derek Estomago
353 Ruth Fehrman
354 Marcelle Gorham
355 Jenine McGraw
356 Jamie Fra
357 Julian Almanaz
358 Kathleen MacDonald
359 Kim McEwen
360 Nelupa Silva
361 Caterina Giovine
362 Tanya W. Jundt
363 Ilvy Hedge

V2-16
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Letter No. Agency/Organization/Interested Group/Person
364 Jennifer Gomez
365 Michael Kavathias
366 Veronica Rivera
367 Debbie Wise
368 Georgie Widdison
369 James Jeffares
370 Steven A. Vergara
371 Viviana Valenzuela
372 Rosemarie Doherty
373 Noah Lubell
374 Kara Springer Wily
375 Richard Drezl
376 Susan M. Evans
377 Lloyd Carder
378 Linda Swartz
379 Silke Thode
380 John Paladin
381 Marilyn Paladin
382 Rouzanna Paladin
383 Chad Nankervis
384 Shane Weeks
385 Erica Larsen-Dockray
386 Jeremiah Dockray
387 Joline Kelley
388 Lisa Soares
389 SCOPE
390 Caltrans
391 Los Angeles County Fire Department
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CCL Topical Responses

1. Air Quality

1a. Existing Air Quality and Emissions, Monitoring, and Health Effects

Commenters stated that existing operations at Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) result in air contaminant
emissions, exposures to pollutants, nuisance odors, and health effects. They also stated that the air
quality monitoring data used in the study are not adequate to characterize existing air quality conditions
at CCL and in the surrounding neighborhoods. Commenters requested monitoring for pollutants such as
vinyl chloride, hydrogen sulfide, ammonia, and other chemicals in the immediate vicinity of the landfill,
with release of the results to the public.

Response — Existing Air Quality

Existing air quality conditions in the Proposed Project area are described in Chapter 11, Air Quality, of
the Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Chapter 11, Air Quality (Final EIR)
also describes the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and California Air Resources Board (CARB)
processes for attainment and nonattainment designation.

CEQA does not require analysis of impacts from baseline (existing permitted conditions), only the
potential impacts of the Proposed Project. However, existing air quality and pollutant concentrations in
the project area are provided and discussed in the revised air quality chapter of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR. Table 11-1 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR includes a list of current best
management practices (BMPs) and emission reduction measures at CCL. Table 11-1 includes current
emission reduction measures and BMPs incorporated as project design measures, including BMPs to
reduce construction, operation and composting emissions.

Response — Air Monitoring

The Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning used ambient air quality monitoring data available
from the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in the analysis presented in the Draft
EIR for the Proposed Project. The air monitoring stations and data selected for use in the air quality
impact analysis are described in the revised air quality chapter of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
These stations and the reported data were deemed adequate to support the air quality impact analysis
for the following reasons: (1) the data for each pollutant of concern were collected at the closest
available approved monitoring station in the Proposed Project vicinity, (2) the monitored results provide
information on pollutants as deemed necessary by the air agencies with jurisdiction, and (3) the
monitoring stations are part of the statewide network, maintained and operated by the local air quality
regulatory agency, SCAQMD, according to very strict protocols.

SCAQMD continuously operates a network of ambient air quality monitors in the Los Angeles basin,
including several locations near the landfill. The air monitoring stations monitor for the pollutants that
the state and local air quality agencies consider to be pollutants of concern, and the stations are
operated according to strict protocols for sampling, analysis, and data validation and reporting.

As described in Section 11.3.3.2, the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR used 6 years of validated ambient
air monitoring and meteorological data (2009 to 2014) from the closest SCAQMD-operated monitoring
stations in Santa Clarita, Reseda, and Burbank to characterize existing ambient air quality and
meteorological conditions in the study area. In addition, as described in Section 11.5.2, the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR used 3 years of measurements from CCL-operated wind monitoring equipment at
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1. AIR MONITORING

the western boundary of CCL to characterize local wind patterns in the study area, specifically to
evaluate the potential for offsite odors.

The data selected for use in the health risk analysis are described in the revised air quality chapter and
Appendix H of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Results of sampling and chemical analysis of landfill
gas (LFG) at the flare inlet and outlet were used to estimate the fugitive LFG and combustion-related
emissions used in the study, including methane, ammonia, vinyl chloride, hydrogen sulfide, diesel
particulate matter, and 14 other chemicals detected in testing (Appendix H, Table H-2).

Section 2.2.8.7, Air and Landfill Gas Monitoring, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Project
Description chapter, provides a detailed discussion of landfill gas monitoring. Specifically, this section
states: "Title 27 requires all landfills to have an approved LFG monitoring plan that includes multi-level
LFG monitoring probes around the site boundary. CCL has a Title 27 LFG monitoring plan approved by
the Lead Enforcement Agency and California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery.
Monitoring is performed in a manner consistent with this Title 27 LFG monitoring plan."

Section 2.2.8.7, Air and Landfill Gas Monitoring, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Project
Description, also specifies that, “Monitoring consists of:

e Monthly instantaneous landfill surface monitoring to evaluate potential emissions on the landfill
surfaces

e Quarterly integrated landfill surface monitoring to evaluate potential emissions on the landfill surfaces

e Ambient air sampling at the landfill site boundaries to evaluate the potential offsite migration of
landfill emissions

e Quarterly and annual reporting to present the results of the preceding activities to the SCAQMD for
review”.

Additionally, "The monitoring program is designed for CCL to identify surface emissions of LFG at the
earliest possible moment." Figure 2-9 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR shows the location of
existing and proposed LFG monitoring probes. Because monitoring is performed consistent with
regulatory requirements, there is no requirement or need for offsite gas probes to be installed.

For additional information on all the types of monitoring conducted for the facility, commenters are
referred to Topical Response #10, Environmental Monitoring.

Response — Health Effects from Pollutants in Ambient Air under Existing Conditions

The revised air quality chapter of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR presents the maximum monitored
concentrations of criteria pollutants in ambient air in Table 11-3 of the air quality chapter, as measured
at SCAQMD-approved monitoring stations. Table 11-3 also notes the number of times the applicable
standards have been exceeded each year from 2009 to 2014. Maximum monitored values can be
compared to the applicable air quality standards listed in Table 11-5 of the air quality chapter to
evaluate the extent to which the standards have been exceeded. The potential health effects of
exposure to particulate matter less than 2.5 or 10 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter (PM,.s/PMo)
and other criteria pollutants in ambient air are described in Chapter 11, Section 11.3.3.2, Air Monitoring
Data.

1b. Applicable Requirements and Regulatory Setting
Summary of Comments

Commenters requested updated information on compliance with recent plans and laws, such as CARB's
May 2014 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update, Assembly Bill (AB) 1826 organic waste recycling
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requirements, and AB 1594 reduction, recycling, and composting requirements. Many of the comments
and questions requested clarification and expansion of the discussion regarding SCAQMD plans, rules,
permits, and regulations applicable to the Proposed Project.

Response

The revised air quality chapter of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR was updated to reflect the
applicable requirements of the CARB AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update, AB 1826 organic waste
recycling requirements, and AB 1594 reduction, recycling, and composting requirements.

The Original Draft EIR Chapter 11, Air Quality, and Chapter 11, Air Quality, Section 11.4, of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR analyze and document the federal, state, and SCAQMD plans, rules, and
regulations applicable to the Proposed Project. As stated, general conformity is not applicable to the
Proposed Project, because the General Conformity Rule only applies to federal actions, and there is no
federal action associated with the Proposed Project. The CEQA does not require analysis of plans, rules,
or regulations applicable under the baseline, existing permitted conditions, only those applicable to the
Proposed Project. For information on requirements applicable to the existing landfill operations, the
Title V permit issued for the facility by SCAQMD documents all applicable and enforceable regulatory air
quality requirements, and lists all the permit conditions for existing sources and operations. Monitoring
reports documenting the results of all required compliance monitoring are submitted biannually to
SCAQMD, and compliance is certified annually by the CCL staff acting as the Responsible Party for the
Title V facility.

The Proposed Project would include waste collection and haul trucks not owned or operated by CCL.
The fleet owners and operators would be responsible for the compliance of these trucks with applicable
SCAQMD and CARB standards. The Proposed Project would continue ongoing compliance with existing,
applicable rules and permit conditions, and would comply with future requirements that become
applicable to the Proposed Project, for example, the facility would prepare and implement fugitive dust
plans as required under SCAQMD Rule 403.

1c. Emission Sources Associated with the Proposed Project and Methods
Used to Calculate Emissions

Summary of Comments

Commenters requested information on the emissions sources associated with the Proposed Project and
the emission calculation methodology used to estimate emissions associated with construction and
operation of the Proposed Project.

Response — Emission Sources

The revised air quality chapter and Appendix H of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR analyze and
document the sources, emissions, and air quality and health risk impacts associated with the Proposed
Project, including tailpipe and fugitive emissions from construction, offsite waste haul truck travel, flare
operations, fugitive LFG, grading, composting, and landfill operations. Emissions were not calculated for
the LFG-to-energy plant, because operations associated with this facility were assumed to be included
with existing conditions and would not change with the Proposed Project. The LFG-to-energy plant
would continue operation with or without the Proposed Project.

Emissions associated with construction and operational sources and the extent, duration, and phasing
of construction of the Proposed Project have been discussed in the revised air quality chapter and
Appendix H of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Appendix H provides information on the assumed
vehicle miles travelled values and emissions factors used in emissions estimation for the haul trucks and
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other mobile sources. The tools used to estimate emissions from mobile sources use emission factors
developed for existing and future vehicle fleets, based on federal, state, and local regulatory
requirements and surveys of regional fleets conducted by CARB. Construction and operations emissions
estimated for the Proposed Project have been combined and conservatively compared to SCAQMD
operational Significance Thresholds.

Response — Methods Used to Calculate Emissions

The revised air quality chapter and Appendix H of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR have been updated
to provide information on the methodologies used and the results obtained through emission
estimation, dispersion modeling, and health risk assessment, including the assumptions regarding
potential daily maximum emissions and their frequency. The methods and models used in the dispersion
modeling and health risk assessment are discussed in more detail in Topical Responses #1d and #1e,
respectively.

1d. Methods and Models Used in Air Dispersion Modeling, and Impacts to
Surrounding Neighborhoods

Summary of Comments

Comments were received regarding the methods and models used in air dispersion modeling, and their
adequacy and accuracy to predict potential air quality impacts. Commenters requested detailed analysis
and dispersion modeling to further analyze impacts associated with particulate matter from the
proposed mixed organics composting facility. Commenters also requested additional analysis of impacts
associated with the prevailing wind patterns and the proposed increases in landfill elevation on existing
and future receptors in surrounding neighborhoods.

One commenter requested that nitrous oxide (NOy), sulfur dioxide, and carbon (CO) modeled results
should be further evaluated by incorporating the analysis of at least one additional air dispersion model.
The commenter believes that all dispersion modeling systems are conservative, and further analysis
would provide results more representative of the actual impacts of the landfill. The commenter requests
information on the maximum emissions levels used in the analyses, including the frequency of maximum
emissions on a daily and annual basis.

Response

The Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning used available and SCAQMD-approved ambient air
quality monitoring and meteorological data in the dispersion modeling analysis presented in Chapter 11
of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for the Proposed Project. The monitoring and meteorological data,
including wind data, are described in more detail in Topical Response #1a and Chapter 11 of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR. The dispersion modeling was performed using approved and recommended
South Coast Air Quality Management District dispersion modeling guidance and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency-approved dispersion model, AERMOD, to predict the potential impacts associated
with the Proposed Project.

At the request of the SCAQMD, impacts that would be associated with construction and operation of
the Proposed Project were evaluated based on the estimated and combined construction- and
operation-related emissions, including emissions from composting (Topical Response #1c).
Information on predicted maximum emissions levels and the project years with highest potential
emissions was developed. The daily emission rates estimated for each of the pollutants in their worst-
case year were conservatively compared to the daily mass emission operations thresholds established
as CEQA significance criteria by SCAQMD.
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The combined worst-case daily construction and operation emissions for the Proposed Project would
exceed the SCAQMD daily operational thresholds for NOj, reactive organic gas (ROG), PMio, and PM;s.
These estimated increases in maximum daily emissions represent worst-case daily emission estimates,
given the conservative approach of combining operation and construction emission estimates for the
highest emission year to determine maximum daily emissions, and the variability of facility operation
and construction activities on a day-to-day basis. Days when construction activities would not occur
would result in lower emissions.

The potential impacts associated with the combined construction and operational emissions from
onsite sources for the Proposed Project were analyzed using the AERMOD dispersion modeling
system. Proposed increases in landfill elevation were included in the model inputs. Results of the
modeling were added to representative background levels and compared to the ambient air quality
concentrations recommended as significance thresholds, which include both SCAQMD Localized
Significance Thresholds (LST) and some of the federal and state ambient air quality standards.

Consistent with the SCAQMD LST methodology, the potential impacts from the combined worst-case
construction and operation emissions from onsite sources for the Proposed Project were evaluated for
the nearest receptor locations. Modeled results for combined worst-case onsite construction and
operation emissions, background levels, and total predicted concentrations, were compared to the
applicable ambient air quality thresholds. PM,s and PMjo concentrations would be above the LSTs for
each of the applicable averaging periods. Concentrations of all other pollutants would be below the
ambient standards listed as significance thresholds.

In summary, daily emissions of NOy, ROG, PM1g, and PM; s from construction and operation would
exceed the SCAQMD mass daily operational thresholds, and modeled ambient concentrations resulting
from the project-related emissions of PMig and PM; s would exceed the applicable LSTs. On this basis,
air quality impacts associated with combined emissions from construction and operation of the
Proposed Project would be significant, and additional mitigation measures were evaluated for their
feasibility of implementation. With additional mitigation, impacts from construction and operation of
the Proposed Project would be reduced, but would remain potentially significant and unavoidable.

Localized impacts due to CO emissions from the Proposed Project were assessed using the SCAQMD-
recommended California LINE Source Dispersion Model, Version 4. The CO hotspot modeling was
performed according to the methodology outlined in the University of California, Davis Transportation
Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (Niemeier, Eisinger, Kear, Chang, & Meng, 1997), which is
accepted by SCAQMD for CEQA analysis. Maximum 1-hour and maximum 8-hour CO concentrations
were estimated for comparison to the national and state 1-hour and 8-hour standards. Results of the CO
hotspot analysis are presented in Section 11.6.3.2, and indicate that the Proposed Project would not
cause an exceedance of the CO ambient air standards.

Section 11.9 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Air Quality chapter presents the results of an
assessment of the potential for cumulative impacts resulting from operation and construction of the
Proposed Project in conjunction with emissions from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the area.
The additional foreseeable projects consisted of 13 residential developments, three commercial
developments, five industrial developments, and one transportation improvement project. Additional
receptors were placed in areas of future development to evaluate potential cumulative air quality
impacts for the future developments including schools, residences, and businesses. Project Design
Measures and mitigation measures to reduce potential significant impacts on air quality due to

! The California Department of Transportation CO hotspot protocol covers the hot spot analysis process for
conformity in California and is accepted for CO analysis by SCAQMD.
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emissions from the Proposed Project were identified. Additional control measures for the other
proposed projects in the area may be included and incorporated within their project-specific
implementation plans. Most of the emissions generated from other nearby projects would be from
increases in associated passenger and commercial vehicle traffic, and from off-road construction
equipment used to build the developments. The overall cumulative impact from construction and
operational activities would be significant and unavoidable for NOy, ROG, PMio, and PM;s.

1e. Methods and Models Used in Health Risk Assessment, and Impacts to
Surrounding Neighborhoods

Summary of Comments

Comments were received regarding the methods and models used in the health risk analysis, and their
adequacy and accuracy to predict health risks and protect public health. Commenters requested
additional school notification and further analysis of the potential for health risk impacts at area schools
and residences in surrounding neighborhoods, both existing and future. Commenters requested that the
analysis also include diesel truck emissions from the increase in waste disposal trucks which would enter
and exit the site, emitting diesel particulate matter.

One commenter indicated that the analysis years of 2016, 2021, and 2032 do not adequately evaluate
the cancer risk associated with a lifetime of exposure from living in the vicinity of the landfill. The
commenter opines that the document incorrectly defines the significance of the Proposed Project when
compared to SCAQMD thresholds, both as a result of incomplete analysis and limitations of the models
used in the analysis. Voicing concerns that risks for the Proposed Project are underestimated, the
commenter refers to a preliminary environmental analysis prepared in 2005 by graduate students at
University of California Irvine, which predicted higher health risks for a hypothetical landfill expansion
project. Other studies were also provided regarding the effects of air pollution on public health and
children’s’ health.

Response

The Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning used approved and recommended SCAQMD modeling
guidance and risk assessment guidance from the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment (OEHHA) to predict the potential health risk impacts associated with the Proposed Project.
Both the 2003 OEHHA guidance and the 2015 OEHHA guidance documents were used, because the
Original Draft EIR utilized the 2003 OEHHA guidance and the guidance has been updated since that time.
Chapter 11 and Appendix H of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR describe the sources, toxic air
contaminant emissions estimates, receptor locations, and potential health risk impacts predicted for
the Proposed Project. The health risk assessment evaluated potential exposures to emissions from
construction, offsite waste haul truck travel, flare operations, fugitive LFG, grading, composting, and
landfill operations over the 30-year lifetime of the Proposed Project.

The revised air quality chapter and Appendix H of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR have been updated
to provide information on the methodologies used and the results obtained through emission estimation,
dispersion modeling, and health risk assessment, including the assumptions regarding exposure durations
and potential health hazards. Evaluation of existing emissions, ambient concentrations, and health
impacts is not within the scope of this analysis, therefore only incremental impacts have been evaluated.
Health risks have been estimated for chronic and acute exposures to combined construction and
operations emissions estimated for the Proposed Project, and results have been compared to SCAQMD
Significance Thresholds.
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Results indicate that the Proposed Project would result in carcinogenic, chronic, and acute health risks
that would be less than significant, compared to SCAQMD significance criteria. Existing and proposed
locations of sensitive receptors, such as schools and childcare facilities, were included in the health risk
assessment, in accordance with SCAQMD and OEHHA guidance. The Notice of Availability of the DEIR
was sent to both the Castaic Union School District and the Hart Union School District.

Health risks have been estimated in a conservative manner which may substantially overstate the risks
associated with the Proposed Project. The actual risks associated with the Proposed Project are
expected to be less than those presented in the Partially Recirculated DEIR. Based on the findings of the
Original Draft EIR, Chapter 11, Air Quality, as well as the Air Quality Supplement included in the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would not result in significant health risk impacts.

Section 11.9.2.3 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR presents the results of health risk assessment for
potential cumulative impacts resulting from human exposures to emissions from operation and
construction of the Proposed Project in conjunction with emissions from other reasonably foreseeable
projects in the area. As indicated in Topical Response #1d, the additional foreseeable projects consisted
of 13 residential developments, three commercial developments, five industrial developments, and one
transportation improvement project. Additional receptors were placed in areas of future development
to evaluate potential cumulative air quality impacts for the future developments including schools,
residences, and businesses. Project Design Measures and mitigation measures to reduce emissions from
the CCL Proposed Project were identified. Additional control measures for the other proposed projects
in the area may be included and incorporated within their project-specific implementation plans. Most
of the emissions generated from other nearby projects would be from increases in associated passenger
and commercial vehicle traffic, and from off-road construction equipment used to build the
developments.

The proposed additional development in the area would not only increase the emissions of TACs
generated in the area, but would also add new residential, commercial, and sensitive receptors. The
emissions and impacts would, for the most part, be localized around each respective project. Using the
2015 OEHHA guidance, cumulative projects plus the Proposed Project would increase cancer risk by
more than the 10 in 1 million threshold for residences, workers, and sensitive receptors near the
Proposed Project site, indicating a significant cumulative impact.

Please also refer to Topical Response #21, Public Health, which provides responses to comments
regarding the health risk assessment provided in the revised air quality chapter of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR; the potential for additional health risks in the surrounding community; and the
uncertainties associated with attribution of symptoms and adverse effects to project emissions.

1f. Methods Used in Evaluating Odor Impacts, Methods for Odor Mitigation,
and Odor Impacts to Surrounding Neighborhoods

Odor impacts, BMPs, and mitigation measures are described in detail in Chapter 11 of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR. See Topical Response #17 for a complete response to comments received related
to Odor.

1g. Enforcement of Mitigation Requirements
Summary of Comments

Commenters requested a description of how BMPs and emissions limits would be enforced for the
Proposed Project.

EN1129161114SCO 7



1. AIR MONITORING

Response

Chapter 11, and Appendix H of the Air Quality Supplement included in the Partially Recirculated Draft
EIR analyze and document all the sources, emissions, and air quality and health risk impacts associated
with the Proposed Project. Combined construction and operations emissions estimated for the Proposed
Project are compared to SCAQMD Significance Thresholds. To address air quality significant impacts
associated with the Proposed Project, a Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting plan (MMRP) would be
implemented and enforced by the lead agency, the Los Angeles County Department of Regional
Planning, as part of the Conditional Use Permit. For requirements applicable to the existing landfill
operations, the Title V permit issued for the facility by SCAQMD documents all applicable and
enforceable regulatory air quality requirements, and lists all the permit conditions for existing sources
and operations. Monitoring reports documenting the results of all required compliance monitoring are
submitted biannually to the SCAQMD, and compliance is certified annually by the Responsible Party for
the Title V facility. The Proposed Project would continue ongoing compliance with existing, applicable
rules and permit conditions, and would comply with future requirements that become applicable to the
Proposed Project. For example, the facility would update the Title V permit as requirements change or
emission sources are added or modified, and would prepare and implement fugitive dust plans as
required under SCAQMD Rule 403.

The MMRP, included in the Final EIR, is a tool to aid in compliance with the design features, best
management practices, and mitigation measures described in the EIR for the Proposed Project. Each
measure listed includes one or more actions required. For each of these actions, the MMRP identifies
mitigation timing, responsible party, and monitoring agency or party. The Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning is the Lead Agency for enforcing compliance with the MMRP.
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CCL Topical Responses

2. Biological Resources

Comments regarding biological resources were primarily received from the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Subsequent to the release of the July 2014 Original Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR), additional investigations of biological resources at Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL)
were undertaken, and the Biological Resources chapter of the November 2016 Partially Recirculated
Draft EIR was revised and updated to reflect the results of those additional investigations.

This Topical Response primarily serves to summarize the revisions and updates to the Biological
Resources chapter between the Original Draft EIR and the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.

Vegetation Mapping and Identification of Additional Vegetation Alliances

The Original Draft EIR identified 13 vegetation communities or land cover types at CCL, and the
Biological Resources chapter of the Original Draft EIR identified potential impacts of the Proposed
Project on these vegetation communities. Mitigation, in particular Mitigation Measure BR-1, was
identified to reduce potential impacts.

In support of Mitigation Measure BR-1, which specifies the development and implementation of a
Closure Revegetation Plan, additional vegetation mapping and sampling was conducted at CCL in
February and March 2016, as documented in the revised Chapter 8, Biological Resources, of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR. After preliminary mapping was complete, transects were established in native
shrub and herbaceous alliances. Once a transect was established, vegetation composition by species
and/or ground cover was documented at 0.1-foot precision. Data were recorded and analyzed to include
absolute cover by species, relative cover by species, percent shrub cover, percent weed and invasive
weed cover, and total vegetative cover. Upon completion of the transect data analysis alliance mapping
was reevaluated to ensure that ocular estimates conducted to provide preliminary mapping accurately
characterized alliances when compared with transect data. Some alliances were recoded and/or alliance
boundaries were adjusted based on transect data.

This detailed vegetation mapping resulted in a more finely-defined set of vegetation alliances at CCL,
specifically, in the identification of the following land covers and vegetation alliances:

e Two developed land covers (active landfill, roads, and infrastructure, and ornamental)

e Fourteen natural alliances and land cover, including one herbaceous alliance, 11 shrubland alliances,
bare rock, and one forest alliance)

e Three semi-natural alliances, including two herbaceous alliances, and one shrubland alliance
e Four revegetated alliances, made up of shrubland alliances

Each of these land covers and alliances are described in detail in the revised Chapter 8, Biological
Resources, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure BR-1 was revised to reflect the
refinement of vegetation alliances at CCL, and Appendix E3, Draft Revegetation, Rare Plant Relocation,
and Oak Tree Performance Criteria, was developed to identify revegetation objectives and performance
criteria that would guide revegetation of impacted native, semi-natural, and revegetated areas
disturbed by the Proposed Project.
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Rare Plant Surveys

The Original Draft EIR acknowledged the potential for rare plant communities at CCL and the potential
for the Proposed Project to result in impacts to these communities at CCL. Mitigation was proposed to
address potential impacts to rare plant communities.

Rare plant surveys of native, naturalized, and revegetated habitats at CCL were conducted in April and
July, 2016. Surveys were floristic in nature, and followed standard survey protocol for rare plants
outlined in Guidelines for Conducting and Reporting Botanical Inventories for Federally Listed, Proposed
and Candidate Plants (USFWS, 1996) and/or Protocols for Surveying and Evaluation Impacts to Special
Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities (CDFW, 2009). Field surveys were conducted
in a manner which maximized the likelihood of locating special-status plant species, as defined in the
Biological Resources chapter. However, surveys were not limited to these species, but included any
potential special-status plant species. Surveys were conducted in April and again in July representing
times of the year when species were both evident and identifiable.

The results of the rare plant surveys were incorporated into Chapter 8, Section 8.6.3.4, Potential Impacts
to Special-Status Plant Species, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Rare plants identified at CCL
during rare plant surveys in 2016 included club-haired Mariposa lily, slender Mariposa lily, and hybrids
between these two subspecies: Pierson’s morning-glory, California sunflower, narrowleaf Stillingea, and
beavertail cactus.

Mitigation Measure BR-9, which addresses rare plants, was refined to reflect special-status and rare
plants which are known to occur, or which may have the potential to occur, at CCL. Mitigation Measure
BR-9 now includes development and implementation of a Rare Plant Relocation Plan, which would be
developed in consultation with the CDFW. Appendix E3 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR includes
performance criteria for rare plant relocation.

Western Spadefoot

During vegetation surveys conducted at CCL, western spadefoot was positively identified in the east
stormwater detention basin. As a result, Mitigation Measure BR-10 was revised and expanded to include
protection for western spadefoot during construction-related activities. Specifically, preconstruction
ground surveys for western spadefoot are to be conducted within 1,000 feet of the sedimentation
basins at CCL, if ground-disturbing activities will be conducted within 1,000 feet of the basins. Any
western spadefoot encountered would be relocated to intact habitat. In addition, Mitigation Measure
BR-16 was added to avoid operational impacts to western spadefoot that may occur during draining of
the stormwater detention basins or sediment removal from the stormwater detention basins (both
activities are required to maintain stormwater capacity for CCL).
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3. Composting Facility and Conversion Technology

Summary of Comments

Comments were received requesting that in-depth discussions and analyses be provided for the mixed
organics processing/composting operation and conversion technologies in conjunction with the full
and/or partial development of the landfill expansion. Preparation and submittal of an Odor Impact
Minimization Plan (OIMP) to the appropriate Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) and to Los Angeles County
Department of Public Health for review and approval was requested. Additional analysis regarding any
potential impacts associated with the operation of the mixed organics processing/composting
operation, including mitigation measures if found to have a significant impact, was requested.

One commenter asked how the landfill will guarantee that compost will be reliably available to the
community and landscape growers in the future at a reasonable cost. Commenters also requested
clarification on the hours of operation for the mixed organics processing/composting facility and
requirements for continued operation of a mixed organics processing/composting facility.

Response
Composting Facility

Potential Operating System

The Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) Master Plan Revision (Proposed Project) is an expansion of an existing
Class Il solid waste municipal landfill. Mixed organics processing/composting activities are ancillary to
the Proposed Project and are discussed in the Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) Chapter 2, Project Description, Section 2.2.10, Mixed Organics Composting Facility.

A green waste processing and composting operation at CCL is permitted by the current Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) until 2027. CCL operated a green waste composting facility until 2009, when that activity
ceased as a result of decreased demand. A green waste processing and composting operation is
permitted by the CUP, but not required.

The green waste composting facility is permitted under the current CUP to receive up to 560 tons per
day. The feedstock for the green waste composting operation under the current CUP is limited to
shredded green waste, and prohibits waste water biosolids (sludge). In addition to shredded green
waste, the Proposed Project would also include pre- and postconsumer food waste as part of a mixed
organics processing/composting process and may also include a “static pile system”. Sludge would not
be accepted as part of the mixed organics processing/composting facility. The mixed organics
processing/composting project may also include green waste and food processing and shipping of
process material to an offsite composting operation.

The mixed organics processing/composting operation is a mobile activity that will move within the
landfill during the life of the Proposed Project. The mixed organics processing/composting facility would
be up to 41 acres and located within the existing and future landfill footprint, including the Primary
Canyon and Canyon B. Based on the anticipated construction and operation of the landfill, it is
anticipated that the mixed organics processing/composting facility may be constructed and/or relocated
at CCL three times during the life of the Proposed Project.
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The current CUP allows for either an open “windrow system” as was previously employed, or an
“in-vessel system”. Under the windrow system, the green material is ground in a tub grinder (or
equivalent) and then formed into windrows. Windrows are turned periodically to add oxygen and water
as necessary to maintain the proper moisture content. The composting material is typically kept in the
windrows for 30 to 90 days. Odors are controlled by maintaining aerobic conditions in the windrows and
by monitoring the windrows for temperature, oxygen content, and moisture on a daily basis. When the
desired level of composting has been achieved, the compost material is moved to the curing area and
formed into curing piles. The cured compost is screened to remove any large particles. The finished
product is then transported offsite for sale or used onsite for erosion control.

With the addition of food waste, the open air green waste windrow composting system may be
converted to an aerated static pile (ASP) composting system that can accept blended amounts of food
waste with the green waste. The ASP composting system would offer process control for rapid
biodegradation, and be suitable for processing wet materials and large volumes of feedstocks.

Whether a windrow system, in-vessel, or static pile system is used, mixed organics processing/
composting activities will comply with applicable federal, state, and local regulatory requirements and
be reviewed and monitored by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health (LEA), prior to
implementation.

Availability of Compost to the Community

Overall, market conditions dictate the quantity of feedstock that will be delivered to the site (and
therefore the resulting compost product). Thus the availability of compost to the general public may
fluctuate depending on the variability of market conditions.

The prior and presumed future mixed organics processing/composting operation at CCL is ancillary to
the primary function of the landfill. There is no obligation by CCL or Los Angeles County to ensure that
reasonable-cost compost be available to the community and landscape growers as a result of the
Proposed Project.

Regulations

As with the landfill operations, composting activities are regulated by federal, state, and local legislation.
CCL will continue to comply with the regulations pertaining to both the landfill operations, as well as the
composting operations, as enforced by the LEA and California Department of Resources Recycling and
Recovery (CalRecycle). Specifically, Title 14, Division 7, Chapter 3.1 of the California Code of Regulations
(CCR) (Compostable Materials Handling Operations and Facilities Regulatory Requirements) contains
detailed regulations pertaining to composting material handling and storage operations and facilities,
reporting, siting and design information, operating standards including odor and nuisance controls,
training, environmental health standards, record keeping, and site restoration. In addition, pursuant to
Title 14 CCR, Chapter 3.1 § 17863.4, all commercial composting facilities in California are required to
prepare, implement, and maintain a site-specific OIMP. An OIMP will be prepared for the composting
operation for approval by the LEA prior to resuming the composting operation. The South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) also cites composting operation standards and required test
methods and protocols with Rule 1133.3 Emission Reductions from Greenwaste Composting Operations.
Rule 1133.3 also allows for pre- and post-consumer food waste for composting.

In November 2015, the Office of Administrative Law approved proposed revisions to Title 14 Division 7/
Title 27 Division 2 regulations, some of which include the addition of new language regarding anaerobic
digestion, feedstock definitions, odors, permitting tiers, etc., at composting facilities. The revised
regulations became effective January 1, 2016. The mixed organics processing/composting facility,
specifically related to requirements for green material and vegetative food material processing,
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sampling, and testing, will be operated in compliance with the revised regulations, as enforced by the
LEA. If after operating, the LEA determines odor impacts are occurring, the regulations require that an
Odor Best Management Practice Feasibility Report, as specified in Section 17863.4.1, be prepared and
implemented upon approval by the LEA.

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has also undertaken efforts to establish statewide
regulations for composting facilities. SWRBC released the Draft EIR (SCH # 2015012021) and general
waste discharge requirements (WDR) for Composting Operations (General Order) for public comment.
The comment period for both documents ended on March 2, 2015. The SWRCB certified the EIR and
adopted the General Order on August 4, 2015. The WDRs will assist Regional Water Quality Control
Boards in the regulation of composting facilities to streamline permitting and protect water quality by
defining standards for design, maintenance, and monitoring requirements. The mixed organics
processing/composting facility at CCL would comply with adopted WDRs for composting facilities.

Hours for Composting Operation

The existing CUP for CCL includes different operating hours for waste disposal than for ancillary activities
such as composting. The hourly exclusion for landfill operation does not apply to the composting
operation. The current CUP allows the green waste processing/composting facility to operate 24 hours
per day, 7 days per week. However, the current CUP specifies that access by customers for purposes of
removing finished mulch, biomass fuel and compost shall not occur outside the hours of 6:00 a.m. to
8:00 p.m., 7 days per week. The delivery of feedstock is not subject to this limitation. It is anticipated
that the new CUP for the Proposed Project will similarly identify operating hours for the mixed organics
processing/composting facility separate from landfill operation.

Nuisance Prevention

Currently, CCL diverts green waste from disposal by using it for temporary slope stabilization, erosion
control, fugitive dust control, and alternative daily cover. There are no reports of rats as a nuisance at
CCL and no evidence that rats use the green waste that is applied as daily cover as a food source.
Mitigation measures identified in the Biological Resources chapter for the Original Draft EIR and Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR, address nuisance wildlife.

Mixed Organics Composting Facility Analyzed in EIR

The Original Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR analyzed the Mixed Organics Composting
Facility, as summarized below.

Surface Water Drainage

As described in the Original Draft EIR Chapter 6, Surface Water Drainage, a diversion berm designed to
handle runoff from a 24-hour, 25-year storm will be installed on the up-gradient side of the composting
area to divert storm water around the area. In addition, as described in the Partially Recirculated Draft
EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, Section 2.2.10, Mixed Organics Composting Facility, stormwater from
the composting process will be managed separately onsite from other stormwater flows, as required by
current regulations.

Air Quality

SCAQMD best management practices (BMP) or best available control technology (BACT) for composting
will be reviewed and considered for appropriate composting operations at CCL. During the SCAQMD
Rule 1133.3 rulemaking, SCAQMD staff reports indicated that ASP composting was considered a BACT.
At that time, available systems were either the Gore cover with positive airflow or ECS-type system with
negative air. Since then, a fair amount of work in other air districts has allowed positive air with a
finished compost cover as meeting BACT standards. The proposed Tier Il (mixed organics) composting
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facility operations will be evaluated against current technologies so that appropriate BMPs and BACT are
selected and implemented. Tier Il feedstocks include food materials (nonvegetative), biosolids (Class A,
B, and/or EQ) as defined by 40 Code of Federal Regulations part 503, manure, anaerobic digestate
derived from allowable Tier Il feedstocks; and a combination of allowable Tier | and Tier Il feedstocks.
Tier | feedstocks include agricultural materials, green materials, paper materials, vegetative food
materials, anaerobic digestate derived from allowable Tier | feedstocks.

The Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Chapter 11, Air Quality, included a detailed analysis of the potential
air quality impacts associated with the mixed organics processing/composting facility. Specifically, as
noted in Table 11-8, Worst-Case Proposed Project Construction and Operation Emissions, total
composting operation emissions assume that the compost material includes more than 10 percent
food waste.

At a minimum, the Proposed Project would implement Mitigation Measure AQ-4, which includes
development of an OIMP prior to operation of the mixed organics processing/composting facility, and
compliance with the OIMP during mixed organics processing/compost facility operation. Additionally,
the Proposed Project would implement the Composting Emissions Reduction BMPs identified in
Table 11-1 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.

Traffic

Traffic for the Proposed Project, including the Mixed Organics Composting Facility, is discussed in the
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, Section 2.2.6.11, Traffic. As shown in
Table 2-3, for the peak Proposed Project, which is the sum of baseline trucks plus the proposed vehicle
increase for a peak day, a total of 975 inbound material trucks trips would occur. These inbound
material truck trips account for traffic associated with waste to be disposed, mixed organics compost
material, and beneficial use material. These vehicles are included in the detailed analysis of traffic for
the Proposed Project, included in Chapter 10, Traffic and Transportation, of the Original Draft EIR. The
Traffic and Transportation analysis concluded that potential traffic impacts for the Proposed Project
would be less than significant.

Conversion Technology

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, CCL has included a
set-aside portion of the site within the existing CCL property boundary that could be used for a potential
future conversion facility. The Proposed Project does not include design, permitting, construction or
operation of a conversion facility. Therefore, these activities do not warrant a full/expanded discussion
in the EIR. However, to assist in the siting and permitting of anaerobic digestion facilities in California,
CalRecycle prepared a Program EIR (SCH# 2010042100) for Statewide Anaerobic Digester Facilities for
the Treatment of Municipal Organic Solid Waste. The Final Program EIR and associated background and
guidance documents can be found on the CalRecycle website:
http://calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Compostables/AnaerobicDig/default.htm#EIR.

Chapter 2, Project Description, Section 2.2.11, Land Set-Aside for Potential Future Conversion
Technology Facility, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, provides a summary of the findings and
recommended mitigation measures contained in the Program EIR. The Program EIR determined that on
a program-level all the impacts of anaerobic digestion facilities could be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level with implementation of the recommended mitigation measures. Individual projects,
such as the potential facility at CCL, would be analyzed in a tiered CEQA document, prior to construction
of such facility. At that time, all potential impacts and site-specific measures would be identified and
analyzed.
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CCL Topical Responses

4. Conditional Use Permit Compliance

Summary of Comments

Several comments were made regarding Chiquita Canyon Landfill’s (CCL) compliance with the existing
Conditional Use Permit (CUP), and the ability of regulatory agencies to protect the community from
potential future CUP violations. Specifically, commenters suggested that the landfill has operated in the
evenings and on Saturdays in violation of the CUP. Commenters also expressed concern over a sludge
violation and a claim that CCL took in radioactive waste, thus violating the CUP. Commenters asked how
Los Angeles County will protect the community from possible future violations by CCL.

Response

Responsibility for Compliance Monitoring

Responsibility for monitoring compliance with the CUP issued to CCL resides with the Los Angeles
County Department of Regional Planning (LADRP). In addition to CUP compliance monitoring conducted
by LADRP, a number of other agencies monitor the landfill'’s compliance with other permits and
requirements, including the:

e Los Angeles County Department of Public Health (Local Enforcement Agency)/California Department
of Resources Recycling and Recovery

e Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region

e Los Angeles County Department of Public Works

e South Coast Air Quality Management District

CCL currently complies with its CUP, as enforced by LADRP. If the Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan
Revision (Proposed Project) is approved, CCL would be required to comply with its new CUP, including
mitigation measures and conditions, again as enforced by LADRP.

See Topical Response #10 for additional discussion of Environmental Monitoring.
Operating Hours

CCL complies with the permitted operating hours in the existing CUP. Operating hours under the existing
CUP for CCL are as follows:

e Condition 9h of CUP No. 89-081(5) states: "Operating hours may be 24 hours per day, 7 days per
week, except that, other than as provided in Condition 20i, the landfill shall not accept refuse for
disposal from 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays through 4:00 a.m. on Mondays. Maintenance activities may
occur during these times" The 24-hour operation of the landfill was also confirmed by the Board of
Supervisors (BOS) in their 1997 findings.

e Condition 20i of CUP No. 89-081(5) states: "The landfill operator shall provide four free quarterly
clean-up days to residents of Val Verde, showing proper identification and proof of residence at the
landfill entrance. These days may be Sundays."
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Sludge

Sludge, as defined by Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations, is an allowable material at a Class llI
Solid Waste Landfill, but it is not allowed by the current CUP for CCL. Up until 1997, sludge was accepted
for disposal at CCL and was specifically allowed by the prior CUP. Even though there was no identifiable
environmental impact associated with taking sludge, for the current CUP, CCL agreed to remove sludge
from the list of allowable waste materials, and the current use permit reflects this.

CCL received a Notice of Violation for accepting sludge on August 28, 2012, from LADRP. The "sludge" in
question accepted by CCL was the dry waste product generated by filtering potable water to drinking
water standards. The material has incorrectly been referred to by others as "sludge," although it is not
sludge and is not a liquid waste. Sludge can be defined by either its consistency or by its source. The
waste material at issue, residue from the treatment process for potable drinking water, is not sludge
due to its consistency. It is a dry, inert solid waste. It is not a liquid or semi-liquid waste, nor is it material
associated with waste water (sewage) treatment in any way.

Condition 9a of CUP 89-081(5) is a general prohibition related to accepting liquid waste/material at the
landfill:

9a. Liquid or hazardous waste or radioactive waste/material shall not be accepted. Should such
prohibited waste be nevertheless received at the landfill, it shall be handled and disposed of as
provided in Condition 26. The term “liquid waste” as used herein includes non-hazardous
sludges meeting the requirements contained in Title 23, Chapter 15 of the California Code of
Regulations for disposal in a Class Il landfill. The landfill shall not accept sludge or sludge
components at any time.

The potable water treatment inert waste material (that was accepted) is dry. Therefore, it is not a liquid
waste by definition. Since it is not a liquid waste, the general application of Condition 9a for liquid waste
contained in Condition 9a is not applicable and has no relevance to the potable water treatment
material. With regard to classifying the potable water treatment residue as sludge because of its source,
it is clear from the documents considered by the BOS in issuing the prior CUP in 1997 that the BOS's
expressed intent was to prohibit the acceptance of wastewater sludge or biosolids by the landfill or the
composting operation. In fact, in Condition 12, the permit makes it clear that the issue is the prohibition
on receipt of wastewater biosolids. The Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the previous
expansion project noted on page VI-l-a list of limitations that Laidlaw (the landfill owner at that time)
had agreed to. ltem #5 on Page VI-2 states, "Wastewater biosolids, known as "sewage sludge" and
currently accepted at the landfill, are prohibited from the landfill and from the composting facility."

This prohibition is what was included in Conditions 9 and 12. The only reference to "sludge" in the FEIR,
Section VI is to wastewater biosolids.

Furthermore, the findings of the BOS and the Order dated May 9, 1997, also supports the limitations by
the CUP in response to concerns about wastewater treatment sludge. BOS Finding No. 3 states the
landfill receives sewer sludge. BOS Finding No. 6 provides that wastewater biosolids (sludge or sludge
components) will be prohibited from the composting operation.

Despite the above clarifications, CCL voluntarily stopped accepting the inert water treatment waste
material in response to the Notice of Violation. LADRP considers the issue to be resolved and closed the
Notice of Violation subsequently.

As stated in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, the Proposed Project
excludes acceptance of sludge.

See Topical Response #29a for a discussion of Wastes to be Received.
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Radioactive Waste

CCL is prohibited by Title 27 and by the CUP from taking radioactive waste and has radiation detectors at
the site entrance. CCL confirms that it has never accepted radioactive waste for disposal. The radiation
detectors screen all incoming loads for the presence of radioactive material. See Topical Response #29a
for a discussion of Wastes to be Received. LADRP does not have any information that supports the claim
that CCL has accepted radioactive waste for disposal.
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5. Conditional Use Permit and Community Agreement

Summary of Comments

A number of commenters stated that Val Verde and the Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) signed a legal
agreement in 1997 stating that the landfill would close when the total capacity of the landfill reached
23 million tons or on November 24, 2019, whichever came first. Commenters stated their belief that it
was “guaranteed” that the landfill would close by 2019. It was suggested that the “agreement” or
“contract” will be breached if the expansion is approved and that an extension of the landfill should be
put on hold until the community and landfill come to agreement regarding the “agreement.”

Response

The “agreement” or “written agreement” or “1997 agreement” referred to by several commenters is
most comprehensively attached to Original Draft Environmental Impact Report Comment Letter #9
(“Statement of Agreements and Understanding By and Between Newhall Land and Farming Co., Laidlaw
Waste Systems [Chiquital], Inc., Val Verde Civic Association” [Agreement]). The Agreement identifies
various agreements between the parties referenced above, including Val Verde Community Benefits
Funds permitted expenditures and payment schedule, and Proposed Modifications to Conditional Use
Permit 89 081-(CUP) Conditions of Approval and Monitoring Program (Attachment C to the Agreement).

The Agreement is between the community and the landfill operator/owner; Los Angeles County is not a
party. However, a major focus of the agreement was to insert certain agreed-to conditions into

Los Angeles County’s CUP. The County did include certain new conditions as part of the final CUP
approval by the Board of Supervisors, as described below.

Attachment C to the Agreement includes specific conditions that were proposed to be added to the
existing CUP (No. 89-081[5]), and those conditions were added consistent with the terms of the
Agreement. The specific conditions related to landfill closure are listed below:

#9g Nothing in this condition shall permit the maximum landfill capacity of 23 million tons to be
increased.

#46'  The maximum total capacity of the landfill shall be 23 million tons. Landfill closure shall occur
when this capacity is reached, or by November 24, 2019, whichever occurs first.

1 CCL reached the 23-million-ton overall disposal limit described in CUP Condition No. 46 in July 2016. Prior to that
date, CCL requested and received a limited operational waiver issued by LADRP, pursuant to Los Angeles County
Code Section 22.04.110, which became effective in July 2016. The waiver was supported by an Approved
Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report prepared pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act
Guidelines Section 15164 which discloses that, although the landfill was approaching its 23-million-ton capacity,
operational efficiencies left space within the vertical and horizontal envelope analyzed and approved as part of the
Board of Supervisors Preferred Alternative. The limited waiver allows CCL to continue operation under the current
CUP as long as the CCL and Los Angeles County are actively engaged in pursuit of a new CUP. The limited waiver
allows CCL to accept waste up to the 29.4 million tons analyzed in the Final Environmental Impact Report for CUP
No. 89-081-(5) and requires CCL to provide weekly reports to LADRP on document waste disposal rates and
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The County has no obligations under the Agreement.
The existing CUP for CCL also includes the following condition:

#9c Nothing in Condition 9b or elsewhere in these conditions shall be construed to prohibit the
permittee from applying for new permits to expand the landfill or to otherwise modify the
conditions of this grant.

Condition #9c of the existing CUP makes clear that there is no prohibition against a future request for
expansion. Also, when the Board of Supervisors approved the prior expansion in 1997, the Board
specifically found that “additional capacity may be approved in the future...” The current request for an
expansion (filed in October 2004 and subsequently amended) and therefore, a new CUP application, is
entirely separate from the existing CUP. The County’s decision on whether to grant the application will
be based on balancing, as applicable, the economic, social, technical, or other benefits of the proposed
project against its potential environmental risks.

remaining capacity. The waiver is scheduled to expire on July 31, 2017. However, the waiver will cease to be in
effect before that date if a final approval or denial action is taken on the CUP application by the County, if the CUP
is withdrawn by the applicant, or if the waiver is revoked by the Director of Planning.
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6. Cultural Resources

Summary of Comments

Comments were received regarding the protection of cultural resources, with particular emphasis on
Bowers Cave, Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission Indians (Tataviam) sites, and petroglyphs located
on or near the landfill site area. It was noted that lead agencies should consider avoidance of sacred
and/or historical sites first. Commenters requested that a mitigation and monitoring plan include
provisions for identification and evaluation of archaeological resources and for the accidental discovery
of Native American human remains. Commenters noted that in areas of identified archaeological
sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and culturally affiliated Native American, should monitor all ground-
disturbing activities. It was suggested that the Chumash Tribal Council and Tataviam be notified and
approve any and all protection and impact proposals that would affect these sites. Additional
archaeological activity should be coordinated with the Native American Heritage Commission. It was
requested that the final cultural report be submitted immediately to Los Angeles County Department of
Regional Planning (LADRP).

One commenter stated that the EIR must show how archaeological artifacts will be preserved and
submitted to Los Angeles County for storage until a Castaic/Santa Clarita Valley Museum is built to
house them. One commenter suggested that Bowers Cave be inspected by a state certified
archaeologist and should receive state historic preservation status prior to the proposed expansion
activities. One commenter stated that plans for escorting guests to view and study the sites must be
proposed. It was suggested that landfill operations (specifically vibration and ground movement
associated with grading) are a factor in the degradation of the cave. Finally, one commenter stated that
Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) purchased and obtained land that contains Bowers Cave in 2014. The
commenter requested that all related documents for the purchase of this land be included in the EIR.

Response

Potential impacts to Cultural Resources, including Bowers Cave, were addressed in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), Chapter 9, Cultural and Paleontological Resources. Mitigation
Measures CR-1 through CR-3 of Chapter 9 address the identification and evaluation of archaeological
resources during the life of the Project; monitoring of ground-disturbing activities in areas of
archaeological sensitivity by a certified archaeologist and culturally-affiliated Native American monitor;
and avoidance of sacred and/or historical sites at CCL. Furthermore, Mitigation Measures CR-1

through CR-3 describe a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan (CRMP) that will include provisions for the
management of cultural resources at CCL, including Bowers Cave, as well as the analysis and disposition
of recovered artifacts. The CRMP will be developed in conjunction with LADRP and approved by LADRP
prior to the beginning of any grading activity at CCL.

Archaeological activity at CCL has been and will continue to be coordinated with the Native American
Heritage Commission and Tataviam. CCL has entered into an agreement with the Tataviam, which
includes protection of Bowers Cave. Bowers Cave will be entirely avoided, as described in the Draft EIR.
Mitigation Measure CR-2 describes development of a CRMP that will address expected impacts and
protection plans for archaeological resources. Mitigation Measure CR-3 states that provisions will be
made to provide cave access to Tataviam. Tataviam are providing construction monitoring and cultural
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resource oversight, and Tataviam will act as a liaison between archaeologists, the permittee,
contractors, and public agencies to ensure that cultural features are treated properly from the Tataviam
point of view. Grading and excavation has been adjusted to exclude Bowers Cave. As the Draft EIR
describes, artifacts from Bowers Cave were removed and sold in 1884. There are no known
archaeological artifacts remaining within the cave at this time. All artifacts that may be found during
ground-disturbing activities at CCL will be returned to the Tataviam or reinterred into the earth at the
direction of the Tataviam. The Tataviam will be notified if any additional artifacts are discovered. The list
of recommended Native American contacts, provided by Tataviam, is included in the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program included in the Final EIR.

Because Bowers Cave is being entirely avoided by the Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan Revision
(Proposed Project), obtaining state historic preservation status is not required as an additional
mitigation measure. Collapse of the cave ceiling is primarily attributed to time and seismic activity,
particularly given that it was noted in 1885 that the cave bottom was covered with sand caused by
disintegration of the roof and walls.! The CRMP will include provisions for monitoring construction and
operation activities in the vicinity of Bowers Cave to ensure that physical impacts to the cave are
prevented.

Finally, it is true that a recent lot line adjustment resulted in Bowers Cave becoming located within the
property line of CCL. However, the comment regarding this transaction is not related to an
environmental issue associated with the Proposed Project and the documents relating to this
transaction have no bearing on the environmental analysis in the EIR. The EIR properly addresses
potential impacts to Bowers Cave as a result of the Proposed Project.

! Bowers, Stephen. 1885. “Relics in a Cave.” Pacific Science Monthly. Issue 1. pp. 45-47.
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7. Cumulative Impacts

Summary of Comments

Comments were received requesting that additional analyses of nearby residential developments,
including but not limited to the Newhall Land and Farming projects be provided. It was stated that the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) should acknowledge all existing and proposed residential,
educational, and immobile population developments that may be impacted by the Project, and identify
measures to protect public health and safety, and the environment. Specifically, it was requested that
Table 3-1 be updated to include the distance from the disposal footprint to the nearest proposed
enclosed structures. It was stated that the County of Los Angeles Countywide Siting Element prohibits
construction of buildings or structure on or within 1,000 feet of a land disposal facility which contains
decomposable materials/waste unless the facility is isolated by an approved natural or manmade
protective system and that the Conditional Use Permit for the Puente Hills Landfill contained a
requirement for the disposal footprint to be at least 2,000 feet away from the residential community.

It was also suggested that because there are many concurrent approved and pending developments for
the surrounding parcels near the Proposed Project, Los Angeles County should be required to produce a
Tiered EIR in accordance to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and statutes.

Response

Significant cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant impacts
taking place over a period of time. The method of cumulative analysis used for the EIR relies on a list of
past, present, and probable future projects. Original Draft EIR Chapter 3, General Setting and Resource
Area Analysis, identifies cumulative projects, and Original Draft EIR Chapters 4 through 15 evaluate the
potential environmental impacts by resource area of the Project on a cumulative project basis.
Additional discussion has been added to Chapter 4, Land Use, in the Final EIR, to direct the reader to the
sections of the EIR that address those potential impacts. The list of cumulative projects was generated
by the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (LADRP) based on the then-current lists of
applications received and approved by the County within the vicinity of the Project, as well as lists
provided by nearby cities and Ventura County as applicable. The cumulative project list and the
cumulative project information are based on the best information available at the time of the issuance
of the Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR. The cumulative projects analyzed in the Original Draft EIR
includes six projects proposed by Newhall Land and Farming, including Entrada, Mission Village, and
Landmark Village.

The Original Draft EIR acknowledges all existing and proposed residential, educational, and immobile
population developments that may be impacted by the Proposed Project. The projects identified in the
cumulative impact area are primarily proposed land development for residential, commercial, industrial,
and open space uses. The majority of the residential projects include mixed-use development consisting
of single- and multi-family homes and condominiums, combined with commercial, park, trail, open
space, and parking. These projects have been proposed by formal public notices (e.g., Notices of
Preparation), have pending environmental documents, or are in the process of regulatory review and
approval. Although any project could be modified, or even abandoned, the Original Draft EIR
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acknowledges that large-scale development has been occurring in the vicinity of Chiquita Canyon

Landfill (CCL) and is planned to continue in the foreseeable future, even if construction or operation
timeframes change. Generally, the cumulative impact area of the Proposed Project encompasses
development projects in proximity to CCL, within portions of unincorporated Los Angeles (western
portion) and Ventura counties (southeastern portion). CEQA does not require that a cumulative projects
list include detailed information regarding the proposed site plan for each related project. Consequently,
Table 3-1 of the Original Draft EIR has not been updated with the requested information. However, the
nearest future proposed residential development to CCL is Landmark Village, part of the Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan. Based on the conceptual site plan for Landmark Village, the closest proposed residential
dwelling is located approximately 1,000 feet from the proposed landfill waste footprint, on the other
side of State Route (SR) 126. It should also be noted that the nearest residential dwelling associated with
the Landmark Village is approximately 780 feet from the existing, closed, Primary Canyon at CCL, which
is closer to the southern property line of CCL than the proposed waste footprint. Consequently, the
proposed southernmost waste footprint at CCL will not be closer to future dwellings than the existing
waste footprint at CCL.

Per CEQA (State of California Public Resources Code) Section 21068.5 and State CEQA Guidelines

(State of California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 3) Section 15385, a tiered EIR is required when
a project is proposed to be developed and evaluated in phases. This is not the case with the Proposed
Project, where the entire project has been identified and potential impacts associated with full
development have been disclosed for agency and public review. A tiered EIR is therefore not warranted.

Visual Impacts

The Original Draft EIR evaluated potential views of the landfill from the west, east, and south of the
landfill. Key observation points (KOP) 3, 4, and 5, described in the Draft EIR, Chapter 15, Visual
Resources, show these views. The most applicable of these views related to the proposed Newhall Land
and Farm developments is KOP 4, which is a view of CCL from the south side of SR-126 at Wolcott Way,
which is a future ingress/egress for Newhall Land and Farm developments. The Draft EIR found that
future views from these locations would be less than significant.

The Visual Supplement included with the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR evaluated the view of CCL from
Homestead Village, shown in KOP 9 of Figures VS-1 and in Figures VS-10 and VS-11. KOP 9 is directly
south and slightly east of KOP 4 and provides an elevated view of CCL from a future proposed Newhall
Land and Farm development. The analysis of the future view of CCL from KOP 9 found that while the
increased maximum final elevation of the expanded landfill for the Proposed Project would be visible,
following landfill closure, the revegetated landfill would represent an improvement in view over the
existing landfill. Further, the engineered fil of the landfill would not block background ridgeline views,
which would further reduce the potential for visual impacts.

The Proposed Project includes lighting design that will ensure that the Project has minimal visibility
during nighttime hours. The lighting design will contribute to minimizing potential views from future
Newhall Land developments.

Further, development of CCL is proposed in phases that would move landfill development to the north
over time, away from SR-126 and proposed developments south of SR-126. The Fill Sequence Plan,
shown in Figure 2-7 (Chapter 2, Project Description), shows that development of fill areas in the
southern portion of the site would occur before fill activities in the East Canyon. Draft EIR, Chapter 15,
Visual Resources, Section 15.6.3, Changes Associated with the Proposed Project states that:

e Entrance for construction would likely occur following project approval, which would allow fill
activities to commence to the south
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e  Fill activity would move southward from the existing permitted fill area into the South Footprint
before it moves into the East Canyon

e A berm and screening wall would be constructed along the west side of Wolcott Way, along the
entire access road as it parallels SR-126

Additionally, known phasing for Newhall Land developments is anticipated to move in the opposite
direction from CCL development, from immediately south of SR-126 (Landmark Village), to
developments further south of SR-126.

This combination of phasing between CCL and NLF with shielded lighting to minimize nighttime views
from NLF will help ensure that impacts to Visual Resources from future NLF are less than significant,
similar to those described in the Draft EIR.

Please refer to the topical responses for Land Use (#15), Traffic (#25), and Visual Resources (#27) for a
detailed discussion of cumulative impacts related to these resource areas. The Proposed Project includes
measures to protect public health and safety, and the environment. The analyses found that the
cumulative impact that would result from the combination of the Proposed Project’s incremental impact
and the effects of other projects is not considered to be significant.

Air Quality Impacts

The Air Quality chapter has been revised to incorporate comments from the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) on the Original Draft EIR. The air quality analysis included in the Original
Draft EIR was conducted consistent with published SCAQMD CEQA guidance, which required evaluation of
project significance based on comparison of construction-related emissions to construction thresholds
and operation-related emissions to operation thresholds. SCAQMD requested an alternate methodology
be used, which combines the previously analyzed construction-related and operation-related emissions
and compares them to the operation thresholds.

The revised air quality analysis in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR concludes that combined
construction and operation emissions, measured solely against operational thresholds, would result in
potentially significant cumulative impacts. Mitigation measures have been proposed, but potential air
guality impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) and Climate Changes Impacts

The GHG emissions from CCL that would occur with the Proposed Project have been estimated using
published and accepted accounting standards. Regulations and strategies for GHG reductions in
California continue to evolve, especially for the waste management sector. Little relevant guidance for
assessing the significance of GHG emissions in environmental studies exists at the federal, state, or local
level. The most useful option under SCAQMD guidelines is comparison of the project to existing GHG
reduction plans. As a result, the GHG chapter has been revised in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR to
compare the GHG control techniques of the Proposed Project to those that would need to be
implemented by the waste management sector in California to meet sector-wide and statewide GHG
emission goals under the 2014 update to the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Scoping Plan. The
revised GHGs and Climate Change chapter shows that the Proposed Project would result in emissions
that would be 38.4 percent less than those that would result if CCL were designed and operated as per
assumptions in CARB’s business as usual forecast for landfills. Thus, Proposed Project emissions would
be substantially less than planned per the Scoping Plan, would be consistent with existing GHG
reduction plans, and would be less than significant through 2020.
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Unfortunately, a similar comparison cannot be developed for the entire life of the landfill, because
similar plans for the waste management sector have not yet been prepared by CARB or other entities.
There are no GHG reduction plans after 2020 against which to measure the significance of the Proposed
Project-related emissions. Therefore, for lack of methods to reliably determine significance of emissions
after 2020, it has been conservatively assumed that Proposed Project and cumulative GHG impacts
would be potentially significant and unavoidable in years after 2020. As a result, mitigation measures
GHG-1 and GHG-2 have been proposed, and are included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program included in the Final EIR, and CCL has committed to reducing landfill-related emissions to the
extent technically feasible.
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8. Disposal Rate and Capacity

Summary of Comments

Requests were received to provide further analysis and discussion, including but not limited to graphs
and calculations based on the most current disposal information, to estimate the closure date of the
Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) based on its current Conditional Use Permit (CUP). Commenters
requested that information about the daily intake for years when 1.326 million tons per year or more
were taken as a way to verify that the landfill has been in compliance with their CUP. It was also
requested that the tonnage calculated for Beneficial Use be included in the calculation of the daily
tonnage limit. It was stated that the Draft EIR does not have a section relating to proper capacity control
and a section should be provided that describes how the landfill has planned and budgeted, including
providing detailed 3- year, 5-year, and long-term annual tonnage plans. Claims were made that CCL has
done a poor job of managing their existing permit and will run out of capacity early. It was requested
that CCL be limited to an amount equal to the average tonnage from the last 5 years. It was stated that
this request is based on the information stated in Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Chapter 2,
Project Description, Section 2.2.2 and the fact that CCL disregarded the CUP condition of no sludge.
Commenters noted that Section 1.5.1 of the Draft EIR states that the Integrated Waste Management Act
requires a 15-year disposal plan, so CCL should be limited to a maximum of 15 years.

Response
Quantity of Material Received at CCL

A full discussion of the recent historical operation of CCL, with regard to material received, was provided
in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Introduction, in Section 1.7, Recent Operation of CCL. This section
provides an overview of CCL’s operation relative to quantities of disposal material and beneficial use
material received at CCL since the Notice of Preparation for the Proposed Project was issued in 2011.

Monitoring and Compliance

Landfills are a heavily regulated business that must regularly document and report information about
their operations to state and local agencies. The current CUP includes a Monitoring Program as part of
the conditions of approval for the existing facility (included as “Attachment to the Conditions of Grant
for CUP 89-081[5])”. The Monitoring Program is intended to ensure compliance with the conditions of
grant and other mitigation measures, and to complement the enforcement and monitoring programs
routinely administered by Los Angeles County agencies including California Department of Resources
Recycling and Recovery, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Los Angeles
Region, the State Water Resources Control Board, and the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD). Specifically, Part ll- Waste Plan Conformance of the Monitoring Program, includes provisions
to ensure compliance with the maximum allowable tonnage permitted (Conditions 9d-9j of the CUP).
Part Il requires CCL to maintain scales to verify the weight of wastes received, diverted, or rejected;
maintain records necessary to document tonnage and compliance with waste restrictions; and maintain
records concerning the composition and origin of waste. All records shall be made available for
inspection by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health (Lead Enforcement Agency for CCL),
and the Departments of Public Works, Regional Planning, and the Treasurer and Tax Collector.
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Part VII- Monitoring Reports of the Monitoring Program, requires CCL to submit a Biennial Monitoring
Report to the Department of Regional Planning which details CCL’s waste acceptance data, including the
annual and cumulative disposal totals, remaining capacity, density calculations with a comparison to
industry standards, and monthly acceptance rates. The Biennial Monitoring Report also includes a Waste
Disposal Plan (a survey showing the height and extent of the fill), the status of the Materials Recovery
Facility (MRF), the community/regulatory history, and the landfill's compliance with and status of
mitigation measures. Copies of the report are also required to be provided to the:

e Los Angeles Department of Public Health (Local Enforcement Agency)
e Director of Los Angeles County Public Works

e Los Angeles County Forester and Fire Warden

e Los Angeles RWQCB

e South Coast Air Quality Management District

e Val Verde Community Advisory Committee (VVCAC)

In addition to the Biennial Monitoring Report described above, CCL maintains records for the Disposal
Reporting System as required by Title 14 California Code of Regulations, section 18800 et seq. In
accordance with these requirements, CCL records the total amount of daily material at the landfill. This
information is provided to the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health, Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works, and the Val Verde Community Advisory Committee generally on a monthly
or quarterly basis, depending on the agency. In addition, every quarter, CCL is required to report an
estimate of the remaining capacity (in cubic yards and tons), and the remaining life of the existing
permitted disposal facility in years and months. Additional information concerning the design and
operation of the facility must be furnished at the request of the Local Enforcement Agency. Because of
the frequent and comprehensive reporting requirements for CCL, the requested “annual tonnage plans”
and “capacity control” by the commenter are not necessary and the comment did not provide further
details what the requested plans/reports should include.

See Topical Response #4, Compliance, for a discussion of CCL’s compliance with its current CUP,
including acceptance of sludge.

Beneficial Use Material

The tonnage for Beneficial Use Material is not included in the calculation of the daily Disposal tonnage
limit because Beneficial Use falls under the definition of diverted waste, not disposed waste, consistent
with Title 14 and Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations. The current CUP also does not currently
limit the tonnage of diverted materials that can be received. Conditions 9d-9f of CUP No. 89-081(5)
state:

d. “The net tonnage placed in the landfill shall not exceed 30,000 tons per week (5,000 tons per
day average based upon 6 working days per week).”
e. “The net tonnage of waste placed in the landfill on any given day shall not exceed 6,000 tons.”
f.  “Net tonnage shall not include:
o Clean dirt or other approved materials used for daily cover, to cover and prepare
interim and final slopes, or for other construction purposes; and
o Waste processed and put to beneficial use on the landfill or separated or otherwise
diverted from the waste stream and exported from the landfill for the purpose of
recycling or reuse, in accord with the restrictions of Condition 9j and the agreement
entered into pursuant to Part Il of the attached monitoring program, and including
waste handled through any materials recovery facility, hazardous waste facility or
composting facility within the restrictions set forth in Condition 10, 11, and 12”.
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The operational baseline for CCL, with regard to waste disposed and beneficial use material, was
described in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Introduction, in Section 1.5, Clarification of Operational
Baseline. Table 1-1, Material Received, shows that in the baseline year, 2011, CCL received an average of
2,358 tons per day of beneficial use material. The Proposed Project includes continued receipt of
beneficial use material at this average rate.

Please see Topical Response #28 for a discussion of Waste Diverted.

Landfill Closure Date

The current CUP for CCL has the following different triggers for closure of the landfill:

1. Date (November 24, 2019)

2. Overall disposal limit (23 million tons)

3. Fill design (defined by the CUP grading plan/height limit)

These three conditions of the CUP are separate, distinct, and independent of each other.

The first two conditions limit the total amount of material that can be disposed, and duration of the
landfill's operating life, irrespective of whether the landfill has remaining waste capacity or has reached
its permitted grading plan or height. Thus, these two conditions would result in the early closure of the
landfill before its capacity can be realized.

As discussed in the Introduction chapter of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, CCL reached the
23-million-ton overall disposal limit described in CUP Condition 46 in July 2016. Prior to that date, CCL
requested and received a limited operational waiver issued by the Los Angeles County Department of
Regional Planning pursuant to Los Angeles County Code Section 22.04.110, which became effective in
July 2016. The waiver was supported by an approved Addendum to the 1997 Final EIR prepared
pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15164 which discloses that,
although the landfill was approaching its 23-million-ton-capacity, operational efficiencies left space
within the vertical and horizontal envelope analyzed and approved as part of the Board of Supervisors
Preferred Alternative. The limited waiver allows CCL to continue operation under the current CUP as
long as the landfill and County are actively engaged in pursuit of a new CUP. The limited waiver allows
CCL to accept waste up to the 29.4 million tons analyzed in the Final EIR for CUP No. 89-081 and requires
CCL to provide weekly reports to Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning that document
waste disposal rates and remaining capacity. The waiver is scheduled to expire on July 31, 2017.
However, the waiver will cease to be in effect before that date if a final approval or denial action is
taken on the CUP by the County, if the CUP application is withdrawn by the applicant, or if the waiver is
revoked by the Director of Planning. Please see Topical Response #31 for a detailed discussion of the
Limited Operational Waiver.

With respect to the comments about capacity controls and the date by which the landfill would reach its
tonnage limit, the amount of waste accepted at the landfill varies from day to day and year to year
within the amount of annual and daily tonnage allowed, depending on a variety of factors. The factors
include but are not limited to the market conditions, including the overall economy and resulting
changes in waste generation rates, the amount of demolition and construction debris generated, and
changes in haul contracts. As noted above, the landfill reached the overall disposal limit under the
current CUP in July 2016; this does not change the analysis of environmental impacts related to the
expansion, or the need for the expansion in order to provide additional disposal capacity.

It should be noted that because CCL efficiently compacted waste, it reached the 23 million ton overall
disposal limit specified in the CUP before it reached the November 24, 2019 closure date or fill design.
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Los Angeles County Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (also known as Assembly Bill 939), requires
each county to prepare a countywide siting element (CSE) that describes how the county and the cities
within the county plan to manage the disposal of their solid waste for a 15-year planning period.
Although the CSE is based on a 15-year period, it does not mean that beginning in 2015, the County is
only planning on meeting its’ waste disposal needs through 2030. Every year, the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works prepares the Los Angeles County Countywide Integrated Waste
Management Plan Annual Report, which summarizes the changes that have taken place since the
approval of the CSE and Countywide Summary Plan. Because the report is updated annually, the
planning period continues to be extended by another year. Long-range strategic planning (beyond just a
15-year period) is good public policy and also necessary to ensure that waste generated by the County is
safely and economically disposed of and that the County's future disposal needs are met indefinitely.
Accordingly, the terms of the CUP should extend beyond the 15-year planning period for the CSE and
the Los Angeles County Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan Annual Report. This is
particularly evident given the lengthy regulatory process of securing additional landfill disposal capacity.
See Topical Response #19 for additional information concerning the need for the Project.
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9. Environmental Justice

Summary of Comments

Many comments were received on the subject of Environmental Justice, including comments regarding
the methodology used and the significance determination The comments are summarized below.

9a Methodology

Comment Summary

Comments were made suggesting that the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) did not accurately
evaluate the potential Environmental Justice impacts to the community of Val Verde. Commenters
stated that the data to determine if Val Verde has a disproportionate population of minorities and low-
income residents should be compared to its region and that regionally, Val Verde is part of Santa Clarita
and Castaic. It was suggested that comparing the vast region of Los Angeles to Val Verde to determine if
Val Verde is an affected population does not determine the socioeconomic characteristics of Val Verde
in relation to its surrounding areas. It was stated that using County of Los Angeles statistics for affected
areas based on the point that the entire County would benefit from the Project approval is flawed and
illogical. It was suggested that the guidelines to determine “affected populations” do not include
potential benefits to a wide region. It was recommended that if a larger general area is desired, much
of Ventura County should be considered. It was also stated that level of education is an important
determining factor for income, poverty, health and well-being and is closely correlated in the

U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS) data. It was stated that an evaluation of education was
missing from the Draft EIR. It was stated that the County should make a good-faith effort to temporarily
and immediately suspend the EIR process until the Draft EIR can be amended to reflect accurate
information.

One commenter provided numerous recommendations on how the commenter believed the analysis
should be revised to accurately evaluate the environmental justice impacts to Val Verde. The
recommendations generally included updating health and environmental data specific to the community
of Val Verde, using an Environmental Justice expert to perform the analysis, notifying all agencies whose
scope includes provisions and/or enforcement of the Proposed Project that their own Environmental
Justice regulations need to be applied to the Proposed Project and requesting input from the agencies
on how to accurately collect and compile data.

Response - General Methodology for Environmental Justice

Broadly speaking, an evaluation of Environmental Justice is undertaken to ensure that the potential
environmental impacts of a project do not disproportionally affect a disadvantaged community.
The methodology for assessing Environmental Justice is generally described below:

First, the minority and income status of the community in which a project is located is compared to the
minority and income status of the population within a larger geographic unit in which the project is
located.

Environmental Justice analyses typically rely on the most recent U.S. Census data that provides
information at the smallest geographic unit available. Typically, the Census Block is the smallest
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geographic unit, but because census block group data only includes minority data and is only updated
once a decade, other data may be used, for example, ACS 5-year Estimates. The ACS 5-year Estimates
provides data at the Census Block Group level and provides data for both minority and low-income

populations. Low-income populations are considered to be populations living below the poverty line.

Level of education is not typically applied to a determination of disadvantaged population. However, an
evaluation may include the use of limited English proficiency to help define minority populations and
languages that would be needed to translate materials as appropriate.

The minority and income status of the population within the geographic unit in which the project is
located is compared to the minority and income status of the population within the larger geographic
unit in which the project is located. The comparison looks at whether the population in the smaller
geographic unit closest to the project, and therefore potentially more likely to be impacted by the
project, has a significantly greater minority population or a significantly lower income than the
population of the larger geographic unit.

If either of these conditions are present, the population in the smaller geographic unit is potentially a
disadvantaged population, and a more detailed evaluation of the potential for Environmental Justice
impacts should be undertaken. Specifically, the project evaluation would then look in detail at the
potential impacts of a proposed project and determine if the impacts of the project would
disproportionately affect the disadvantaged population. If the impacts would disproportionally affect
a disadvantaged population, then there is likely an Environmental Justice issue.

If neither of these conditions are present, then it is unlikely that the community within the smaller
geographic unit closest to the Proposed Project is a disadvantaged population and it is further unlikely
that there is a potential for an Environmental Justice issue. This is not to say that the community within
the smaller geographic unit closest to the project is free from potential impacts, only that those
potential impacts would not result in an Environmental Justice impact.

Response - Methodology Used for Chiquita Canyon Landfill

The Original Draft EIR for the Proposed Project used the methodology described above. The
demographic characteristics of the population for Val Verde (the census block within which the
Proposed Project is located) were compared to the demographic characteristics of the population of
Los Angeles County (the larger geographic unit within which the Proposed Project is located). CCL is a
regional landfill located entirely within unincorporated Los Angeles County. Although the landfill is
located near Ventura County, it primarily serves communities and cities of Los Angeles County.
Therefore because the landfill is located entirely within Los Angeles County, and because the Los
Angeles County Department of Regional Planning is the Lead Agency, it is appropriate to compare the
demographic characteristics of the population of Val Verde with the demographic characteristics of the
population of Los Angeles County.

9b Significance Determination

Comment Summary

Commenters stated that the Proposed Project will disproportionately affect a predominantly Hispanic
and low income population in Val Verde. It was stated that the Draft EIR considers the issue of
Environmental Justice to be non-applicable to the Proposed Project and that this finding is inaccurate
and unacceptable. It was stated that the Hispanic population will suffer financial and quality of life
losses, and health issues. It was also stated that the residents of Val Verde express an experience of
being unjustly treated by the County and treated as a sacrifice zone to receive wastes from the rest of

2 EN1129161114SCO



9. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

the region. It was stated that the impacts on the residents are not only physical/environmental, but also
include serious experiences of dread, emotional fatigue, and social stigma. Commenters stated that

Val Verde is conscripted to receive waste that it did not generate and suffer effects the rest of the
County residents do not, while also having a lack of benefits (such as receipt of a share of tipping fees,
job allocation/quota for local residents, infrastructure/urban amenities, health services and insurance,
etc.) that might partially ameliorate for the negative impacts of the landfill. Finally, it was stated that
placing potentially the nation’s largest landfill next to one of the nation’s poorest communities is a
blatant violation of the California Environmental Quality Act and the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

Response

The evaluation of minority population in Val Verde and Los Angeles County in the Original Draft EIR
found that the minority population of Los Angeles County was 72.2 percent of the total population,
while the minority population of Val Verde was 70.1 percent of the total population. The evaluation of
median household income in the Original Draft EIR found that the median family income for the time
period 2006 to 2010 in Los Angeles County was $55,476. During the same time period, the median
family income in Val Verde was $56,934. Also, the Original Draft EIR found that the number of
individuals below the poverty line in Los Angeles County was 15.7 percent of the total, while the number
of individuals below the poverty line in Val Verde was 9.1 percent of the total.

Based on the methodology described above, the Original Draft EIR correctly determined that the
community of Val Verde is not a disadvantaged population, as measured by minority or low-income
characteristics compared to Los Angeles County. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not
disproportionately impact a minority or low-income population, and the Proposed Project would not
result in Environmental Justice impacts.

The demographic characteristics of Val Verde and Los Angeles County were reviewed for updates that
may change this determination. The latest available ACS 5-year estimates were reviewed, and it was
found that Val Verde has a mean annual resident income above the County average. The minority
population in both Val Verde and Los Angeles County has increased, with Val Verde now at 78.7 percent
of the total population and Los Angeles County at 73.1 percent of the total population. However, this
difference is not meaningful, because the concentrations of the minority populations is similar (a

5.6 percent difference). The proportion of low-income persons (i.e. persons living below the poverty line)
in Los Angeles County is greater than Val Verde (18.2 percent and 16.8 percent, respectively). Table 1
presents this updated demographic characteristics data based on the 2011-2015 ACS 5-year Estimates.

Table 1 Demographic Characteristics

Demographic Val Verde Percent  Los Angeles County  Percent
Total Population 2,697 10,038,388

Minority 2,122 78.7 7,334,841 73.1
Hispanic or Latino 1,794 66.5 4,842,319 48.2

Population for whom poverty status

. . 2,697 9,886,133

is determined

Low-Income Population 454 16.8 1,800,265 18.2
Median Household Income $72,031 $56,196
Population 5 years and Over 2,502 9,396,753

Limited English Proficiency 586 23.4 2,379,799 25.3
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The updated review of demographic characteristics (described above and presented in Table 1) in

Val Verde and Los Angeles County does not change the findings of the Original Draft EIR. The Proposed
Project would not disproportionately impact a minority or low-income population, and the Proposed
Project would not result in Environmental Justice impacts.

The existing physical infrastructure in Val Verde, availability of health services and insurance, and other

“benefits” raised by the commenters are unrelated to the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project does

not result in any impacts to community resources including resources that serve an especially important
social, religious, or cultural function for a minority and/or a low-income population.

It is incorrect that CCL would be potentially the nation’s largest landfill. Even with the Proposed Project
at 12,000 tons per day of disposal, CCL would be smaller than two other landfills in Southern California,
based on the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery Solid Waste Information
Management System (SWIMS). SWIMS shows the daily permitted capacity at Sunshine Canyon Landfill
in Los Angeles County and El Sobrante Landfill in Riverside County is 12,100 tons per day and

16,054 tons per day, respectively. It should further be noted that landfills in California are restricted by
daily tonnage limits, while landfills in most other parts of the country are not. Therefore, it is impossible
to compare the Proposed Project, which requested or 12,000 tons per day to landfills without a daily
tonnage limit.

Neither the Project nor the current EIR review process is in violation of the California Environmental
Quality Act or the Civil Rights Act.

9¢ Other Comments

Comment Summary

Other specific comments related to Environmental Justice include comments that the version of the
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment’s (OEHHA) Cal/Enviroscreen 1.1 listed is not the
current version of the program, that the EIR be reviewed by the California EPA and the State Attorney
General before the approval process moves forward in the county as an Environmental Justice issue, and
that the LA County Water District 36, Newhall Water District, Castaic School District, Hart School District,
Chumash Tribal Council, Fernandeno Tataviam Tribal Council, California State Attorney General, Los
Angeles County Assessor's Office, Castaic Chamber of Commerce, California Air Resources Board, and
South Coast Air Quality Management District be added to the list of reviewing agencies.

Response

The Castaic School District, Hart School District, Fernandeno Tataviam Tribal Council, California Air
Resources Board, and South Coast Air Quality Management District have been notified and/or have
commented on the Proposed Project. The other agencies listed are not located within 1,000 feet of the
Proposed Project site or do not have jurisdiction over the Proposed Project. It is not the Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning’s protocol to send a Draft EIR of this nature to the State Attorney
General or the Los Angeles County Assessor's office.

In response to the comment questioning the OEHHA model, OEHHA's Cal/Enviroscreen 1.1 was the
current version of the program at the time the Draft EIR was released for public review. CalEnviroscreen
3.0 is the current version of the OEHHA model referenced. This model is discussed in Topical Response
#21, Public Health.
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10. Environmental Monitoring

The Environmental Monitoring Program for surface water and groundwater, leachate, and air and
landfill gas (LFG) is described in detail in the Original Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and in the
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, and summarized in the response to
comments below.

10a. Groundwater Quality Monitoring

Comment Summary

Comments were received regarding the need and/or adequacy of the environmental monitoring
program for area groundwater monitoring wells and riverbed aquifer monitoring. It was requested that
the landfill show the community the test results from sampling every half hour, which was stated to be a
water agency requirement. Comments were made regarding private or Water District 36 wells, more
frequent monitoring requirements for groundwater, and offsite monitoring requirements for
groundwater.

Response

Potential impacts to water quality for the Proposed Project are addressed in Draft EIR Chapter 7,
Water Quality. Water quality monitoring for the protection of groundwater at Chiquita Canyon Landfill
(CCL), both for the existing landfill and the proposed expansion, is required by both state and federal
regulations, and is under the regulatory authority of the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board, Los Angeles Region (RWQCB). California water quality monitoring requirements are contained in
Title 23, Chapter 15, Article 5, of the California Code of Regulations. Groundwater testing beyond the
regulatory requirements is neither warranted nor required. Sampling water every half hour, which was
referenced by one commenter as a water agency requirement, is not a requirement of any applicable
regulations.

Water quality monitoring has been conducted at CCL since January 1986 and began with the installation
of a groundwater monitoring well network. The current program includes an extensive ground water
monitoring network, including point of compliance monitoring for potential releases, as required by the
RWQCB. The program requires monitoring of the groundwater and the unsaturated (vadose) zone,
monitoring for leachate production, monitoring of surface water, and monitoring of the incoming waste
stream. The monitoring program is conducted in accordance with the current Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MRP) contained in RWQCB Order No. 98-086. Quarterly monitoring is required by the current
waste discharge requirements (WDRs) and MRP for the landfill, and data are reported in semiannual and
annual reports submitted to RWQCB. The monitoring program for the Proposed Project will be similar to
the existing program and will require approval by the RWQCB under the landfill facility WDR:s.

As described in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Section 2.2.8.4, Groundwater and Vadose Zone
Monitoring, the extension of the landfill footprint will require abandoning monitoring wells DW-3,
DW-6, DW-12, DW-20, DW-24, and DW-25, and piezometers PZ-3, PZ-5, PZ-6, and PZ-7. These will be
replaced by seven new monitoring wells (MW-29 through DW-35). Table 2-6 (Chapter 2) of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR summarizes the Proposed Groundwater Monitoring System, and Figure 2-8 shows
the location of the existing and proposed groundwater monitoring network. The monitoring wells are

EN1129161114SCO 1



10. ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING

sited to provide the most effective downgradient and upgradient monitoring. The new monitoring wells
will be installed prior to landfill development, so that background water quality can be established for
each well. As required by RWQCB, all drilling, soil sampling, logging, well construction, and development
is conducted under the direction of a California-registered professional geologist. A California-licensed
drilling company will drill, construct, and develop the monitoring wells. In addition to collecting
groundwater samples from the monitoring wells, other tasks are performed for a typical monitoring
event. These tasks include measuring the depth to water in each well, performing and documenting
quality assurance/quality control procedures, and visually inspecting the wells to see that they are in
proper working order. Groundwater flow at the landfill is evaluated based on the water levels measured
in the wells. A potentiometric surface map is constructed, and the groundwater flow direction and
gradient are estimated.

Riverbeds are not directly monitored because CCL has an existing onsite groundwater monitoring well
network to identify releases. Santa Clara River bed monitoring is not required or planned to be
performed as part of this project, and there have been no groundwater or stormwater releases from CCL
to indicate the riverbed is threatened. Similarly, there are no offsite groundwater monitoring wells or
proposals to install such, because of the extensive onsite groundwater monitoring well network.

Draft EIR, Chapter 7, Section 7.6.1, describes the current and proposed groundwater monitoring and
reporting program for CCL. This program includes an extensive groundwater monitoring network,
including point of compliance monitoring for potential releases along the entire downgradient
perimeter of the landfill, as required by the RWQCB. These monitoring wells are located to provide the
earliest indication of groundwater quality changes in the unlikely event of a release from the lined
landfill. As described in Chapter 7, the Proposed Project would be in compliance with National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements, California Code of Regulations Title 27
requirements, and Orders and WDRs issued by the RWQCB. Contamination of groundwater in the
vicinity of CCL is not an anticipated impact of the Proposed Project, and groundwater testing beyond the
landfill boundary is neither warranted nor required.

With regard to comments that the Proposed Project could potentially impact Water District 36 wells,
groundwater flow directions across the project site are well documented to be primarily south and east,
generally following the predevelopment surface topography. Groundwater does not flow northwest
toward private wells in Val Verde because of the geologic structure and the presence of significant
stratigraphic barriers to groundwater flow. Thus, if there are water quality issues in Val Verde wells,
such issues would not be the result of groundwater flow from CCL.

Along the northeast perimeter of the site, groundwater flows easterly, not north toward the District 36
well at the corner of Del Valle and Hasley Canyon roads. Groundwater flow north to the District 36 well
is precluded by the east-southeast plunging anticline and aquitard layers within the sedimentary
sequence, and two branches of the Holser Fault, which likely act to retard groundwater flow across the
zone of faulting. The complex bedrock aquifer conditions in this vicinity are not comparable to the
referenced alluvial aquifer pumping in the City of Santa Clarita. There is no probability that pumping the
District 36 well would draw in groundwater from beneath the landfill.

With regard to comments regarding analyzing groundwater for constituents of concern (COC),
Groundwater monitoring requirements for CCL are established in Waste Discharge Order No. 98-086.
The site COCs are listed in Order 98-086, page 8, under D. Water Quality Protection Standards. Note that
the COC table does not list all constituents by name. Herbicides, pesticides, PCBs, semi-volatile organic
compounds, and volatile organic compounds are only listed by their respective test methods. Appendix Il
of 40 CFR Part 258 Subtitle D lists the constituents that need to be included in each test method. Testing
for COCs for groundwater at CCL will continue to be performed according to the requirements of the
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RWQCB for the Proposed Project, which also includes testing for COCs in the event that the quarterly
monitoring parameters indicate a release.

10b. Surface Water Quality Monitoring

Comment Summary

Comments were received regarding the need and/or adequacy of the environmental monitoring
program for surface water runoff.

Response

Similar to groundwater, stormwater runoff is currently and will continue to be monitored as required by
the RWQCB and current and future WDRs for CCL. CCL manages stormwater from the 639-acre facility in
compliance with the federal Clean Water Act, which guards against contamination that could come from
the landfill to surface waters, including the Santa Clara River. As required by the Clean Water Act, CCL
has a NPDES Permit from the RWQCB that addresses specific design and applicable water quality
standards at the facility. CCL manages, monitors, and discharges stormwater in accordance with the
NPDES permit and the following additional plans that are required under the NDPDES Permit:
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, the Stormwater Monitoring Program, and the Spill Prevention,
Control, and Countermeasure Plan, as described below. These are described in Section 2.2.8.6, Surface
Water Monitoring, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.

Stormwater discharge from the site will continue to be sampled and analyzed in a manner consistent
with the monitoring program outlined in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and Stormwater
Monitoring Program. Stormwater discharge samples will be analyzed for ammonia, biochemical oxygen
demand, cyanide (total), nitrate and nitrite nitrogen, hydrogen ion concentration (pH), phosphorous
(total), total suspended solids, specific conductance, oil and grease, volatile organic compounds, sulfate,
chemical oxygen demand, total dissolved solids, and the following metals (total): antimony, arsenic,
beryllium, cadmium, chromium, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, mercury, nickel, selenium, silver,
thallium, and zinc.

Draft EIR Chapter 7, Water Quality, states that the Proposed Project will implement required water
quality monitoring and response programs for detecting, characterizing, and responding to releases to
surface water. The RWQCB will specify, in facility-specific WDRs, the type or types of monitoring
programs required and the specific elements of each monitoring and response programs. Compliance
with the WDRs, including required monitoring for surface water, will ensure the potential impacts of the
Proposed Project on surface water are less than significant. No additional monitoring requirements are
warranted.

10c. Leachate Monitoring

Comment Summary

Comments were received regarding the need and/or adequacy of the environmental monitoring
program for leachate and need for leachate testing. Comments were received indicating that
implementation plans must be presented for leachate monitoring. Comments were also received stating
that leachate tests should be conducted at CCL and that such testing would show what waste was
brought and what can potentially leave the landfill as gases, odors, particulate, or solid waste, and asked
if the results of the tests can be provided. One commenter indicated that collection of an annual
leachate sample is inadequate. In addition, one comment inquired if there are plans to install a leachate
treatment facility onsite.
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Response

Consistent with Title 27, and the WDRs and MRP issued by the RWQCB for CCL, leachate at the landfill is
monitored and tested. The landfill liner system is designed to contain leachate that may accumulate in
the landfill and direct it to a leachate collection and removal system sump or storage tank. The leachate
is pumped from the collection points periodically, and is currently transported offsite for disposal.
Leachate is evaluated annually for COCs in accordance with accepted quantitative analytical procedures
and data are reported in the groundwater semiannual and annual reports submitted to RWQCB. Refer to
10a. Groundwater Monitoring, for additional discussion with respect to groundwater monitoring.

Annual collection of a leachate sample, as required by the WDRs and MRP for CCL, is adequate,
particularly as leachate is currently transported offsite for disposal. The Proposed Project proposes using
leachate onsite for dust control only if WDRs for CCL are revised by the RWQCB. In that case, leachate
would either be used for dust control only on the waste footprint within a lined cell, or would be treated
onsite before being used for dust control elsewhere on the site.

10d. Landfill Gas Monitoring

Comment Summary

A commenter noted that a report referenced in the Original Draft EIR states that volatile organic
compounds (VOC) detected in wells DW-1, DW-3, DW-16, and DW-20 are attributed to LFG migration
alone. However, the commenter believes that the presence of VOCs can also be due to historical
disposal of industrial wastes that occurred at CCL rather than landfill gas (LFG) migration. Another
comment was received indicating that the EIR should specify a minimum number of gas probes needed
for LFG monitoring and that gas probes should be installed offsite. A comment was received indicating
that common LFGs must be monitored. In addition, a comment was received stating that air and LFG
monitoring should be done by an agreed third party monitor.

Response

The report referenced by the commenter is correct regarding the source (LFG) of the VOCs found in the
referenced wells. Release investigations found the same VOCs present in LFG, soil gas, and groundwater,
demonstrating a transport path from the base of the landfill, through the underlying geologic materials,
to groundwater. The installation and operation of LFG collection system improvements resulted in
reduced VOCs in groundwater at the impacted wells, which indicated that LFG was the source of the
VOCs. These VOC releases occurred from an unlined portion of the landfill before implementation of
requirements for landfill liner systems, and does not reflect a potential impact of the Proposed Project,
because the waste footprint of the Proposed Project would be lined.

Section 2.2.8.7, Air and Landfill Gas Monitoring, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Project
Description, provides a detailed discussion of LFG monitoring. In summary, CCL conducts LFG collection
and monitoring in compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1150.1 requirements for control of LFG emissions,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) New Source Performance Standards/Emission Guidelines,
and Landfill Methane Capture regulations. CCL has a site-specific Rule 1150.1 Compliance Plan, in
accordance with SCAQMD Rules and EPA regulations, and has a Title V permit issued by SCAQMD. The
Rule 1150.1 Compliance Plan requires CCL to evaluate the performance of the LFG collection and control
system by monitoring monthly for the emission or migration of LFG from the landfill. Other parts of the
Title V permit place performance standards and testing requirements on the LFG flare. LFG sampling is
also required to evaluate the quality and components of the LFG being generated. All landfill areas are
monitored regularly to detect onsite LFG surface emissions or subsurface migration of LFG.
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In addition to the SCAQMD requirements, CCL has a Title 27 LFG monitoring plan approved by the Lead
Enforcement Agency and California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery. Therefore, there
is no need for air and LFG monitoring to be performed by a third party monitor.

Figure 2-9 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR shows the location of existing and proposed LFG
monitoring probes. Given the extensive network of LFG probes around the site boundary and robust
monitoring program, there is no requirement or need for offsite gas probes to be installed.

10e. Air Quality Monitoring

Comment Summary

Comments were raised regarding the need and/or adequacy of the environmental monitoring program
for air quality and odors. Specific comments regarding air quality monitoring include concern that the
stations used to monitor air quality are too far from CCL; that there is no monitoring for hydrogen
sulfide, which can impact health at certain concentrations; and that there is no monitoring of methane,
ammonia, and other LFGs. Comments were provided regarding odor inspections and requesting details
on measures to prevent nuisance due to odors emanating from the landfill. A comment was provided
requesting clarification on landfill hours of operation.

Response

As stated in Section 2.2.8.7, Air and Landfill Gas Monitoring, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR
Project Description, the LFG surface monitoring program consists of monthly and quarterly
instantaneous landfill surface monitoring to evaluate potential emissions on the landfill surfaces,
ambient air sampling at the landfill site boundaries to evaluate the potential offsite migration of landfill
emissions, and quarterly and annual reporting to the SCAQMD. The LFG surface monitoring program is
designed for CCL to identify surface emissions of LFG at the earliest possible moment. This compliance
program requires CCL to mitigate or correct any such identified emissions or migration in a timely
fashion, and to re-inspect the suspect area within a stated time period to confirm attainment of the
standards.

With respect to attainment status and attainment monitoring data, SCAQMD continuously operates a
network of ambient air quality monitors in the Los Angeles basin, including several locations near the
landfill. The air monitoring stations monitor for the pollutants that the state and local air quality
agencies consider to be pollutants of concern, and the stations are operated according to strict
protocols for sampling, analysis, and data validation and reporting. Pollutants monitored include the
criteria pollutants required by the federal clean air act for the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
established by the EPA. These criteria pollutants include ozone, CO, nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter
less than 10 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter or 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5), sulfur dioxide, and lead.
Associated data for these monitoring stations were taken from data published by the California Air
Resources Board and EPA. As stated in Section 11.3.3.2, Air Monitoring Data, of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR, three of the nearest monitoring stations were used to gather information
regarding the air quality around CCL: Burbank — West Palm Avenue, Reseda, and Santa Clarita stations.
The Santa Clarita station is the closest to the Proposed Project site, approximately 7 miles from the
landfill entrance. Sulfur dioxide and PM2.5 monitoring data are not available at the Santa Clarita station,
therefore, the Burbank and Reseda stations were used for sulfur dioxide and PM2.5 data, respectively.

Additional air monitoring is conducted at CCL, in the form of weather stations located onsite. One of
these has been onsite for 20 years, with a second added 14 years ago proactively by CCL specifically to
monitor winds blowing toward Val Verde. These weather stations provide an overview of winds in the
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area and provide historical as well as real-time information regarding wind. As a practical tool for
immediate visual recognition of wind direction and speed, CCL utilizes multiple wind flags positioned
throughout the site, which provide real-time wind direction and speed information to onsite field
personnel, allowing them to take immediate steps to address the potential for offsite migration of odor.

Additionally, please see Topical Response #1a, Existing Air Quality and Emissions, Monitoring, and
Health Effects, for additional information.
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CCL Topical Responses

11. Geologic Hazards

Summary of Comments

Comments were received expressing concern that the landfill expansion design has not adequately
considered liquefaction and potential seismic hazards, such as impacts on liner construction and slope
stability. The Val Verde Civic Association (VVCA) in particular, requested specific information about the
methodology used to evaluate slope stability. Concern was raised that unverified and unrealistic values
were used to increase the factor of safety for the stability analysis, thereby creating a false stability
analysis, whereas a potentially unstable one may exist. VVCA requested that all geotechnical-related
reports and analyses be made available to the VVCA for peer review prior to approval of the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Additional comments stated that there is an increased risk of landslides from earthquakes and during
El Nino years and that the project is a landslide risk to Val Verde and the proposed Landmark Village
Development. It was stated that there is a lack of mitigation for catastrophic geological soils failure and
that the proposed mitigation measures do not address the loss of life, property, environmental
pollution, reduced access to Chiquito Canyon Road, and details about the future structural integrity of
previously graded and adjacent areas. Comments referenced previous incidences at the landfill that
occurred during the Northridge Earthquake in 1994 and during the rainy season in 2004 to 2005.

Response
Liquefaction Analysis in the Draft EIR

Original Draft EIR Chapter 5, Geology and Hydrogeology, Section 5.6.5.6, Liquefaction Hazard, describes
the potential for liquefaction at Chiquito Canyon Landfill (CCL) as a result of a seismic event (ground
shaking of sufficient magnitude and duration). This section states that soils that are susceptible to
liguefaction (loose alluvial soils) "within the proposed development area will be removed and replaced
with compacted fill soils." Ultimately, "the site will be underlain by a combination of bedrock materials,
dense alluvial deposits, and engineered fill." The section also states, "Since the alluvial soils that have a
potential to be subject to liquefaction are not saturated when the groundwater is at its historical high
level, the proposed development area is considered to have a very low potential for liquefaction."

The combination of detailed geologic investigations and project design features ensure that potential
impacts associated with liquefaction will be less than significant.

Seismic Analysis in the Draft EIR

An evaluation of geology, seismicity, faults, hydrogeology, slope stability, and other potential geologic
hazards is included in Original Draft EIR Chapter 5, Geology and Hydrology. Appendixes C and D of the
Original Draft EIR include detailed site-specific hydrogeologic and geotechnical investigations and these
reports have been available for review by the public since July 10, 2014. The Proposed Project is
designed to comply with the California Code of Regulations Title 27, as enforced by the Regional Water
Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region 4, which include siting criteria, seismic design standards,

and containment system design and construction strategies to prevent impacts to surface water and
groundwater resources. Specifically, Subsection 203700, Seismic Design, requires Class Il facilities to be
designed to withstand the maximum probable earthquake (MPE) without damage to the foundation or
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the structures which control leachate, surface drainage, erosion, or gas. The MPE is the maximum
earthquake that is likely to occur during an |100-year period. The MPE is determined based on criteria
presented in California Division of Mines and Geology Note #43.

As part of static and seismic slope stability analyses for CCL by Golder (2012), Dr. Norman Abrahamson
prepared an updated seismic hazard report for the site. The seismic hazard report is based on direction
previously provided by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, requiring that permanent landfill
slopes be designed to withstand the peak ground acceleration associated with the maximum credible
earthquake standard, and interim landfill slopes be designed to withstand the peak ground acceleration
having a 10 percent probability of exceedance in 5 years. The maximum credible earthquake standard
that is applied at CCL is a higher standard than the MPE standard, the minimum required by Title 27 for
Class Ill landfills, and has previously been used as the standard for design at CCL.

The engineering qualities of the onsite soil and bedrock materials were based on laboratory analyses

of undisturbed representative soil/rock samples collected onsite during numerous geotechnical
investigations over decades within the landfill. Original Draft EIR Section 5.4.2, Geotechnical
Investigation, discusses the various geotechnical investigations that have been performed at CCL.
Furthermore, the engineering competency of onsite soil and bedrock materials was visually observed in
numerous exploratory borings and in road cuts within the landfill by a certified engineering geologist
with 38 years of experience, including 30 years of experience on projects within the Santa Clarita/Castaic
area. The laboratory testing of the onsite materials included shear strength tests, consolidation tests,
and expansion tests.

Saugus Formation Shear Values

Saugus Formation cross-bedded shear strengths were based on laboratory analyses of several bedrock
samples of the Saugus Formation collected onsite during geotechnical investigations of East Main
Canyon, South Main Canyon, the landfill entrance road, and the Master Plan Revision. These shear
strengths were documented in geotechnical reports issued in 2006, 2009, and 2012. The Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works Geotechnical and Materials Engineering Division (GMED) reviewed
the 2012 Master Plan Revision Report prior to release of the Draft EIR. Review of geotechnical reports for
projects surrounding CCL (Parcel Map 18108, Parcel Map 26363, Parcel Map 19784, Vesting Tentative
Tract Map 60678, and the extension of Franklin Parkway) indicate that the Saugus Formation cross
bedded shear strength values used in stability analyses for static and seismic conditions are both realistic
and verifiable. An equivalent Saugus Formation cross-bedding strength was recently recommended and
approved by GMED for Vesting Tentative Tract Map 60678, located south and across the Santa Clara
River from CCL.

Potential Conflicts with Existing and Proposed Developments

The Proposed Project does not conflict with existing developments. The proposed Landmark Village
Development and the potential impacts of the Proposed Project and other nearby proposed
developments have been evaluated throughout the resource chapters of the Draft EIR. Chapter 5 of the
Original Draft EIR concludes that any potential for debris flow would be contained onsite as a result of
project design. The housing developments and schools proposed for the area would not be at risk or
"incompatible" with the Proposed Project. The EIR prepared for the proposed Landmark Village
considered CCL in its evaluation of several resource areas, including noise, hydrology, air quality, solid
waste, and environmental safety. CCL was not identified in the Landmark Village EIR as a concern
regarding geology or seismic hazards. Potential geologic hazards are typically managed through site-
specific engineering and mitigation.
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Therefore, based on the Proposed Project design and site investigations described in Chapter 5 and
summarized above, no additional mitigation beyond the measures listed in the Original Draft EIR are
required or needed. Mitigation measures are not provided for catastrophic geological soils failure as this
was not found to be a potentially significant impact.

For a discussion on the adequacy of the landfill liner and comments related to the 1994 Northridge
earthquake, see Topical Response #14 “Landfill Liner System.”

Review of Technical Documents

With respect to the requested review of documents, the seismic and geotechnical analysis in the
Original Draft EIR was based on the reports and documentation provided in the EIR. These documents
have been available for public review, including Appendix C (Hydrogeologic Report for Chiquita Canyon
Landfill) and Appendix D (Geotechnical Investigation for the Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan
Revision), since July 10, 2014.
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CCL Topical Responses

12. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change

Summary of Comments

Commenters on the Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) suggested that
greenhouse gas emissions associated with the Proposed Project could be reduced by closing the
Chiquita Canyon landfill and instead hauling waste by rail to the Mesquite Landfill. Several comments
also asked for calculations of the emissions associated with rail haul to Mesquite Regional Landfill as
compared to continued disposal at Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL).

Response

The Partially Recirculated Draft EIR includes an analysis of Alternative F (Rail Haul Transport to Out-of-
County landfills), which is predicated on a waste-by-rail system using the Puente Hills Intermodal
Facility, other transfer stations, and the Mesquite Regional Landfill operated by the Los Angeles County
Sanitation District and located in Imperial County. This analysis notes generally that the quantity of
emissions depends on the origin of the waste being disposed, the number of trucks, and the distance of
travel. The analysis in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR was prepared at a necessarily general level of
detail, as a proposed rail-haul system to Mesquite Regional Landfill that could be used as a basis for a
detailed comparison does not yet exist. However, the following general conclusions can be made at
this time:

e One of the substantial sources of greenhouse gas emissions for a new landfill project or a landfill
expansion project is the methane that is generated by the disposed waste (Partially Recirculated
Draft EIR, Chapter 12). This component of greenhouse gas emissions does not vary substantially
based on the location of the landfill, assuming that similar mitigation measures are imposed to
reduce emissions.

e The use of a rail-haul system linked to the Mesquite Regional Landfill may generate comparable
emissions, or might generate greater emissions, due to the combination of truck haul and rail haul.
Whether or not the truck emissions are greater depends on the source of the wastes and the
location of the transfer station or other facility at which the wastes are loaded onto trains. Emissions
that are associated with wastes originating in northern Los Angeles County or Ventura County would
likely be greater with a rail-haul system, assuming that the materials recovery facility or other
transfer facility is located further away. For example, if the Puente Hills materials recovery facility
were to be used, that would increase the vehicle miles associated with each truckload of waste from
the Santa Clarita area from approximately 18 miles roundtrip, to 96 miles roundtrip. Emissions from
other parts of the County would in some areas be similar to the emissions associated with disposal
at CCL, and in areas closer to the transfer facility, emissions would be reduced in comparison to
disposal at CCL.

e Although rail emissions per unit are lower, with the use of long distance rail haul, those rail
emissions would be added to the mix of regional truck emissions, which will tend to increase the
overall emissions associated with a rail haul alternative.
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e Generally, if there are more options for waste disposal, this tends to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions associated with the transport of waste, as local jurisdictions have more options, and more
options that are closer, than if there are few options.

For these reasons, it is likely that the impact conclusions for emissions associated with a rail-haul
alternative will be similar to those for the Proposed Project, the same conclusion that was reached in
the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR’s analysis of alternatives.
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13. Household Hazardous Waste Facility

Summary of Comments

General safety concerns were raised in connection with the Proposed Project’s onsite Household
Hazardous Waste Facility (HHWF). Other comments requested clarification on the operating hours of
the HHWF.

Response

Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) will continue to accept all nonhazardous wastes permitted at a Class Il
solid waste disposal landfill, excluding sludge. The inclusion of an HHWF at CCL does not mean that CCL is
accepting hazardous waste. In fact, the HHWF is a facility that will help to keep hazardous waste from
being disposed at CCL, or otherwise improperly disposed. Although the HHWF will be constructed at CCL,
this facility will be separate from CCL operation. The HHWF will be a joint effort between CCL and Los
Angeles County. CCL will design and construct the HHWF. The facility may be permitted and operated by
Los Angeles County or by a third party selected by the County. Operating hours for the HHWF will be

24 hours per day, 7 days per week, for purposes of processing materials, operating equipment, and/or
maintaining the facility. Delivery of material to the HHWF by members of the general public will be
limited to 6:00 AM to 8:00 PM, 7 days per week. However, actual operating hours for the HHWF would
be set by Los Angeles County, and are anticipated to be one or two weekend days per month.

Although the HHWF will be located in the same area as the new landfill entrance and support facilities,
the HHWF will be physically separate from CCL and will have its own entrance and exit off the landfill
entrance road, separate from the gated entrance and exit to the landfill.

The HHWF will be staffed continuously during operation by an individual(s) trained in hazardous
materials management. The operation of the HHWF will be in full compliance with federal, state and
local laws and regulations. The HHWF will strive to collect and deliver material to its final destination by
the end of each working week. Collected material will be documented and tracked to ensure it will be
held on site for no more than 10 days. If the need to store material exceeds 10 days, the facility will be
subjected to all applicable regulations required for a treatment, storage, and/or disposal facility
(including permitting).

The HHWF will be constructed and permitted to receive the following general materials:

e Household Hazardous Waste: paint and solvents; used motor oil and filters, anti-freeze, and other
automotive fluids; cleaning products; pool and garden chemicals; aerosol cans; all medicine except
controlled substances; auto batteries; household batteries

To ensure the health and safety of the surrounding residents and staff, the HHWF will develop a Health
and Safety/Operations Plan, as specified in Title 22, California Code of Regulations and Section 67450.25,
which describes emergency responses to ensure that incidents do not occur, recur, or spread. It will also
detail safety arrangements with local authorities. The HHWF will also incorporate additional safety and
security measures such as security fence, cameras, alarm, fire protection and sprinkler systems as well
as a covered receiving area and spill containment area.
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The HHWF is considered a beneficial and complementary project to the landfill. Having a permanent
HHWEF for the community provides a means for this material to be diverted from the waste stream and
lessen the risk of this material being illegally dumped in the environment. The HHWF will provide the
following benefits according the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency:

e Reduction and recycling of household hazardous waste conserves resources and energy that would
be expended in the production of more products

e Reuse of hazardous household products can save money and reduce the need for generating
hazardous substances

e Proper disposal prevents pollution that could endanger human health and the environment
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14. Landfill Liner System

Summary of Comments

Comments were received expressing concern about the past performance of the landfill liner during the
1994 Northridge Earthquake and the expected performance of the proposed liner. Commenters
questioned how the liner can withstand an earthquake or other natural disaster. Commenters questioned
how Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) will be able to identify which parts of the liner are leaking in the event
of a natural disaster and how residents will be informed of liner leaks. Commenters asked how the liner
will be repaired, what is the cost, if there is enough emergency funding to repair the liner, and if there is
a stronger and safer product on the market that can be used and if so, why it isn’t being used.

Response
Northridge Earthquake

With regards to the performance of the liner during the Northridge Earthquake, a comprehensive post-
earthquake analysis performed by industry experts determined that the Northridge Earthquake caused
two minor, isolated tears in the existing liner and that the integrity of the liner system was not
compromised. Within two days of the earthquake, a field inspection was performed by the landfill’s
engineering consultant, accompanied by representatives of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board, Los Angeles County Department of Health Services, and California Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Following the field inspection, the engineering consultant performed a
thorough evaluation of the incident, including field observation and mapping, conducting a field
investigation to check the liner's integrity at various locations, reviewing available literature, obtaining
information on the Northridge Earthquake, obtaining field samples, and performing laboratory testing.
The evaluation determined that the two minor tears were located on the side slope near the top of the
slope. In both instances, overlying soil was cleared away from the area of the tears and the tears
repaired by a licensed geomembrane installer and covered with several feet of soil. Because the tears
were located near the top of the side slope, the tears did not impair the ability of the liner to protect
water quality. Based on the post-earthquake investigation and analysis, the Northridge Earthquake
Seismic Evaluation, Chiquita Canyon Landfill report (EMCON, 1994) was prepared and submitted to the
California Integrated Waste Management Board and RWQCB, Los Angeles Region. This report is available
for review by the public, by request to either of the above-referenced agencies.

As discussed in the Northridge Earthquake Seismic Evaluation, the two minor liner tears were
attributable to seismically induced settlement and were not related to slope instability. Vertical
settlement on the order of 20 to 30 percent of the refuse thickness is known to naturally occur in
landfills over time (EMCON, 1994). Dynamic forces, such as those due to earthquakes, may result in near
instantaneous settlement. Movements of the refuse result in stresses that are transferred to the landfill
liner. Depending on the properties of the liner, these stresses may result in direct tensile stresses being
placed on the liner. The tears in the liner at CCL resulted from these tensile stresses.

Stresses in the liner due to refuse movement are often referred to as downdrag forces. Since refuse
settlement occurs in a vertical direction, the downdrag forces affect the landfill side slopes rather than
the landfill base. Also, since settlement occurs throughout the refuse mass and the magnitude of the
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settlement is related to the underlying refuse thickness, it is intuitive that settlement measured at the
landfill surface is the cumulative result of the settlement that occurs in each incremental thickness of
refuse. As a result, the downdrag forces are least at the bottom of the landfill side slope, where the
underlying refuse thickness is the least, and the greatest at the top of the landfill side slope, where the
underlying refuse thickness is greatest. From this discussion of downdrag forces, it is apparent that any
tearing of the liner would occur only near the top of the landfill sideslope where the refuse movement
due to settlement is the greatest and the downdrag forces due to refuse movement are the greatest.

Settlement that occurs instantaneously may not allow the refuse and surface soil time to internally
adjust to movements, and result in the type of surface soil cracking observed at CCL after the Northridge
Earthquake. The tensile strain at which a geomembrane liner will tear is at least 15 times greater than
the tensile strain at which soil will crack. Consequently, surface soil cracking delineates those areas
where liner tears may have occurred. The site inspection and mapping that was performed after the
Northridge Earthquake identified those areas where the surface soil was cracked. Where surface soil
cracking occurred, the surface soil and underlying refuse were excavated to expose the liner. This effort
did not identify any liner tears other than the two minor tears noted above. This result is consistent with
the material properties of the surface soil, refuse, and geomembrane liner, the physical behavior of the
landfill during an earthquake, and the engineering analysis performed after the earthquake.

The Northridge Earthquake Seismic Evaluation recommended a design change to introduce a slip plane,
such as a geotextile, geonet, or similar surface, above the sideslope liner near the anchor trench to
prevent strains in the refuse from transferring to the liner (EMCON, 1994). This change has been
incorporated in module designs following the Northridge Earthquake.

Proposed Liner System

During preparation of the Master Plan Revision, Dr. Norman Abrahamson updated the seismic hazard
assessment for the site (November 2010). Dr. Abrahamson is a recognized expert in seismicity and was
intimately involved in several of the studies following the Northridge Earthquake. The seismic hazard
assessment update included seismicity and peak ground acceleration. As a result, the Master Plan
Revision design is based on the most up-to-date information, including studies following the Northridge
Earthquake.

The Proposed Project design reflects the results of detailed slope stability analyses based on the
updated seismic hazard assessment for the site. It should be noted that the RWQCB’s requirements for
slope stability analyses are more stringent than that required by Title 27 California Code of Regulations,
Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) Order No. 93-062, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Subtitle D requirements, and WDR Order No. 98-086.

A liner system that meets or exceeds the RWQCB and regulatory standards will be constructed on the
excavated base and side slopes of each future fill module. The specific liner system design for future
modules will be determined during the detailed design of each module. The liner system design will be
consistent with the design criteria developed for the landfill and regulatory requirements. The detailed
designs and construction documents are prepared using current site characterization information based
on geologic mapping of excavations, seismicity and peak horizontal ground acceleration data. The design
of future liner systems will continue to include current design and engineering practices and standards
and will be developed under the direction of a California-registered civil engineer and be approved by
the RWQCB.

The liner system is also designed to contain liquid (leachate) that accumulates in the landfill and direct it
to the leachate collection and removal system (LCRS). The LCRS is designed to withstand deformations
of the foundation materials anticipated during the design earthquake so that any permanent
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displacement of the foundation does not impair the integrity of the liner and LCRS. A soil layer, or
approved alternative, termed the “operations layer,” is placed over the base liner and on the side slope
liner to protect the liner system before waste is placed. The design of the LCRS will continue to be
developed under the direction of a California-registered civil engineer.

Prior to construction of each fill module, a design report is prepared and submitted to RWQCB pursuant
to California Code of Regulations Title 27 and WDR Order No. 98-086. The design report addresses
module excavation, liner system design, and LCRS design. The design report includes a slope stability
evaluation, pertinent design calculations, construction drawings, construction specifications, and
construction quality assurance (CQA) plan.

The design report must be approved by the RWQCB before construction can begin. The CQA plan
addresses the monitoring of geosynthetic materials, soil, and rock components of the liner system and
LCRS during installation. The CQA plan also defines the extensive testing to be performed during
construction to ensure the liner system and LCRS are constructed in accordance with the plans and
specifications.

Construction monitoring and testing will be performed under the direction and supervision of a
California-registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist who will document that
construction is performed in compliance with the applicable regulations, permits, and the CQA plan.

At the completion of construction, a construction report is prepared documenting the construction
activities, presenting the results of the CQA monitoring and testing, and certifying that the construction
was in accordance with the plans and specifications and the CQA plan. The construction report is
submitted to the RWQCB for review and approval. The construction report must be approved before
waste can be disposed in a new module.

Following a natural disaster such as the Northridge Earthquake, the liner (and all other containment
features of the landfill) would be inspected and if necessary repaired, as was done following the
Northridge Earthquake in 1994. Any liner repairs will be performed consistent with good construction
practice and will be monitored and tested consistent with the RWQCB-approved CQA plan. Based on the
specific experience at this landfill following the Northridge earthquake, the cost of any repairs that
might be required is not expected to be substantial or material in the context of the overall operation of
the landfill and would be within the operating budget of the landfill. If the cost of repairs were found to
be substantial or material in the context of the overall operation of the landfill, CCL’s parent company,
Waste Connections, the third largest publicly traded waste management company in the United States,
has sufficient resources to address the cost of repairs.

Please refer to Topical Response #10, Environmental Monitoring, for a discussion of how CCL will be able
to identify potential leaks in the liner system and how residents will be informed of the leaks.
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15. Land Use

Summary of Comments

Comments were received stating that the Proposed Project is in conflict with the Los Angeles County
General Plan, the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, and the Castaic Area Community Standards District
guidelines. Commenters stated that there are no mitigation measures in the Draft EIR, Chapter 4, Land
Use, to address conflicts with the Los Angeles County Ordinance Title 26 in regard to a required
1,000-foot setback. It was stated that the Proposed Project is an incompatible land use with the pending
Newhall Ranch Project developments that have planned structures that lie within 1,000 feet of the
Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) perimeter. It was stated that Los Angeles County has a duty to notify
business owners and operators about the potential for their buildings to fall under the Methane
Mitigation Standards if the Proposed Project is approved. Commenters stated that the County’s land use
objectives and policies include the protection of major landfill and solid waste disposal sites from
encroachment of incompatible uses. It was stated that, at the rate of accepting 12,000 tons per day,
CCL will compete with the largest landfill in the Nation, Apex Landfill in Las Vegas, which accepts
approximately 10,500 tons of trash daily.

Response

Compliance with Relevant Land Use Regulations

Land use impacts and compliance with relevant land use regulations are discussed in Draft EIR

Chapter 4, Land Use. In a discussion of land use, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
specifies that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) identify if a project would physically divide an
established community, be inconsistent with the plan designations of the subject property, be
inconsistent with the zoning designation of the subject property, and conflict with other applicable land
use criteria, such as hillside management or a significant ecological area. Draft EIR Chapter 4, Land Use,
addresses these issues. Contrary to the comments above, the Proposed Project does not conflict with
applicable plans. The Proposed Project does not change the current use of the subject property nor the
zoning of the subject property and does not represent impacts related to land use. Los Angeles County
has found the Proposed Project to be consistent with existing and proposed future land uses. Further,
the Board of Supervisors found in 1997 that the landfill was consistent and compatible with surrounding
land uses. No mitigation measures are required regarding the Proposed Project.

County Building Code and Methane Mitigation Standards

The Proposed Project does not conflict with Title 26 of the Los Angeles County Ordinances (the

Los Angeles County Building Code Ordinance). Title 26, Ordinance 110.3 (which together with

Ordinance 110.4 comprises the County’s “Methane Code”) imposes a requirement on developers of new
developments near existing landfills, to avoid inappropriate encroachment of residential development
upon a landfill. The requirement applies to new buildings or structures within 1,000 feet of a landfill. If
the fill is not isolated by an approved protective system, the new structure or building must be designed
according to the recommendations of a licensed civil engineer. The 1,000-foot provision identified by
the commenters is not applicable, because the current and future waste footprint at CCL is isolated by
an approved artificial protective system. Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, Section 2.2.8.2, Liner
System, provides a discussion of the liner of the waste footprint at CCL that "meets or exceeds the
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standards of Title 27 California Code of Regulations 20340 (Title 27), Waste Discharge Requirement
Order No. 93-062, implementing U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Subtitle D requirements, and
Waste Discharge Requirement Order No. 98-086."

Los Angeles County has provided information and ways to implement Methane Mitigation Standards
through the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works’ website.! The Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works, Building and Safety Division is the lead agency for this program, and the
program is part of the County Building Code. In addition, the County has provided public notification of
the Proposed Project in accordance with the requirements of the CEQA.

Cumulative Impacts

Concerns regarding cumulative project impacts are addressed via CEQA, through an analysis of potential
cumulative projects in the same vicinity and timeframe of a proposed project, such as the Newhall
Ranch developments. Each of the resource area discussions in Draft EIR Chapters 4 through 15 address
potential impacts to both existing receptors (residential neighborhoods), as well as future receptors
(cumulative projects). The cumulative projects (identified in Draft EIR Chapter 3, General Setting and
Resource Area Analysis), do represent changes to the current use of the land and potentially to the
zoning of that land. Therefore, it is reasonable to state that the Proposed Project would not
incrementally contribute to cumulative changes to land use, although cumulative changes to
surrounding land uses are anticipated. Notably, there has been substantial growth in the surrounding
area while the landfill has been in operation (over the last 40 years). Topical Response #7, Cumulative
Impacts, contains additional information on the issue of cumulative impacts.

Comparison of Landfills

The Draft EIR discusses the potential environmental impacts associated with a waste acceptance rate of
12,000 tons per day at CCL. A comparison of CCL with other landfills across the country is not pertinent
to a discussion of the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project.

1 https://dpw.lacounty.gov/epd/swims/OnlineServices/methane-mitigation-standards.aspxat
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CCL Topical Responses

16. Noise

Summary of Comments

Comments related to noise include concern regarding the noise analysis, the permitted hours and days
of operation, the plans and procedures in place to mitigate noise impacts, a request to complete a
survey, and clarification about the frequency of the equipment maintenance.

Noise Analysis Comments

It was suggested that the noise analysis be recalculated since the current disposal intake is
approximately 3,000 tons per day, which would be four times what is currently taken in and not double.
It was claimed that this would result in four times the noise level of today. It was suggested that
measurements of actual landfill operating activities sometime after 2011 should be included, not 2005
due to the fact that 9 years have passed. The commenter stated that the increase of 3 A-weighted
decibels would be in question since current noise measurements have not been used. It was suggested
that atmospheric absorption also be included in the analysis. Clarification was requested that the
nearest house is 500 feet, but it is 1,200 feet from the landfill when defining the construction phase.

It was noted that the truck traffic will be four times what it is today and that it is already significant,
therefore to state that it will be less than significant is less than honest.

Noise Analysis Response

Sound at CCL fluctuates over time and is function of the level of onsite activities. The noise studies for
CCL were conducted during a period of time when the landfill was operating at or near its permit limit of
6,000 tons per day (5,863 tons per day on August 15, 2005) and included noise measurements during
these operating conditions. Given the logarithmic nature of noise, a doubling of sound sources does not
result in a doubling of the noise level. When the number of sound sources double, the sound level
attributable to those sources increases by 3 decibels (dB). The 3-dB change is considered barely
detectable by the human ear, while a 10 dB change is perceived as a doubling or halving in perceived
loudness®. The 2005 measurements of landfill operations are representative of the sound when the
facility is operating at or near the existing 6,000 tons per day permit condition and are the basis of the
calculations and analysis. Atmospheric absorption will vary based on the distance from the noise source
to the receiver. For a sound frequency of 500 hertz (which falls between the musical notes of B4 and C5)
the reduction is approximately 0.24 dB per 100 meters (328 feet).

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Section 2.1, Location, states: “The closest of these residential
dwellings is located approximately 500 feet from the northwest site boundary and 1,200 feet from the
landfill footprint...” In this location, construction activities would not occur at the landfill boundary, but
rather at the landfill footprint. EIR Section 13.5.2.1, Construction states, “At its closest point, the landfill
construction activities are approximately 1,200 feet from the closest residential area (represented by
Site 1, Val Verde).” In addition, Section 13.5.2.2 of the EIR notes “truck and other vehicular traffic to and

1U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration. Highway Traffic Noise Analysis
and Abatement Policy and Guidance.

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations and guidance/polguide/polguide02.cfm.
Accessed December 8, 2016.
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from the landfill will use SR-126. CCL-generated traffic is, and will continue to be, a small percentage of
total vehicle volume on SR-126...” This statement is based on the findings of Appendix G, Traffic
Analysis, included in the Original Draft EIR. In addition, State Route (SR) 126 is over 1 mile away and on
the opposite side of a significant ridgeline from Val Verde.

Operating Hours Comments

A comment was received stating that the Draft EIR incorrectly lists the permitted hours/days of
operations. The comment stated that the existing Conditional Use Permit (CUP) does not allow the
landfill to operate 24 hours per day and that Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) is never allowed to operate
on “up to four Sundays during quarterly Val Verde cleanup days.” It was stated that the days are
Saturdays and this should be fixed in the Draft EIR. The commenter also stated that the CUP does not
allow composting activities to occur 24 hours per day, 7 days per week. It was claimed that the closing of
the landfill every night was not maintained for 184 24-hour periods in 2012 and that the 184 times that
CCL operated 24 hours was unknown to Val Verde residents until now. The commenter claimed that no
such agreement allows such activity. Commenters asked for clarification on whether construction will
only be during the day and to list all construction activities along with the machinery which would result
in a noise disturbance during any given day. Commenters also requested that a schedule be provided that
will be enforced for heavy equipment, including operation hours for each piece of heavy equipment.

Operating Hours Response

The following conditions in the current CUP for CCL address the permitted operating hours of the
landfill:

e Condition 9h of CUP No. 89-081(5) states: “Operating hours may be 24 hours per day, 7 days per
week, except that, other than as provided in Condition 20i, the landfill shall not accept refuse for
disposal from 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays through 4:00 a.m. on Mondays.”

e Condition 12 of CUP No. 89-081(5) states: “This grant allows the establishment and operation of a
composting facility, using either windrow or in-vessel technology, together with certain ancillary and
related activities as enumerated herein, subject to the following restrictions as to use.” Condition
12f of CUP No. 89-081(5) states: “Operating hours may be 24 hours per day, 7 days per week.”

e Condition 20i of CUP No. 89-081(5) states: “The landfill operator shall provide four free quarterly
clean-up days to residents of Val Verde, showing proper identification and proof of residence at the
landfill entrance. These days may be Sundays.”

Also, the Board of Supervisors in its 1997 Findings approving the existing CUP, specifically disclosed and
referenced the 24-hour operation of the landfill (paragraph 3 of the Findings).

Original Draft EIR Section 2.2.6, Landfill Construction, states, “Construction working hours would
generally be daylight hours between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday.”

Because of the methodology used to conduct the noise analysis (doubling the noise associated with
6,000 tons per day), it is not necessary to list all construction activities, along with the machinery which
would produce noise. However, Table 13-3 (Noise Chapter of the Final EIR) lists types of construction
equipment typically used at CCL and their associated noise levels. Further, Appendix H-2 of the Final EIR
(Air Quality Emission Calculations) lists the type and number of construction equipment to be used for
entrance and cell construction activities, including hours of operation for each piece.
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Plans, Procedures, and Surveys Comments

Comments were received requesting clarification on the procedures in place to measure noise level at
CCL on a daily/hourly basis. The procedures to measure escaping noise levels for the residents closest to
the landfill; and the procedures and equipment used if noise abatement measures are needed when and
if the project exceeds the requirements. A commenter asked that CCL include a plan for 24 hours on any
operational day. It was requested that the plan list the enforcers that will be responsible to ensure that
construction activities which result in a noise disturbance are prohibited between the hours of 7:00 p.m.
and 7:00 a.m., or at any time on Sunday. It was also suggested that a mitigation plan be included for
residents who are awakened by the operations’ activities.

A commenter requested that a noise survey be mailed and maintained for residents within 1,000 feet of
the landfill. It was noted that the natural barrier currently does not stop the sound and that during the
Val Verde Civic Association meetings, residents have complained of noise emanating from the landfill
during sleeping hours. A commenter asked when short-term noise level measurements were conducted
as residents are unaware of any such testing.

Plans, Procedures, and Surveys Response

The Original Draft EIR concludes that the Proposed Project noise levels are less than significant and that
the County of Los Angeles noise requirements are satisfied. The applicable regulations do not require
continuous monitoring of project sound levels nor do they require sounds from a project to be
inaudible. As stated in Section 13.4.4 the sound levels were measured on September 15 and 16, 2005,
as shown in Appendix | of the Original Draft EIR. The sound levels at Site 2 note that SR-126 was the
dominant sound source. This does not represent an exceedance of the applicable regulations by CCL.

Noise abatement measures would be specific to the activity or equipment that results in an exceedance.
No exceedances are predicted and it would be speculative to identify potential future noise abatement
measures. Concerns regarding actual sound levels violations of the County noise ordinance would be
investigated by Los Angeles County when and if they arise.

With regard to the request for a noise survey, conclude that impacts are less than significant and this
request is not warranted.

Finally, as the noise analysis concludes that the Proposed Project would result in less than significant
impacts, there is no requirement to develop a mitigation plan based on speculation that there will be
residents who might be awakened in the future. CCL would comply with Los Angeles County’s noise
ordinance. Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Section 2.2.6, Landfill Construction, states, “construction
working hours would generally be daylight hours between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., Monday through
Saturday, and construction activities would conform to the County’s noise ordinance.” As stated above,
concerns regarding actual sound levels violations of Los Angeles County noise ordinance would be
investigated by the County.

Equipment Maintenance Comments

A comment was received requesting clarification on the landfill's definition of “as needed” related to
equipment maintenance, and that for some it is monthly/weekly, or when it breaks down.

Equipment Maintenance Response

“As needed,” with regard to maintenance of landfill equipment, includes as recommended by the
manufacturer, as well as in case of equipment malfunction or break down.
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CCL Topical Responses

17. Odor

Comments were received on the sources of odor at Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL), odor impacts
associated with the existing landfill and the Proposed Project, the approach used in the evaluation of
odor impacts, the impact of elevation on potential odor impacts, and the implementation and
enforcement of odor control and mitigation measures at CCL. Commenters also requested that odor
control measures used at Sunshine Canyon Landfill be implemented at CCL.

Response

The potential for odor impacts as a result of the Proposed Project was evaluated in Chapter 11,

Air Quality, of the Original Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). As a result of comments received on
the Original Draft EIR, the air quality chapter was revised and included in the Partially Recirculated Draft
EIR. The revised chapter included an expanded discussion of potential odor impacts, including current
odor data and associated information on wind patterns in the vicinity of CCL and a discussion of the
proposed mixed organics processing/composting facility. The sections below both summarize the odor
discussion included in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR and directly respond to comments received
related to odor.

Odor Impact Methodology

The revised air quality chapter of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR uses an odor impact assessment
approved for use by the SCAQMD. Because SCAQMD does not have its own odor methodology, the
revised air quality chapter uses the methodology used by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD). BAAQMD California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines recommend reviewing
odor complaints from the past 3 years for the source in question. BAAQMD considers a source to have a
substantial number of odor complaints if the complaint history includes five or more confirmed
complaints per year averaged over a 3-year period (Chapter 11, Section 11.5.5).

Local Wind Patterns and Correlation to Odor Complaints

Section 11.5.2, Local Wind Patterns, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR described wind patterns in the
vicinity of CCL. Because wind patterns can change greatly, particularly around a steep-sided canyon such
as that at CCL, data from wind monitoring equipment located on the western boundary of CCL were
used to evaluate local wind patterns, specifically for evaluating the potential for offsite odors. Three
consecutive years of wind data from the CCL wind monitoring equipment (2012 through 2014) were
available for use in the odor analysis. Local wind roses were developed for the available CCL data
(Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Figure 11-3).

A review of the local wind patterns showed that generally, the wind roses plotting the local wind data
from CCL show local winds blowing primarily from west to east during the daytime and summer months
and light winds from northeast and east during the nighttime, with winds blowing infrequently toward
the community of Val Verde.

For the time period of August 2012 through August 2015, 23 verified odor complaints, as documented
by South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), occurred on a total of 11 days during this
37-month time period. Additionally, CCL received a Notice of Violation (NOV) for odor on 1 additional
day, for a total of 12 confirmed odor events over a 37-month period, or an average of 3.9 odor
complaints (categorized as odor events) per year. Among the recent verified odor complaints by
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SCAQMD, specific complaint times were available for four odor events. Wind data for these times were
obtained from the CCL monitoring station, with the intent to evaluate the correlation between the
monitored wind conditions and the odors reported and verified at Val Verde.

The review of local wind patterns and verified odor complaints show that when verified odors have
occurred, they appear to be correlated to light winds blowing toward the community of Val Verde.
According to the CCL wind rose depicted in Figure 11-3a of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, winds
blow toward the community of Val Verde approximately 9 percent of the time. Light winds toward

Val Verde occur approximately 6 percent of the time. Currently, according to the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines for odors, CCL does not
have a significant odor impact on receptors.

Odor Sources

Sources of odors at CCL and odor control best management practices for landfilling and best
management practices and mitigation measures for composting activities at CCL are addressed in the
revised Chapter 11, Air Quality, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. The revised chapter describes the
results of odor impact analysis for operation-related sources associated with the Proposed Project,
including composting operations and future cumulative impacts. CCL currently employs and will be
required to implement progressive and aggressive odor management strategies.

Odor Management

Best operating practices for management of aerobic sources of odor at CCL are described below:
Best Operating Practices — Source Control

e The most effective method used to control odors associated with incoming trash is CCL’s waste
exclusion program. CCL can and does refuse to do business with customers or potential customers
who generate highly odorous loads. See also Topical Response, #29b, Waste Screening and
Acceptance Program.

o CCLrejects trucks at the scales when there is an obvious highly odorous load.

e CCL selectively chooses to exclude trash loads from specific locations and on specific days of the
week if there is a history of odorous loads.

e If a highly odorous load is detected while unloading, that waste is immediately covered to control
odors.

Best Operating Practices — Disposal

e The size of the working face expands to accommodate disposal demand peaks, but then “shrinks”
when demand subsides to minimize odors.

e The “shrinking” is achieved by covering the working face regularly throughout the day.

e Asneeded, CCL covers portions of the working face multiple times during the day to minimize the
surface area of exposed trash and potential odors.

e CCLregularly exceeds state minimum standards and textbook rules-of-thumb for the use of soil and
other beneficial use material to cover trash and other areas of the landfill. This is done to proactively
minimize odors from fresh trash. See “Minimizing Odors with Beneficial Use Materials”, for more
information.
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e CCL has a perimeter odor control system, which consists of a meteorological station located on the
western boundary of the landfill that provides real-time information on wind speed and wind
direction, plus a perimeter misting system over 1 mile long attached to the litter fence located along
the western and northern boundaries of the waste disposal area. When the combination of weather
conditions and odorous loads have the potential to result in offsite migration of odors, CCL disperses
odor neutralizing agents through the nozzles.

e CCL utilizes large portable fans that can move nearly 1 million cubic feet per minute of air to help
control the direction of air flow and to dilute and disperse odors generated at the tipping area.

Management of Anaerobic Sources of Odor

To prevent the release of odorous gases from anaerobic digestion, an extensive gas collection and
control system (GCCS) has been installed at CCL. The collected landfill gas (LFG) is either used as fuel in
the onsite power plant (LFG-to-energy plant) or combusted in a LFG flare. Landfill surfaces are
monitored regularly for evidence of gaseous emissions. When emissions are detected, they are
corrected by adjusting the GCCS, or recompacting the cover soils, or both. Proper maintenance of the
soil cover (e.g., repairing cracks), application of a combination of daily cover, intermediate cover, and
final cover to provide a beneficial improvement in ongoing LFG collection efficiency, and efficient
operation of the GCCS are also effective at controlling LFG odors.

CCL typically installs LFG collection wells 6 months to 2 years before the landfill starts collecting gas.
This early installation removes the guess work of when to install more wells. When routine monitoring
indicates the need for additional gas collection, the collection wells are simply turned on, proactively
controlling gas and resulting odors before odors are detected.

CCL’s LFG collection system is addressed by a Title V Permit to Operate issued by SCAQMD. The Title V
permit includes specific conditions/mitigation measures with which CCL must comply. Conditions 22 and
23 of the Title V permit address odor from construction of the LFG collection system, and require
mitigation measures to be implemented if odors during construction of the LFG system are detected
beyond the property line.

Minimizing Odors with Beneficial Use Materials

CCL contracted with Blue Ridge Services to investigate the relationship between the use of beneficial use
materials and compliance. A full discussion of the Blue Ridge Report is included in Topical Response #34,
Beneficial Use. With regard to odor, the Blue Ridge Report concludes that an increased use of beneficial
use material correlates to a decreased number of environmental compliance incidents, including odor.
Put differently, the more material a facility diverts from the landfill and uses for beneficial use, the more
likely it will be in compliance with Title 27 regulations regarding nuisances, including odor nuisances.
One of the most effective solutions to manage odor at a landfill is adequate soil cover (or alternative
daily cover). CCL proactively places adequate soil and alternative daily cover on the landfill surfaces,
including the active fact, on a frequent basis. In some cases, the active face may be partially or fully
covered more than once per day. Additionally, the placement of wood chips and/or green waste mulch
on the landfill surfaces may help reduce odor emissions by acting as a bio-filter. Please see Topical
Response #34, Beneficial Use, for additional information.

Odor Investigation at CCL

As described in Chapter 11, Air Quality, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Soil/Water/Air Protection
Enterprise (SWAPE) conducted an Odor Survey in the spring and summer of 2015 at CCL to characterize
and understand the various odors in and around CCL (SWAPE, 2015). The entire SWAPE Report is
included in Appendix H-5 of the Final EIR.
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Three trained odor specialists conducted odor sampling on 25 separate days, generally between the
hours of 6 a.m. and 10 a.m., when odors have been reported to be the most common. Sampling events
took place on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, and Fridays between April 7, 2015, and July 16, 2015.
During each sampling event, 50 to 51 locations were sampled, for a total of 3,789 data points.

Locations were selected to give a thorough geographic distribution of sampling points, including
potential receptors such as the Val Verde community. Locations were grouped into 14 location groups
inside the landfill and offsite in the surrounding communities.

Odors were described using the following methods: dilution to threshold values to quantify the strength,
hedonic tone to quantify the pleasantness, odor descriptors to describe the odor, and suspected odor
source to describe whether the odor came from the landfill or elsewhere. Analysis of these parameters
showed that the landfill working face had the strongest and most unpleasant odors. Offsite, odors were
much weaker and were generally neutral in hedonic tone.

Odors were strongest within the landfill property, specifically at or near the working face. The most
common odors detected within the landfill were smells of grass, sage, and other plants, the sweet air
freshener smell of the odor control system, rotten and sour trash odors, and musty mulch odors. Trash
odors were only detected within the landfill at locations other than the working face when weather
conditions were hot, with low or calm winds. However, even during these conditions, trash odors were
only rarely detected.

Outside the landfill, odors (regardless of source) were often not detected. In fact, 40 percent of offsite
sampling data points contained no odors. Trash odors were rarely detected outside the landfill. Some of
these detections were determined not to be landfill-related due to confounding sources of odor, and
others were too faint to detect when diluted. Specifically, odors potentially related to the landfill were
detected offsite 34 times out of 2,025 offsite sampling data points, or 1.68 percent of the time. The
SWAPE Report concludes that because of the small detection rate of landfill-related odors offsite, the
landfill does not create significant odor impacts to the surrounding communities (SWAPE, 2015).

Odor and Elevation

The potential for increased odors as a result of increased landfill elevation was addressed in the revised
air quality chapter of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. The discussion under Impact AQ-8 states the
following:

...the Proposed Project would include both a horizontal and vertical expansion of the existing
footprint of the landfill. A horizontal extension of the waste footprint would not be expected to
result in increased odors because the working face would continue to be covered at least daily.
Similarly, while it might seem that a vertical extension of the waste footprint would result in
increased odors for nearby receptors, the opposite typically would occur. When the terrain
surrounding a landfill is at a higher elevation than the odor sources, as is the case at CCL, larger
impacts are seen right at the project boundary, as potential odor plumes do not have the time
or buoyancy to elevate before reaching receptors. And as the elevation of the potential odor
source increases, potential odor plumes are likely to be found further downwind, which
provides more time for odors to disperse in the ambient air, leading to reduced impacts.

Compliance Related to Odor

To address potential odor impacts, a Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Plan, including the
mitigation measure to implement an Odor Impact Minimization Plan for the mixed organics
process/composting facility, will be implemented and enforced by the lead agency, the Los Angeles
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County Department of Regional Planning, as part of the Conditional Use Permit. The lead agency is
responsible to work with the SCAQMD to manage and enforce odor control and mitigation measures.

Odor Control at Sunshine Canyon Landfill versus CCL

It is well known that Sunshine Canyon Landfill (Sunshine Canyon) has been experiencing odor issues and
that a variety of odor management strategies have been implemented at Sunshine Canyon, with varying
degrees of success.

Between 2011 and the First Quarter of 2016, Sunshine Canyon received 156 NOVs for creating a public
nuisance related to odor. For that same period of time, CCL received 1 NOV, related to a particularly
odorous load of green waste.

As described above, and in Chapter 11, Air Quality, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, odors may be
the result of either aerobic or anaerobic decomposition of wastes. Site characteristics, such as
geography; site infrastructure; and site management all factor into whether odors are noticeable
outside the facility boundary and may result in a public nuisance. As a result, odor management is site-
specific, and what is needed or effective at one site may not be needed or effective at another. For this
reason, implementing odor strategies from Sunshine Canyon without consideration of site-specific
conditions, is not necessary or appropriate for CCL.

The Blue Ridge Services Report, discussed above and in Topical Response #34, Beneficial Use,
documents a positive correlation between increased tons of beneficial use material and reduced
compliance issues. Similarly, the use of less beneficial use material correlates to a higher level of
compliance issues. It should be noted that while CCL does not currently have a limit on the amount of
beneficial use material it can use onsite, Sunshine Canyon is permitted to receive the lowest amount of
beneficial use material of the Los Angeles County landfills evaluated.

Odorous Load Training Program

In response to the NOV that CCL received in 2014 for an odorous load of green waste material, SCAQMD
required that CCL develop and implement an Odorous Load Training Program, which SCAQMD reviewed
and approved.

The Odorous Load Training Program, which has been added to the Final EIR as Appendix K, describes
procedures for odorous load acceptance, odorous load training activities, CCL procedures for odorous
waste loads, and training certification forms.

In response to this single NOV, and since implementation of the Odorous Load Training Program, CCL
has demonstrated that it can respond quickly to odor issues, and successfully mitigate offsite odor
migration.

Odor Impact Minimization Plan

In response to comments received on the Draft EIR by SCAQMD and others that request that the
Proposed Project have mechanisms in place to quickly address odor complaints and issues, CCL will
develop an Odor Impact Minimization Plan (OIMP) for landfill operation. The OIMP will describe an odor
monitoring protocol, a description of meteorological conditions that affect migration of odors, a
complaint response protocol, a description of design considerations for minimizing odors, and a
description of operating procedures for minimizing odors. Development and implementation of an OIMP
for landfill operation has been added to the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the Proposed
Project, included in Volume 2 of the Final EIR.
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Odors and Connection to Public Health

Detection of odors and responses to them can vary substantially between individuals. While odors can
be a community nuisance, and the detection of odors can be an indication of uncontrolled gaseous
emissions from landfill operations, odors generally are not a reliable indicator of potential exposures or
health risks from substances in air.
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Topical Responses

18. Project Alternatives

Summary of Comments

Comments were made regarding the adequacy of the Original Draft Environmental Impact Report’s (EIR)
analysis of project alternatives. It was recommended that the EIR more clearly explain the conclusion
that none of the selected feasible Proposed Project alternatives would reduce environmental impacts
from the Proposed Project below that which is proposed in the Preferred Project. It was stated that the
Proponent describes the Proposed Project’s objectives in such a way as to make alternatives infeasible,
then fails to discuss alternatives that would otherwise be feasible. It was noted that such objectives
purposely eliminate alternatives that would reduce impacts to the environment and/or reduce health
and other impacts to Val Verde. Comments were raised that by not considering a no project alternative
or a smaller capacity alternative, the Proposed Project is proposing all or nothing. It was noted that the
Draft EIR discusses the air quality impacts to the South Coast Air Basin as a whole and does not address
the comparative air quality impacts to the proposed expansion on the Val Verde, Live Oak, and the
approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan versus the air quality impacts to residences from a more remote
alternative site. It was stated that more information is needed in the description of the alternative site.
Finally, it was requested that the EIR discuss the impacts on the proposed Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL)
expansion of the full development of the Waste-by-Rail System to the Mesquite Regional Landfill by the
County Sanitation Districts of the Los Angeles County.

Response

The Project Alternatives chapter included in the Original Draft EIR considered five alternatives.
Three alternatives were analyzed, while two alternatives were considered but eliminated.

In response to the varied comments received on the Original Draft EIR Project Alternatives chapter, the
Project Alternatives chapter was revised and updated. The recirculated Project Alternatives chapter
considers six alternatives: the three alternatives analyzed in the Original Draft EIR, the two alternatives
previously considered but eliminated, plus one new reduced-size project alternative. The alternatives
evaluated in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR are listed below:

e Alternative A: No Project

e Alternative B: Continued (Status Quo) Operation with 0% Increase of Daily Waste Disposal
Tonnage

e Alternative C: 50% Reduction of Proposed Additional Daily Waste Disposal Tonnage
e Alternative D: Waste Reduction and Alternative Technologies

e Alternative E: Alternative New Site in Northern Los Angeles County

e Alternative F: Rail Haul Transport to Out-of-County Landfills

These alternatives have been evaluated for potential environmental impacts, feasibility, ability to meet
Proposed Project objectives, and ability to reduce the potentially significant impacts of the Proposed
Project. Site plans and visual simulations for each of the onsite alternatives have also been prepared and
are provided at the end of the revised Project Alternatives chapter.
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The revised Project Alternatives chapter found that while some of the evaluated alternatives would
meet some or most of the objectives of the Proposed Project or would reduce the potential severity of
one or more potential impacts, none of the evaluated alternatives would reduce the potentially
significant impacts of the Proposed Project. Table 18-2 in Chapter 18 provides a comparison of the level
of significance of potential environmental impacts for each alternative compared to the Proposed
Project.

Requirements of CEQA

The following information is provided for clarification to the readers as to the extent of analysis required
by CEQA when analyzing project alternatives in an EIR.

As stated in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Chapter 18, Project Alternatives, Section 15126(d) of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires an EIR to describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the Proposed Project, or to the location of the project, which could feasibly attain most
of the basic project objectives while also avoiding or substantially lessening any of the significant
environmental effects of the project identified in the EIR. A “rule of reason” governs the range of
alternatives to be evaluated in the EIR, and specifies that an EIR should only discuss those alternatives
necessary to allow a reasoned choice by decision makers. Of those alternatives considered, an EIR need
examine in detail only those the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project. "Feasible" is defined by CEQA Section 21061.1 to mean an alternative capable
of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
economic, environmental, social, and technological factors. In determining the feasibility of an
alternative, the EIR evaluation must consider several factors including site suitability, economic viability,
availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries,
and whether the project applicant can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have reasonable access
to an alternative facility or proposed alternative site. In the case of a private applicant (i.e., not a public
agency with eminent domain powers), the applicant does not have the power of eminent domain and
cannot acquire the property of others for its intended use. Thus, absent other factors, an EIR is not
required to evaluate and study potential offsite alternatives not owned or controlled by an applicant.
Although not required by CEQA, the recirculated Alternatives chapter includes a detailed analysis of
two off site alternatives. Section 18.3.4 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR evaluates Alternative E:
Alternative New Site in Northern Los Angeles County and Section 18.3.5 evaluates Alternative F:

Rail Haul Transport to Out-of-County Landfills.

Project Objectives

While the purpose of the Proposed Project is focused on the continued operation of CCL, most of the
basic project objectives are written broadly enough as to not exclude the evaluation of feasible
alternatives. The Proposed Project objectives are:

e Tosupport Los Angeles County’s goal of maintaining adequate reserve (excess) landfill capacity to
ensure the disposal needs of the County are met (LACDPW, 2015)?

e To support the Los Angeles County’s goal of managing the County’s waste disposal needs, which
specifically includes expansion of Chiquita Canyon Landfill (LACDPW, 2015)

! County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works (LACDPW). 2015. County of Los Angeles Countywide
Integrated Waste Management Plan 2014 Annual Report, Countywide Summary Plan & Countywide Siting Element.
December.
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e To support the Los Angeles County’s goal to provide solid waste disposal without interruption to
protect the public health and safety as well as the environment (LACDPW, 2015)

o To mitigate constraints that may limit the accessibility of Class Il landfill capacity within the planning
period of the most current Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (LACDPW, 2015)

e To provide environmentally sound, safe, commercially and technically feasible, and cost-effective
solid waste management solutions through continued operation and development of the existing
CCL facility

e To prevent premature closure of the landfill with underutilized remaining airspace capacity
e To provide a site that could accommodate future waste conversion technology solutions

e To provide a site to accommodate processing of organic waste

e To provide a site for a permanent household hazardous waste facility (HHWF)

e To continue to provide landfill waste diversion programs that are relied upon by many local cities
and communities in achieving state mandates for waste diversion

In accordance with CEQA, the project objectives of the Proposed Project were considered in selecting
alternatives for evaluation and comparison to determine whether such alternatives can feasibly attain
most of such objectives.

Impacts to Val Verde and Live Oak

The EIR prepared for the Proposed Project evaluated potential environmental impacts that could apply
to the communities of Val Verde and Live Oak as well as those that could apply to the vicinity in general
and region at large. Likewise, the evaluation of project alternatives considered whether smaller onsite
alternatives, or offsite alternatives, would result in a change to potential impacts.

Alternative Landfill Project Design

The Proposed Project is not “all or nothing.” The Original Draft EIR discussed the potential of an
alternative landfill design in Section 18.3.2 and also discussed a No Project Alternative (Alternative A) in
detail in Section 18.4.1 (see response below). The Original Draft EIR determined that in the context of
CCL, any alternative restricting the landfill operator from obtaining a substantial amount of additional
disposal capacity (i.e., an areal expansion) would not meet most of the project objectives and, thus,
would not be considered feasible. Section 18.3.2 of the recirculated Project Alternatives chapter
includes a comprehensive analysis of two on-site alternatives (Alternatives B and C) that would permit
less daily waste disposal tonnage when compared to the Proposed Project. Alternative B is a Continued
Operation (Status Quo) with 0% Increase of Daily Waste Disposal Tonnage alternative, which would be
continued operation of the existing landfill at 6,000 tons per day. Alternative C would reduce the
proposed amount of increased daily waste disposal tonnage by 50 percent, from 6,000 tons per day to
3,000 tons per day, for a total of 9,000 tons per day. Table 18-1 provides a comparison of the Proposed
Project to the onsite alternatives. The analysis concludes that neither Alternative B nor C, avoid nor
substantially lessen the effects associated with air quality or greenhouse gasses and climate change,

or other potential environmental impacts, when compared to the Proposed Project. While these
alternatives would reduce the severity of potential local air quality impacts, the overall impacts would
remain significant and unavoidable. Based on the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s
recommended methods for evaluating potential air quality impacts, any sized landfill expansion would
result in a significant and unavoidable air quality impact due to the combined emissions during
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construction and operation. Furthermore, these alternatives also only partially meet the objectives of
the Proposed Project.

No Project Alternative

CEQA requires that an EIR consider the No Project Alternative. Section 18.3.1 of the recirculated Project
Alternatives chapter includes a comprehensive analysis of Alternative A: No Project. The No Project
Alternative is no approval of an expansion of the existing CCL, resulting in the cessation of waste
receipts and consequent closure of the existing landfill operations. The current Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) expiration date is 2019. However, in July 2016 the facility reached its permit-based disposal
limitation of 23 million tons established in the current CUP. CCL is currently operating under a limited
operational waiver issued by the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, described in
Section 1.2.2 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. The limited waiver allows CCL to continue operation
under the current CUP as long as the landfill and County are actively engaged in pursuit of a new CUP.
The limited waiver is scheduled to expire on July 31, 2017, but the waiver will cease to be in effect at an
earlier date if a final action is taken to approve or deny the pending CUP, if the pending CUP application
is withdrawn, or if the waiver is revoked by the Director of Planning. In such case CCL would be required
to immediately cease accepting waste for disposal upon notice from the County of the decision.

With the No Project Alternative, no horizontal or vertical extension of the landfill footprint would occur.
Communities that currently rely on the CCL for waste diversion and disposal would not have access to
that activity and the mixed organics processing/composting operation and HHWF at CCL would not be
developed. The set-aside of land for potential future conversion technology would not be established
and site operational elements, such as free cleanup days for the Val Verde community, would no longer
be held with the closure of the facility.

Certain activities would continue at CCL under the No Project Alternative. Closure activities would
commence, which would include removing facilities and placing final cover, among other activities.
Revegetation of the site would occur for a number of years after final cover is placed. Under the terms
of the current CUP for CCL, operation of a materials recovery facility, HHWF, and/or composting facility
could continue through November 24, 2027, and the Landfill Gas-to-Energy (LFGTE) Plant would
continue operation for many years beyond site closure.

The Original Draft EIR and the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR determined that the No Project Alternative
neither avoids nor substantially lessens the potentially significant environmental impacts of the
Proposed Project, nor accomplishes the primary purposes and objectives of the Proposed Project. This is
based on the following:

e To the extent that the system is able to absorb the wastes currently disposed of at CCL, many of the
daily operational impacts would be simply transferred from one facility to another. For example, the
existing traffic associated with the currently permitted operations would be redirected to other
landfills. This would result in additional traffic traveling on state highways and county roads, which
may be experiencing congested conditions unlike the roadways serving the Proposed Project site.

e To achieve available capacity, permit conditions for the remaining landfills in the system may have
to be changed to allow increased daily waste disposal tonnage, and/or sites may have to be
expanded to satisfy the short- and long-term daily disposal need with the closure of CCL. Under
those circumstances, additional unanticipated significant environmental impacts of increased waste
disposal could be transferred to other locations in the county or elsewhere. To change permits or
expand other sites, each permitting agency would have to undertake a permit revision, as
discretionary projects under CEQA. Changes to permits would potentially entail a public review
process under CEQA.
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e None of the basic project objectives would be achieved, such as supporting Los Angeles County’s
goals of maintaining adequate reserve landfill capacity; managing the county’s waste disposal needs,
which specifically includes expansion of CCL; and providing solid waste disposal without interruption
to protect the public health and safety as well as the environment. These objectives are reiterated in
Los Angeles County’s 2014 Annual Report as discussed in the feasibility analysis for this alternative.

e The other Proposed Project objectives, such as providing a site that could accommodate future
waste conversion technology solutions and providing a location for a permanent HHWF would not
be achieved.

e (Closing CCL would not afford Los Angeles County the opportunity to capitalize on the use of CCL’s
location as a potential expansion site to develop landfill disposal capacity, as well as to realize other
waste disposal reductions associated with resource recovery and beneficial reuse operations.

e Under the No Project Alternative, the existing landfill waste diversion programs that are relied upon
by many local cities and communities in achieving state mandates for waste diversion would end.

e The No Project Alternative would result in the premature closure of the landfill with underutilized
remaining airspace capacity, thereby not maximizing the value of the site.

Alternative New Site in Northern Los Angeles County

The Proposed Project is to allow the expansion of an existing landfill on property owned by the
applicant, a private entity. CEQA does not require the study of an alternative location to a project
proposed by a private applicant. The Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, evaluates an alternative offsite
location (Alternative E) within northern Los Angeles County. Alternative E assumes that CCL closes when
the limited operational waiver ceases to be in effect.

The Alternative New Site in Northern Los Angeles County neither accomplishes the primary purposes
and objectives of the Proposed Project nor avoids or substantially lessens the significant impacts
associated with the Proposed Project, based on the following considerations:

e An Alternative New Site Alternative would take 10 to 15 years to ultimately permit and develop, but
there is no certainty that such a site would be approved. Assured waste disposal capacity is required
now and in the foreseeable future.

e An Alternative New Site Alternative would not achieve most of the basic project objectives, such as
expanding CCL with additional capacity and resource recovery operations and maximizing the value
of the site.

e An Alternative New Site Alternative would not provide cost-effective disposal capacity through
continued operation and development of the existing CCL facility; nor prevent premature closure of
the landfill with underutilized remaining permitted airspace capacity.

e An Alternative New Site Alternative would not continue to provide landfill waste diversion programs
that are relied upon by many local cities and communities in achieving state-mandated goals.

e An Alternative New Site Alternative would result in potentially more environmental impacts
associated with constructing an entirely new facility, including potential impacts to land use,
biological resources, cultural resources, air quality, and greenhouse gasses and climate change.

Alternative F: Rail Haul Transport to Out-of-County Landfills

The Original Draft EIR had considered but eliminated a rail haul transport alternative from further
evaluation. The recirculated Project Alternatives chapter evaluates a waste-by-rail system. The starting

EN1129161114SCO 5



18. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

point of the waste-by-rail (WBR) system for Los Angeles County is the Puente Hills Intermodal Facility,
located near the Puente Hills Material Recovery Facility, approximately 55 miles southeast of CCL in
the City of Industry. Residual waste from material recovery facilities and transfer stations located
throughout Los Angeles County will be loaded onto rail carts at the Puente Hills Intermodal Facility, and
then transported via rail to the Mesquite Regional Landfill (MRL) for disposal. There are currently no
intermodal yards in the Santa Clarita Valley with rail haul capabilities nor are there rail lines connecting
the Santa Clarita Valley to the MRL site. The MRL, located approximately 210 miles from Los Angeles, is
the only out-of-county landfill with rail access that is currently available for use by jurisdictions in Los
Angeles County. The landfill is located in Imperial County and owned and operated by the Los Angeles
County Sanitation District. The Rail Haul Transport to Out-of-County Landfills Alternative neither avoids
nor substantially lessens the effects associated with air quality, or other potential environmental
impacts, when compared to the Proposed Project. This alternative also, only partially meets the
objectives of the Proposed Project. This determination is based on the following:

e The MRLis a remote desert landfill, located over 200 miles from CCL. Currently there is no transfer
station in northern Los Angeles County and no rail loading facility to accommodate the consolidation
and transportation of waste. Furthermore, population projections have indicated that Los Angeles
County and the area surrounding Chiquita Canyon will continue to grow and generate more refuse
in the future. The waste generated in the Chiquita Canyon waste shed would be transported over a
much farther distance for disposal, thus potentially resulting in increased air emissions over those
anticipated for the Proposed Project.

e Waste transport by train also has impacts on noise levels, vibration, traffic, and air quality.

e The WBR system and MRL is also not yet operational and would begin operation only when found to
be technically and economically feasible. As a best case, the Los Angeles County’s 2014 Annual
Report assumes that the WBR system could begin operation in 2018, although this date is uncertain.

e The Rail Haul Transport to Out-of-County Landfills Alternative would be subject to out-of-county
host fees and taxes, further contributing to the uncertainty of the economic competiveness of this
alternative.

e Consideration of WBR to a remote location would not secure landfill capacity in proximity to
population centers served by CCL; would not expand CCL within its existing leasehold boundaries;
and would not maximize the utilization of available airspace within the CCL site property holdings
and realize the value of the property to its fullest potential. CCL does not own or control a site
served by a rail haul or intermodal capability.
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CCL Topical Responses

19. Project Need

Summary of Comments

Generally, comments received focused on requests to justify the Proposed Project need. One comment
was received stating that according to the Los Angeles County Siting Element (Volume II, Appendix 1- D)
prepared by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW) Environmental Program
Division in June 1997, there is no landfill capacity shortfall in Los Angeles County at this time. Several
comments were received stating that the analysis to justify the project need is outdated due to recently
approved legislation and that the need for additional disposal capacity be re-evaluated to reflect the
following legislation:

e Assembly Bill (AB) 939
e Senate Bill (SB) 1016

e AB341
e AB32

e AB 1594
e AB1826
e SB498
Response

The Los Angeles County Siting Element referenced in one comment was prepared in 1997. The analysis
contained in the 1997 Siting Element is outdated and no longer accurate (LACDPW, 1997).! The Original
Draft EIR relied on the 2012 Annual Report to the Countywide Integrated Management Plan prepared by
the LACDPW, which had the most current data regarding disposal and capacity rates for the County at
the time the Original Draft EIR was released for public review.

The evaluation of the need for the project in the Original Draft EIR took into consideration the
requirements of AB 939, AB 341, SB 1016, and AB 32, while also evaluating other competing policies.
These bills are discussed in both Original Draft EIR, Chapter 1, Introduction and Chapter 18, Project
Alternatives. AB 1594, AB 1826, and SB 498 were all signed into law following release of the Original
Draft EIR for public review in July 2014. The overall goals of these bills are aimed at maximizing the
amount of waste diverted from landfills.

There has been a great deal of activity in California’s legislature with regard to phasing out the land
disposal of organic waste and encouraging organic waste recycling programs and alternative and/or
conversion technologies for the treatment of waste. Given this, the Proposed Project relies on
LACDPW's assessment of waste disposal capacity for Los Angeles County, rather than an assessment of
individual pieces of legislation, to determine the need for the Proposed Project. The 2015 Annual Report

! Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW). 1997. City of Santa Clarita Circulation
Element, Amendment Final Environmental Impact Report. October.
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to the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (LACDPW, 20162) addresses AB 939, AB 341,
SB 1016, AB 32, AB 1594, AB 1826, and SB 498.

The 2015 Annual Report was used to update the discussion of need for the Proposed Project (LACDPW,
2016). The discussion of Proposed Project need from the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR (Chapter 1,
Introduction, Section 1.4) is included below in its entirety:

LACDPW prepares an Annual Report to the County of Los Angeles CIWMP. The 2014 Annual Report
evaluates seven scenarios assuming various capacity options that are currently available or may
become available in the future (e.g., existing in-County landfill capacity, import/exports, out-of-
County disposal facilities, diversion, alternative technologies, etc.) to assist the County in meeting
the Daily Disposal Demand for the planning period, from 2014 to 2029. All seven scenarios assume
an increase in diversion rate considering all jurisdictions in the County are required to comply with
new state law such as the mandatory commercial recycling and diversion of organics from landfills.
The report concludes that in order to maintain adequate disposal capacity, jurisdictions in the
County must continue to pursue all of the following strategies:

e Maximize Waste Reduction and Recycling

e Expand Existing Landfills

e Study, Promote, and Develop Alternative Technologies
e Expand Transfer and Processing Infrastructure

e Qut-of-County Disposal (including Waste-by-Rail)

The 2014 Annual Report (LACDPW, 2015) specifically identifies several areas in which the Proposed
Project supports the waste management needs of Los Angeles County. These are summarized below:

e “To meet disposal capacity needs during the planning period, jurisdictions in the County must...,
if found to be environmentally sound and technically feasible, expand in-County Class Ill landfill
capacity.”

e “Expanded landfill capacity is necessary, provided it can be done in a technically feasible and
environmentally safe manner.”

e  “The County acknowledges that although all the scenarios assume an increase in diversion rate,
there will be significant challenges in developing the processing capacity needed by the 2020
deadline. Therefore, maintaining adequate reserve (excess) capacity will be essential in ensuring
that the disposal needs of the County are met throughout the 15-year planning period.”

The 2014 Annual Report also includes an update to the Countywide Siting Element (CSE), a
component of the County General Plan. The current CSE revision includes the proposed expansion

of two in-County Class Il landfills — Chiquita Canyon and Scholl Canyon Landfills — in order to increase
landfill capacities within the County (LACDPW, 2015).

2 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works (LACDPW). 2016. County of Los Angeles Countywide
Integrated Waste Management Plan 2015 Annual Report, Countywide Summary Plan & Countywide
Siting Element. December.
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The Proposed Project includes a 560 ton per day mixed organics processing/composting facility and a
Set-Aside for a Future Waste Conversion Facility. Both of these project elements support the County’s
goals to promote, encourage, and expand waste diversion activities at disposal facilities, to reduce or
remove organic material from landfills, to develop additional in-County solid waste management
infrastructure for composting and anaerobic digestion facilities, and to assist jurisdictions in
achieving higher diversion rates.

Subsequent to release of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for public review on November 9, 2016,
LACDPW issued the 2015 Annual Report to the CIWMP (LACDPW, 2016). The 2015 Annual Report draws
the same conclusions as the 2014 Annual Report used to update the Proposed Project need, which is
that in-County landfills (including Chiquita Canyon Landfill) should be expanded, if found to be
environmentally sound and technically feasible, and that expansion of existing in-County landfills is an
important part of Los Angeles County’s overall waste management strategy for the next 15 years.

Both the 2014 and 2015 Annual Reports also update the countywide siting element (CSE), a component
of the County General Plan. The current CSE revision includes the proposed expansion of two in-County
Class Ill landfills — Chiquita Canyon Landfill and Scholl Canyon Landfills — in order to increase landfill
capacities within the County (LACDPW, 2016).
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20. Property Values

Summary of Comments

Comments were received from the general public suggesting that the Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL)
expansion will result in a significant loss in property values for the residences and businesses located in
Val Verde, Castaic, and Hasley Hills. It was stated that the Los Angeles County Assessor should report on
the property value effects on all properties within 1.8 miles from the landfill and that the report should
contain projected values if the extension is approved along with the values if the landfill is closed as
commenters purport is presently required by contract (Topical Response #5, Conditional Use Permit and
Community Agreement, for additional information). Commenters stated that short term profits from the
landfill operations must be weighed against the loss of continued property tax incomes from high end
businesses and residential locations in the landfill area. Comments also suggested that businesses would
relocate out of the area if the expansion were approved. One commenter asked how residents will be
compensated for the loss in value of their home.

Response

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required to document the potential environmental impacts of a
project being considered. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not require an economic
analysis of tax benefits or losses as a result of a proposed project. Under CEQA, “[a]n economic or social
change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment.” (CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15382). CEQA does not require an analysis of social and economic impacts, only physical impacts
to the environment as a result of a project.

The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors found in 1997 that the landfill is consistent and compatible
with surrounding land uses. Additionally, the Proposed Project is consistent with current underlying plan
designations, is consistent with currently underlying zoning designations, and would not conflict with
applicable land use criteria.

Landfill operations at CCL have been permitted by Los Angeles County since 1965, and housing and
business have continued to be built near the landfill. Between the prior CCL expansion EIR (1995-1997)
and present, the Commerce Center east of the landfill has been developed, and numerous commercial,
industrial, and residential developments have been proposed surrounding CCL, as described in the
Original Draft EIR Section 3.2.9, Cumulative Impacts, and shown in Figure 3-1, Cumulative Projects.
Numerous local businesses and Chambers of Commerce have provided letters of support for the
Proposed Project. There is no evidence to support the comments stating that businesses would relocate
out of the area if the Proposed Project were approved or that Los Angeles County would experience a
reduction in tax income from the loss of business or residential developments.
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Notwithstanding the above, a CCL Housing Price Impact Study (Study) was conducted for the Proposed
Project by real estate advisory firm RCLCO to evaluate residential pricing trends in Val Verde and similar
surrounding areas of CCL as compared to the Los Angeles Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA)™.

The Study compared the annual rates of change in the average price per square foot for single-family
properties in the 91384 zip code located within per miles of CCL to the Los Angeles MSA. The Study
examines two time periods: 1997 to 1999 and 2005 to 2014.

The Study concludes that CCL “has not impacted the rate of change in home prices in the Subject Areas,
and that there is no clear relationship between the Landfill and changes in home prices in its
surrounding residential areas.” The Study found that from 1997 to 1999, home prices in Val Verde
outpaced the Los Angeles MSA by 21.4 to 29.6 percent, and from 2010 to 2014, home prices in

Val Verde outpaced the Los Angeles MSA by 4.4 to 17.8 percent. Only from 2005 to 2009 did home
prices in Val Verde decline at a faster rate than the broader Los Angeles MSA, by 14.4 to 30.4 percent.
Based on this data, there is “no basis to conclude that the Landfill has impacted surrounding area home
price appreciation.”

The RCLCO Study is attached to the Final EIR as Appendix L.

Topical Response #5, CUP and Community Agreement, contains additional information about the
current CUP for CCL and the agreement between CCL and the Val Verde community.

! The Los Angeles Metropolitan Statistical Area is defined as Los Angeles and Orange counties.
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21. Public Health

21a. Health Risk Assessment for Project Emissions

Commenters have stated that the Proposed Project at the Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) would result in
exposures to air contaminants and landfill gas emissions, which would produce impacts to public health.
They state that an inadequate analysis has been conducted of health risks potentially associated with
the Proposed Project. Contrary to the findings of the health risk assessment, commenters state that
significant human health risks would be associated with emissions from the Proposed Project.

Response — Health Risk Assessment

Public health concerns with the construction and operation of the landfill have been addressed by
preparing a health risk assessment that includes potential cancer-causing effects and potential non-
cancer effects from facility emissions of toxic air contaminants. The health risk assessment, included in
Chapter 11 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR and Final EIR, was prepared in accordance with
guidelines published by the state of California’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA) and the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The health risk assessment
has been prepared in a manner that substantially overstates the risks associated with facility emissions,
in order to provide more assurance that the Proposed Project does not produce significant impacts to
public health. The health risk assessment is based on assumptions which are “conservative”. In other
words, these assumptions are intended to overstate rather than understate the potential for human
exposure to project emissions. Examples of these conservative assumptions include estimating “worst-
case” pollutant emissions from the facility; estimating the levels of pollutants (or concentrations) in air
based on worst-case meteorological conditions, including consideration of the wind-speeds and wind
directions that would result in the highest pollutant concentrations in air from the Proposed Project;
estimating potential human exposure based on a hypothetical maximum exposed individual, who is
assumed to be located at the point where the highest pollutant concentrations in air will be found.

A resident who is a maximum-exposed individual is assumed to be located at that point for 24 hours
per day, 350 days per year, over a lifetime. The methods used to evaluate cancer risks from facility
emissions are designed to provide the highest possible (or upper-bound) estimate of risk to the
hypothetical maximum-exposed individual. The methods used to evaluate the potential for other kinds
of adverse health effects (noncancer effects) are based on protection of sensitive members of the
population.

The cumulative effect of all of these assumptions is that the risk associated with emissions from a facility
is substantially overstated. Human health risks associated with emissions from a facility are unlikely to
be higher at any other location than at the location of the maximum exposed individual. If there is no
significant impact associated with concentrations in air at the hypothetical maximum exposed individual
location, it is unlikely that there would be significant impacts in any location in the vicinity of the facility.
The results from the health risk assessment are then compared with stringent thresholds to determine if
the risks, estimated with these very conservative methods, are considered significant. The thresholds for
assessing cancer risks, which can range from a risk of 1 in one million to 10 in one million for all types of
cancers, are a small fraction of the risk of cancers from existing causes. SCAQMD has defined a
significant impact for the California Environmental Quality Act as a 10 in 1 million incremental lifetime
cancer risk. The threshold for assessing other adverse, noncancer health effects is based on estimated
exposures not exceeding a pollutant-specific Reference Exposure Level (REL). A REL is a pollutant
concentration in air that is intended to protect the public, including sensitive populations, and is based

EN1129161114SCO 1



21. PUBLIC HEALTH

on the most sensitive health effect associated with that pollutant. Chronic non-cancer health risks are
assessed by comparing the predicted annual ground level concentrations of toxic air contaminants
(TACs) (the potential exposure levels) to the chronic RELs developed by OEHHA to obtain a hazard index
for chronic impacts (HIC). The acute non-cancer health risks are assessed by comparing the 1-hour
maximum TAC ground level concentrations with the acute RELs developed by OEHHA to obtain the
hazard index for acute impacts (HIA). The HRA included in the Air Quality chapter of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR demonstrated the chronic and acute non-carcinogenic impacts (HIC and HIA)
predicted for exposure to estimated Proposed Project emissions would be below the SCAQMD
significance threshold of 1.0 for all receptors.

21b. Project Emissions Result in Additional Risks to the Surrounding
Community

Commenters stated that emissions from the Proposed Project would add health risks to communities
already subjected to numerous environmental burdens. Commenters stated that many of the project
impacts, such as emissions of diesel particulate matter and carcinogenic volatile organic compounds, are
already present in the air in Los Angeles County at levels posing unacceptable health risks.

Response — Additional Health Risks from Project Emissions

Emissions from the Proposed Project represent an incremental change in risks from existing conditions.
An objective of the Air Quality Impact Analysis is to analyze that increment and determine if it is
significant. Environmental and public health officials have studied the health risks associated with the
existing conditions in order to develop policies and requirements for feasibly reducing those risks. One
example of these studies is the Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES), which has been conducted
by the SCAQMD. The latest version of this study, MATES-IV, was published in 2014. The results from this
study indicates there are some communities in Los Angeles County where emissions of toxic air
pollutants are associated with estimated lifetime cancer risks of greater than 1,200 in one million from
all sources (mobile and stationary sources). The results of the MATES-IV study indicate that motor
vehicles and other mobile sources of air pollution are the predominant source of cancer-causing toxic
air pollutants in the Basin, and that the largest contributor to total cancer risk is from diesel particulate
matter (PM) emissions. The results from MATES-IV indicate that total estimated cancer risks in the area
around the Proposed Project (the Castaic area, including the Val Verde community), from all emissions
sources, are approximately 300 to 400 in one million. While the SCAQMD stresses these results do not
represent actual health outcomes associated with potential exposure to toxic air pollutants (they are
based on a conservative health risk assessment), they provide an indication of the differences in
estimated risks at different locations within the South Coast Air Basin. As described in the Public Health
Evaluation technical memorandum (Appendix M), maximum impacts to human health projected for
project-related air toxics emissions in the health risk assessment for the Proposed Project are a very
small fraction (approximately 2 to 3 percent) of the existing health impacts projected for air toxics in the
South Coast Air Basin. It is unlikely that combined risk impacts from project emissions and existing air
toxics levels in the area would be significantly different from the existing estimated risks.

The California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool (CalEnviroScreen) was developed by
OEHHA to assess the cumulative impacts of environmental pollution in California communities.
CalEnviroScreen combines indicators of environmental impacts, such as exposure to fine PM, ozone and
diesel PM in air, pesticide use, toxic releases from industrial facilities, traffic density, drinking water
quality, presence of cleanup sites, impaired surface water bodies, and siting of solid and hazardous
waste facilities, with population characteristics information including proportion of children and elderly
in a Census tract, occurrence of asthma-related emergency room visits, low-birth-weight births,
educational attainment, linguistic isolation, poverty and unemployment, to produce an overall
CalEnviroScreen score. These scores allow the ranking of communities in California in terms of overall
environmental health impact. Based on the indicators evaluated in CalEnviroScreen, the census tract
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containing the Proposed Project ranks in the 66th to 70th percentile of California census tracts for
cumulative impacts (Appendix M). This is similar to the calculated impacts for census tracts located to
the west of the census tract containing the Proposed Project site. Pollutant burdens in the census tract
around the Proposed Project site are ranked higher by CalEnviroScreen than adjoining census tracts to
the north, east and south. However, it does not rise to the level of a disadvantaged community as
defined under Senate Bill 535. Examining CalEnviroScreen 3.0 results for all of Los Angeles County
identifies many communities with higher scores, for example, Los Angeles, Gardena, Glendale, Long
Beach, North Hollywood and Pico Rivera, located in the valley, further to the south of the project site.

While emissions from the Proposed Project may create an incremental increased risk, this increase is
determined not to be significant. The health risks, which were calculated in a conservative manner as
described previously, would not substantially contribute to the existing risks for the surrounding
community.

21c. Project Emissions are Associated with Symptoms and Adverse Effects

Some commenters have stated there are occurrences of symptoms and adverse health effects from
exposure to volatile compounds in landfill gas, such as hydrogen sulfide and vinyl chloride, and that
additional health studies are needed before making a decision regarding the Propose Project.

Response — Symptoms and Adverse Effects from Project Emissions

The public health impacts which have been analyzed for proposed construction and operation of the
landfill have multiple possible sources and causes. This makes it difficult to relate causes (such as
emissions from landfill operations) to impact (such as occurrence of symptoms or health effects) with
any degree of certainty. Understanding these potential relationships involves careful, systematic study.
A recent systematic study of health effects around landfills concluded that health outcomes observed
from the existing studies are not specific for emissions from municipal landfill sites. In a few cases, there
have been weak associations between landfills and health effects, but it is cautioned these also may be
due to chance, bias or emissions from sources other than a landfill (Appendix M).

Another approach for systematically studying pollutant exposures and potential health risks is to
conduct a health risk assessment for project emissions. The health risk assessment uses methods that
systematically estimate "worst-case" health risks, and then compares those worst-case risks with highly
stringent health thresholds, as a way to offset uncertainties associated with health risks from
environmental exposures.

Individual reports of symptoms are useful in identifying where potential health impacts should be
tracked or studied, but by themselves are not sufficient to establish a relationship between emissions
and health impacts. Disease trends such as asthma and cancer, which have some potential relationships
with contaminants found in project emissions, have been analyzed to determine if the community
surrounding the project site is exposed to any unique health impacts.

The occurrence of asthma in Los Angeles County is measured from statistics collected by the Los Angeles
Department of Public Health. Asthma incidence in Los Angeles County is tabulated by Service Planning
Areas (SPA). The prevalence of asthma in communities around the project site falls within the range
observed for all eight SPAs across Los Angeles County designated by the Los Angeles Department of
Public Health. Asthma prevalence in SPA 2 (San Fernando area in the northern portion of Los Angeles
County where the Proposed Project is located) is indistinguishable from the asthma prevalence
elsewhere in Los Angeles County. Similarly, the cancer mortality rates for selected cancers (lung cancer
and leukemia) in SPA 2 are not distinguishable from mortalities estimated for Los Angeles County. These
two types of cancer were selected because they have a relationship with constituents in emissions from
the Proposed Project: lung cancer (may be associated with exposure to diesel particulate matter) and
leukemia (may be associated with exposure to benzene) (Appendix M).

EN1129161114SCO 3



CCL Topical Responses

22. Public Scoping and Public Outreach

22a. Public Scoping

Summary of Comments

Many requests were received to extend the public comment period for the Original Draft EIR beyond the
minimum 45-day review period. Commenters also stated that the Los Angeles County Department of
Regional Planning (LADRP) must expand the notification process to include other affected areas up to
1.8 miles from the Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL), including three regions of the Castaic Area Town
Council. Comments were also received that stated that LADRP has failed to provide adequate notice to
the many Spanish-speaking residents living near CCL, and has denied these residents meaningful
opportunities to participate in the environmental review process. Commenters have suggested that this
is violation of civil rights.

Response — Original Draft EIR

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process for review of an EIR ensures that appropriate
reviewing agencies have had the opportunity to review the Draft EIR, comment on the EIR, and have had
their comments responded to. Public participation has also been encouraged throughout the
environmental disclosure process. Hard copies of the Original Draft EIR were made available at the
LADRP office, the Castaic Library, Valencia Public Library, and the Old Town Newhall Library. An
electronic version of the Original Draft EIR was posted on Los Angeles County’s website. The official
public review period of 45 days ran from July 10 to August 23. The public comment period was extended
by 30 days, ending on September 23, 2014. The public comment period was subsequently extended by
an additional 30 days, with a final end date of October 23, 2014, and total review period of 105 days.
Los Angeles County has not only complied with the state's notification and review process, but has
substantially exceeded the required public review period, and is not in violation of the Civil Rights Act.
Notifications were sent to all property owners and tenants within a 1,000-foot radius of the landfill,
according to state and county requirements. There is no requirement in the CEQA, or Los Angeles
County's process, for an expanded notification process. However, notices were also sent to all addresses
in Val Verde.

The Lead Agency, after detailed review by its own staff and by that of other County agencies, released
the Draft EIR for public review and comment. It did so only after ensuring that the Draft EIR contains
sufficient relevant information regarding potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and is
in compliance with CEQA.

All Los Angeles County notices issued for the Original Draft EIR included a statement in Spanish
indicating a phone number that Spanish-speaking citizens could call for additional information and
assistance. The Notice of Hearing Examiner Public Hearing, Notice of Completion and Notice of
Availability for the Original Draft EIR were translated into Spanish and published in the Spanish
newspaper, La Opinion. A Spanish translator was present at the Hearing Examiner meeting during the
Original Draft EIR public comment period. Signs with meeting information were also posted at the
landfill.
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The following public meetings required by the CEQA and county process were held:

e Scoping Meeting as described in the Notice of Preparation for the Proposed Project: Tuesday,
December 6, 2011, at the Val Verde Community Regional Park Facility

e Hearing Examiner Hearing, as described in the Notice of Availability/Notice of Completion of a Draft
EIR for the Proposed Project: Wednesday, July 31, 2014, at the Castaic Sports Complex-Gymnasium,
Castaic, California

Response — Partially Recirculated Draft EIR

Hard copies of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR were made available at the LADRP office, the Castaic
Library, Valencia Public Library, and the Stevenson Ranch Library. An electronic version of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR was posted on Los Angeles County’s website, along with the Original Draft EIR.
The Partially Recirculated Draft EIR was released on November 9, 2016, with an official public review
period of 60 days, exceeding the required public review period of 45 days. The Notice of Hearing
Examiner Public Hearing, Notice of Completion, and Notice of Availability for the Partially Recirculated
Draft EIR was translated into Spanish and sent in English and Spanish to all property owners and tenants
within a 1,000-foot radius of the landfill, according to state and county requirements. There is no
requirement in the CEQA, or Los Angeles County's process, for an expanded notification process.
However, English and Spanish notices were also sent to all addresses in Val Verde.

The Lead Agency, after detailed review by its own staff and by that of other Los Angeles County
agencies, released the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for public review and comment. It did so only after
ensuring that the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR contains sufficient relevant information regarding
potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and is in compliance with CEQA.

All Los Angeles County notices issued for the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR included a statement in
Spanish indicating a phone number that Spanish-speaking citizens could call for additional information
and assistance. The Notice of Hearing Examiner Public Hearing, Notice of Completion, and Notice of
Availability for the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR were translated into Spanish and published in the
Spanish newspaper, La Opinion, and also published in Spanish in The Signal newspaper. Additionally, the
Executive Summary for the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR was made available in Spanish, and signs for
the Hearing Examiner Meeting posted at CCL were fully translated into Spanish, and the Notice of
Hearing Examiner Public Hearing, Notice of Completion, and Notice of Availability for the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR were posted in both English and Spanish on the community bulletin board in

Val Verde.

A Spanish translator was present at the Hearing Examiner meeting during the Partially Recirculated Draft
EIR public comment period.

The following public meeting required by CEQA and County process for the Partially Recirculated Draft
EIR was held:

e Hearing Examiner Hearing, as described in the Notice of Availability/Notice of Completion of a
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for the Proposed Project: Thursday, December 15, 2016, Stevenson
Ranch High School Theater, Stevenson Ranch, California

The Regional Planning Commission will hold an additional public meeting to obtain additional public
input to the Proposed Project following the release of the Final EIR.
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22b. Project-Specific Outreach

CCL representatives attended and presented at numerous community meetings specific to the Proposed
Project. These meetings are in addition to those that are required as part of the CEQA public scoping
process for the Proposed Project (22a, Public Scoping) and provided the community with further
opportunities to learn about the Proposed Project and ask questions directly to CCL representatives.

Prior to release of the Draft EIR, CCL representatives participated in the following meetings:

e June 12, 2014: Val Verde Civic Association

e June 18, 2014: Castaic Area Town Council

e June 26, 2014: Castaic Chamber of Commerce Board of Director’s Meeting

e July 3, 2014: Castaic Area Town Council Agenda Meeting

e July 8, 2014: Santa Clarita Valley Chamber of Commerce Government Affairs Meeting

Following release of the Draft EIR, CCL representatives participated in the following meetings:

e July 10, 2014: Santa Clarita Valley Economic Development Committee Board of Directors Meeting
e July 24, 2014: Castaic Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors Meeting

e July 28, 2014: Val Verde Community Advisory Committee Meeting

e August 6, 2014: West Ranch Town Council Meeting

e August 7, 2014: Los Angeles County BizFed Advocacy Committee Meeting

e August 12, 2014: Santa Clarita Valley Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors Meeting

e August 13, 2014: Castaic Area Town Council Land Use Committee Meeting

e August 19, 2014: Los Angeles County BizFed Board Meeting

e September 25, 2014: Santa Clarita Valley International Charter School Board of Directors Meeting

22c. Regular Outreach

Summary of Comments

General comments were raised stating that there is a lack of communication between CCL and the
public. Commenters stated that CCL does not provide the amount of information that they should.

Response

Information about CCL is readily available to the public through a variety of resources. The public

can obtain information directly from CCL by phone, email, and by accessing their website,
www.chiquitacanyon.com. CCL maintains a regular blog and email list, operates a 24-hour hotline for
information, and attends the bi-monthly Val Verde Community Advisory Committee (VVCAC) meetings.
CCL is also a heavily regulated business that must follow numerous federal, state, and local regulations.
Because of this, information about the facility is easily accessible to the public. These resources are
described below.

Information Direct from CCL
Information can be directly obtained from or provided to CCL through the following channels:

Telephone

(661) 257-3655 — Business Hours
(877) 263-2561 — After Hours (Bilingual Operators available)
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Website

The CCL website provides information about how to contact the facility, join the email list, access the
blog, and lists the schedule for free disposal days in Val Verde, the VVCAC meetings and other
community events. The website is: http://www.chiquitacanyon.com/

24-Hour Hotline

For the past 18 years, CCL has operated a 24-hour hotline for information.
(661) 253-5155 - 24-hour hotline
Site Tours

CCL offers tours to members of the public. Information given on tours is available on the CCL website.
Tours can be arranged by calling the facility or sending an email.

CCL conducts more than two dozen tours each year for local community/business leaders, school
groups, civic organizations and residents. Board members from the VVCA, CBFC, VVCAC and the CATC
have participated in facility tours over the last 2 years as part of CCL’s ongoing public outreach efforts.

Public Meetings

Val Verde Community Advisory Committee

The VVCAC exists to serve as a liaison between CCL and the local community as a means for the
community to communicate with the Regional Planning Commission and other regulatory agencies on
an ongoing basis regarding issues involved in the development and operation of the landfill. Chiquita
Canyon representatives attend the bi-monthly meetings of the VVAC to provide regular, and timely
updates and reports regarding landfill operations. Meetings are open to the public and held at the
Embassy Suites Hotel located at 28508 Westinghouse Place, Valencia, CA 91355. The VVCAC
publishes their meeting dates a year in advance and the information can be found online at
www.valverdeCAC.org. The meetings are generally held bi-monthly on the fourth Monday of the odd
numbered months (January, March, May, July, September and November). In addition to the regular
meetings, CCL staff are in regular communication with members of the VVCAC board regarding landfill
operations.

The existing Conditional Use Permit for the landfill specifies that the membership of the VVCAC be
appointed by the County Board of Supervisors and that the members be qualified and attend meetings
regularly. The Conditional Use Permit also requires that the majority of the members of the VVCAC be
Val Verde residents. The non-Val Verde members have consistently taken an active interest in Val Verde
and landfill operations and they have been a welcomed, necessary, and an impartial part of the VVCAC.

In addition, CCL has provided $20,000 annually to the VVCAC for administrative expenses to run the
Committee as well as hire appropriate consultants to review reports and community monitoring
equipment.

Castaic Area Town Council

The Castaic Area Town Council (CATC) is an advisory board presenting community points of view to the
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors and various county departments such as Regional Planning,
Public Works, and Parks & Recreation. The CATC is comprised of ten elected representatives from

five regions within the 100 square miles of Castaic and its various communities, including Val Verde.

A representative from the landfill has attended nearly every monthly CATC meeting over the last four
years and provided updates as needed or requested.
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Publicly Accessible Information

In addition to the resources above, the public can obtain detailed information about CCL operations
from CalRecycle, the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD), and the State Water Resources Control Board.

CalRecycle

CalRecycle has developed the Solid Waste Information System facility database which contains
information on solid waste facilities, operations, and disposal sites throughout the State of California.
For each facility, the database contains information about location, owner, operator, facility type,
regulatory and operational status, authorized waste types, local enforcement agency and inspection and
enforcement records. The data in the facility database is continuously updated and the downloadable
data file is updated every Monday, Wednesday, and Friday at 6:00 a.m. Inspection and Enforcement
Records are current to the last quarter.

The Solid Waste Information System website is: http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works

The Solid Waste Information Management System (SWIMS) was developed by the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works to provide a one-stop internet portal for the public and solid waste industry
to access information about solid waste facilities and waste disposal data in Los Angeles County. SWIMS
is a tool through which information about solid waste management activities in the County is made
readily available to the public. For example, a report can be generated using the SWIMS that details the
total tons of waste received and the type of waste received at CCL during a specified time period.

The SWIMS website is: http://dpw.lacounty.gov/epd/swims/

The public can be added to the Los Angeles County email list to be notified of when the SWIMS is
updated. This request can be sent by contacting the SWIMS Administrator at swims@dpw.lacounty.gov
or 1-(888)-CLEANLA or 1-(888)-253-2652.

South Coast Air Quality Management District

Public information about SCAQMD-regulated facilities can now be accessed online through a web tool
called FIND - Facility Information Detail. FIND provides consolidated access to public information
including information about the facility equipment, compliance, emissions, and hearing board case files.
The public can also generate a Public Records request from SCAQMD for more detailed or older
information about a facility.

The SCAQMD website is: http://www.agmd.gov/contact/public-records

State Water Resources Control Board

Environmental data for facilities in California regulated by the State Water Resources Control Board is
available to the public via a web tool called GeoTracker. This web tool lets the public search for
regulated facilities, and provides information related to cleanup actions, regulatory activities,
environmental data, site maps and documents, and community involvement.

The GeoTracker website is: http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/

The State Water Resources Control Board also provides information to the public via the Storm Water
Multiple Application and Report Tracking System (SMARTS). The SMARTS system lets members of the
public search for information related to stormwater permits. For CCL, this includes documentation
related to the general permit to discharge storm water, and inspection reports.

The SMARTS website is: https://smarts.waterboards.ca.gov/smarts/faces/
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CCL Topical Responses

23. Public Services and Utilities

Comments were received related to public services, including fire protection, sewage disposal, and the
water supply for the Proposed Project. A summary of the comments by topic and the responses are
provided below.

23a. Fire

Summary of Comments

A commenter indicated that the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not cover fires, and that
emergency plans must be in place for fire.

Response

Fire control is addressed in the Original Draft EIR in Chapter 2, Project Description, Section 2.2.9.6 and in
the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Project Description, Section 2.2.8.8. Fire control is also addressed in
the Original Draft EIR Chapter 14, Public Services and Utilities, Sections 14.4.2 and 14.5.2, Fire Control.

The risk of a fire occurring at the landfill was evaluated and is considered to be minimal. Fires related to
methane gas, in particular, are rare events and are controlled by the landfill cover and the landfill gas
collection and control system that operates 24 hours a day, 7 days per week. Chiquita Canyon Landfill
(CCL) currently maintains mobile firefighting equipment onsite 24 hours a day, 7 days per week. This
equipment includes a water wagon, water trucks, bulldozers, and onsite fire hydrants. CCL has about
150,000 gallons of onsite water stored in water storage tanks located throughout the site. Fire
protection service for CCL is provided by the Los Angeles County Fire Department, with an average
response time of approximately 3 to 4 minutes. CCL will comply with applicable Los Angeles County
Fire Department regulations and work closely with the fire department during permit condition
clearance. Appendix C to the CCL’s existing Joint Technical Document is an Emergency Response Plan
that includes provisions for response to fires.

23b. Sewage Disposal

Summary of Comments

A commenter indicated that the landfill should be connected to a nearby sewer system.
Response

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works agreed with the findings of the Original Draft EIR
that there will be less than significant impacts on the existing sewer system since the Proposed Project
proposes to continue the usage of a septic tank and portable toilets and there is no existing sewer
system in proximity of CCL.

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Health — Environmental Health Division has reviewed the
Original Draft EIR for the Proposed Project and determined that the use of a septic tank for sanitary
facilities at the landfill is appropriate and allowable.
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23c. Water Supply
Summary of Comments

Several comments were provided on the subject of the project’s water supply. Commenters stated that
the Draft EIR relied upon a 2011 Water Supply Assessment from a company that does not serve CCL, and
that the Water Supply Assessment included in the Draft EIR is inaccurate and out of date.

Response

An Addendum to the 2011 Water Supply Assessment for the Proposed Project, prepared by the Valencia
Water Company and approved at their Board meeting on January 31, 2017, has been obtained, and is
included in Appendix J of the Final EIR.

The 2017 Water Supply Assessment Addendum prepared by the Valencia Water Company for the
Proposed Project (Appendix J) concluded that “Valencia Water Company's total existing and projected
water supplies will meet the water demands associated with the Project in combination with existing
and other planned uses within VWC’s service area.”
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24. Source of Waste/Importation of Out-of-County Waste

Summary of Comments

Commenters requested clarification on whether Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) will accept waste from
outside Los Angeles County and to specifically identify the jurisdictions that currently use CCL, as well as
jurisdictions to be served by the project. Commenters also stated that each county should provide waste
disposal capacity within their jurisdictional boundaries and not rely on other county’s facilities.

Response

CCL maintains records for the Disposal Reporting System as required by Title 14 California Code of
Regulations, section 18800 et seq. In accordance with these requirements, as well as Los Angeles County
requirements, CCL tracks the origin of waste for every incoming load. CCL currently receives waste from
outside of the County and will continue to do so with the Proposed Project. In general, there are no
geographic constraints on the sources of waste. Because management of solid waste in Los Angeles
County is characterized by several disposal facilities serving a large metropolitan area, as opposed to
one major facility serving a specific city or county area, there can be major variations in the source of
wastes received at CCL or Los Angeles County over any particular time period. Contributing factors
include temporary or permanent closures at other landfills, changes in disposal fees, or other
circumstances not controlled by CCL. Thus, market factors (i.e., supply and demand; disposal pricing)
largely dictate where the waste disposed at CCL originates.

In general, CCL currently receives waste from the Santa Clarita Valley, including Val Verde, Castaic,
Santa Clarita, and the surrounding unincorporated county; the northern San Fernando Valley; the
greater Los Angeles Basin via various transfer stations; and a limited area of Ventura County. Detailed
information about the source of waste can be obtained by accessing the County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Work’s Solid Waste Information Management System (SWIMS).!

Los Angeles County is both an importer and exporter of waste. In 2015, Los Angeles County exported
4.1 million tons of waste to out-of-county landfills, representing a continued increase over prior years.
By contrast, 170,352 tons of waste were imported from jurisdictions outside Los Angeles County in
2015. Thus, in 2015, Los Angeles County was a net exporter of waste, exporting 3.9 million more tons of
waste than it imports.

If Los Angeles County prohibits the importation of waste, out-of-county jurisdictions that currently
accept waste from Los Angeles County could themselves prohibit importation. Such a prohibition could
have serious negative consequences for Los Angeles County. The County of Los Angeles Countywide
Integrated Waste Management Plan 2015 Annual Report evaluated seven different scenarios for waste
management in Los Angeles County to determine if the daily disposal demand could be met for each
year during the 15-year planning period. Six of the seven scenarios included exports to out-of-county
landfills. Of the one scenario that does not include waste exports (Utilization of Permitted In-County
Disposal Capacity Only), the 2015 Annual Report concluded that a shortfall in disposal capacity would

1 http://dpw.lacounty.gov/epd/swims/
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occur. For four of the scenarios, Los Angeles County assumes that 4.68 million tons of waste would be
exported each year to out-of-county landfills (15,000 tons per day), and for the remaining two scenarios,
Los Angeles County assumes that 6.24 million tons of waste would exported to out-of-county landfills,
including via waste-by-rail.

Recent state legislation and court decisions have showed a trend away from importation restrictions.

In 2011, Assembly Bill (AB) 1178 was approved by the Senate Environmental Quality Committee, which
proposed to amend Sections 40002 of the Public Resources Code related to solid waste and place of
origin, and to add Section 40059.3. The bill was rewritten in 2012 as AB 845 and approved by

Governor Brown in September 2012. AB 845 went into effect in January 2013. With the addition of
Section 40059.3 to the Public Resources Code, cities and counties are prohibited from restricting or
limiting the importation of solid waste into a privately held landfill based on place of origin. This bill was
written in response to Measure E, a Solano County voter initiative (from 1984) to limit the amount of
solid waste imported to Solano County to a maximum of 95,000 tons. Solano County stopped enforcing
Measure E in the early 1990s after deeming the measure unconstitutional. In regards to a landfill
expansion, in 2013, the California Court of Appeal’s First Appellate District ruled Measure E is no longer
a valid reason for restricting the proposed expansion of the Potrero Hills Landfill in Solano County.

With respect to environmental impacts, importation across county lines should be considered. With the
ever increasing regulations of landfills and associated costs, there are fewer landfills available.
Consequently, they are larger and tend to serve a larger area. Often, these areas encompass several
jurisdictions. Environmental impacts are minimized if municipalities and haulers use a closer landfill
even if a political or jurisdictional boundary is crossed rather than transporting waster further to stay
within the jurisdiction. Conversely, the additional travel by trucks to more remote in-county locations
could result in greater air quality and traffic impacts.
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CCL Topical Responses

25. Traffic

Comments have been received expressing concern regarding the increase in landfill-related traffic and
its effect on Interstate (l) 5, State Route (SR) 126, and roadways within the City of Santa Clarita,
cumulative traffic impacts of the Proposed Project, and methods used to evaluate the traffic impacts.
The comments and responses have been organized into these topic areas. The responses below are
based on the analysis and findings provided in the Chiquita Canyon Land(fill Master Plan Traffic Impact
Analysis (TIA) (Appendix G of the Final Environmental Impact report [EIR]), Chapter 10, Traffic and
Transportation, of the Final EIR, and additional information provided in the response to California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Comment Letter 24 and Comment Letter 390. Given the
technical nature of the Caltrans comments received, individual responses to their comments are
provided following Comment Letters 24 and 390.

25a. Interstate 5

Summary of Comments

It was stated that while most of the Proposed Project traffic is expected to use I-5, there is no analysis of
potential impacts to I-5. It was requested that the analysis include the potential impacts to I-5 mainline.

Several comments were made that the Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) should make payments to Caltrans
for the wear and tear on I-5 and for added lanes on |-5. A comment was received stating concurrence
with Los Angeles County Planning that traffic is a significant impact that must be mitigated, that the
owner of CCL should be required to contribute to the Westside Bridge and Thoroughfare District to
mitigate local impacts, and to contribute to I-5 mitigation funds for truck lanes. Concerns were raised
about the impacts to Newhall Pass with the addition of more than 400 trucks each day. One commenter
stated that the freeway from McBean to SR-126 is in poor condition and asked who will be responsible
for the road conditions and repairs on I-5 and for the overcrowding of vehicles on I-5. One commenter
raised concerns regarding the impacts of alternate traffic flow during snow closures of I-5. One
commenter asked who is responsible for preventing car accidents from the number of trucks that will be
coming through the Santa Clarita Valley.

Response

Mainline I-5 Analysis

Caltrans is the Reviewing Agency for traffic concerns on I-5. For detailed responses to their comments,
please refer to Comment Letter 24 and Comment Letter 390 in the Final EIR. At the request of Caltrans,
a freeway analysis was performed for the I-5 mainline. The analysis was performed for the I-5 freeway
segments south of SR-126, as Proposed Project trips north of SR-126 are nominal (two trips travelling
northbound on I-5 and two trips travelling southbound on I-5 in both peak hours). Based on the analysis
conducted the Proposed Project would not impact mainline I-5.

In November 2016, Los Angeles County voters approved a sales tax ballot measure, the Los Angeles
County Traffic Improvement Plan (Measure M). Measure M is proposed to ease traffic congestion;
expand rail and rapid bus systems; repave local streets, repair potholes and synchronize signals; make
public transportation more accessible, convenient, and affordable for seniors, students, and the

EN1129161114SCO 1



25. TRAFFIC

disabled; earthquake-retrofit bridges; embrace technology and innovation; create jobs, reduce
pollution, and generate local economic benefits; and provide accountability and transparency. As part of
Measure M, the I-5 North Capacity Enhancements would add one truck lane, one HOV (carpool) lane,
and auxiliary lanes (additional outside lanes extending between an on-ramp and a subsequent off-ramp)
on I-5, between SR-14 and Lake Hughes Boulevard. The existing general purpose lanes would be
maintained. The design phase is scheduled to occur from Summer 2016 to Winter 2018, with
construction estimated to occur Spring 2019 through Winter 2022. These improvements, while
unrelated to the Proposed Project, would contribute to overall traffic easing on I-5.

The Proposed Project would have no impact on Newhall Pass, because the Proposed Project trips
represent such a small percentage of the overall freeway traffic. I-5 currently carries 193,000 average
daily trips near the SR-14 junction. The project-added trips represent an approximately 0.5 percent
increase in the daily traffic load. For more information, please see the responses to Comment Letter 24.

Off-Ramp Queuing Analysis

In response to Caltrans’ statements that a majority of the truck traffic exiting northbound I-5 and
continuing westbound on SR-126 uses the right-most left-turn lane, vehicle classification counts were
collected for the northbound approach to evaluate the existing traffic pattern. A queuing analysis was
conducted for all scenarios to reflect the lopsided stacking of trucks in the right-most left-turn lane.
Review of the anticipated 95th percentile queue lengths shows that the peak hour queue lengths do not
exceed the available off-ramp storage in any of the five scenarios analyzed. For more information please
see the responses to Comment Letter 24.

Mitigation of Impacts to State Facilities

Caltrans has a standard formula for calculating a project’s equitable share for mitigating traffic impacts
to state facilities. While the Proposed Project does not result in a significant traffic impact based on

Los Angeles County and Caltrans’ traffic impact thresholds, CCL will consult with Caltrans requiring the
payment of any necessary fees. Also, commercial vehicles are regulated by federal and state law. These
regulations are primarily enforced by the California Air Resources Board (for vehicle emissions), the
California Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) (for driver’s licenses and vehicle registration), the
California Highway Patrol (for inspections and highway safety and laws), and Caltrans (for permits and
operations). Commercial vehicles are required to obtain transportation permits for truck travel on city,
county, and state roadways. Trucks traveling on public roads pay fees specifically designed to fund road
maintenance. For example, the DMV collects weight fees based on the gross weight of commercial
vehicles. Therefore, the daily wear and tear on I-5 is partially mitigated through the payment of vehicle
license and permit fees that are required to operate a commercial vehicle, such as those vehicles coming
to and from CCL.

The assertion that traffic is a significant impact that must be mitigated is not supported by the TIA.
Specifically, the County concurs with the analysis and conclusions in the EIR that traffic impacts would
be less than significant as a result of the Proposed Project.

Snow Closures of I-5

According to Caltrans, full closures of I-5 (near the grapevine) occur during the winter months an
average of 3-5 times per year, and therefore are a relatively rare event. As noted above, the majority of
the project traffic on I-5 is anticipated to be coming to and from south of SR-126 and not over the
grapevine. Snow closures on |-5 have never been reported to be an issue for trucks destined for CCL.
With regards to other vehicular traffic on I-5, it is not the responsibility of CCL to manage the effects of
snow closures on I-5. However, the following information provides further discussion on snow closures
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on I-5. Caltrans, in conjunction, with the California Highway Patrol and local partner agencies developed
“Operation Snowflake” in response to the emergency snow closures on I-5. Operation Snowflake
includes three phases of response. Phase 1 includes reporting and warning motorists that snow is falling
on the grapevine. During Phase 2, the California Highway Patrol is pacing or escorting groups of
motorists over the pass due to snow falling and sticking to the ground. Phase 3a means that I-5 is closed
but detours are possible using Highway 58 and Highway 166. Phase 3b means that I-5 and Highway 58
are closed but detours are possible using Highway 166. Phase 3c means that I-5, Highway 58, and
Highway 166 are closed but detours are possible using Highway 46 and 41 to U.S. 101, and Phase 3d
means all local highways are closed and no detours are available around the grapevine. Operation
Snowflake takes every measure possible to ensure the highest safety to motorists while also keeping
vehicles moving as quickly as possible to minimize congestion on and around I-5.

25b. State Route 126

Summary of Comments

It was requested that a description of the improvements under way at the Commerce Center
Drive/SR-126 intersection be provided. Comments were raised regarding offsite queuing onto SR-126.
One commenter stated that presently, at 6 a.m., one lane is blocked by trucks waiting to get onsite for
about 1 mile. It was recommended that the SR-126 westbound right turn lane be extended and that the
eastbound SR-126 left turn lane be studied to determine if the left turn pocket should also be extended.
Concerns were raised about traffic flow near the entry of the landfill if there were an accident along
SR-126. One commenter expressed concern regarding left hand turns across the highway and stated
that there are numerous accidents due to trucks trying to cross SR-126. It was suggested that CCL
provide plans to avoid queuing onto SR-126 and that additional storage should be provided on Franklin
Parkway. Commenters stated that there should be a contingency plan in the event that the scale
malfunctions. One commenter asked how truck traffic will be prevented from coming to the Hasley
Canyon traffic circle and/or the intersection of Commerce Center Drive and Hasley Canyon. Caltrans
noted that any modifications on or affecting state right-of-way will need an encroachment permit from
Caltrans and early coordination with Caltrans is recommended.

Response

Commerce Center/SR-126 Improvements

The following text has been added to the TIA and Chapter 10 of the Final EIR describing the completed
improvement project at Commerce Center Drive/SR-126: “The Commerce Center Drive/SR-126
improvement project included reconstructing the at-grade intersection into a grade-separated diamond
interchange. Vehicles on SR-126 are able to travel uninterrupted through the Commerce Center Drive
crossing and vehicles on Commerce Center Drive access SR-126 via signalized diamond interchange
ramps on Commerce Center Drive.”

Offsite Queuing onto SR-126

At the request of Caltrans, a queuing analysis was conducted regarding the adequacy of storage at the
intersection of SR-126 and Wolcott Way to accommodate peak hour traffic with the project-added trips.
The intersection analyses show that the projected queue lengths for the westbound right-turn lane and
eastbound left-turn lane at SR-126 and Wolcott Way can be accommodated within the provided storage.
For more information please see the responses to Comment Letter 24.
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Current Impacts to SR-126-Entrance Relocation

The comment that traffic currently backs up for a mile or more on SR-126 is not substantiated by the
existing traffic count data that was collected for the TIA. The Proposed Project will remove the existing
CCL entrance which is currently located on SR-126 and construct a new entrance on the corner of
Wolcott Way and Franklin Parkway, therefore minimizing potential for queuing onto SR-126.

A queuing analysis of the new project entrance was also included in the TIA and Chapter 10 to ensure
that projected CCL traffic will not queue through the Wolcott Way/Franklin Parkway intersection.

The analysis evaluated the potential queue based on the estimated number of inbound trash-related
(disposal) truck trips and based on the estimated number of inbound trash-related (disposal) truck trips
based on actual gate receipt data for the existing landfill operations. The queuing analysis demonstrates
that the storage provided at the new CCL entrance will easily be able to accommodate the projected
number of vehicles arriving to the site throughout the day and will provide enough storage to
accommodate projected CCL traffic without queuing onto public roadways.

In addition to the analysis in the TIA and Chapter 10 of the Original Draft EIR, a Traffic Supplement,
included in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, was prepared to evaluate queuing at the new Proposed
Project site entrance using the clarified baseline for traffic. The Traffic Supplement demonstrated that
the clarified baseline does not affect the findings from the queuing analysis in the TIA and Chapter 10 of
the Original Draft EIR. Sufficient storage exists to accommodate the clarified baseline traffic. Therefore,
no queuing onto SR-126 is anticipated to occur. The findings of the Traffic Supplement have been
incorporated into the Traffic and Transportation chapter of the Final EIR and the Traffic Supplement is
included in Appendix G of the Final EIR.

There have been no fatal accidents on SR-126 at the entrance to CCL as a result of trucks entering or
exiting the site. The entrance relocation is not only designed to facilitate queuing, but to also enhance
safety, as trucks will not be required to make a left hand turn from either SR-126 into the site or from
the site onto SR-126. Rather, trucks will turn at a signalized intersection with ample turning lane storage.

Scale Malfunction

In case of scale malfunction, failure of the scale, or an emergency, (all rare occurrences), project-related
traffic will not need to queue onto Wolcott Way back to SR-126. CCL has backup power for the scales,
the ability to put inbound trucks on outbound scales, and the ability to store trucks on the landfill site if
needed until scales are operational. These methods will ensure project-related traffic will not be
required to queue onto Wolcott Way back to SR-126.

Impacts to Hasley Canyon

It is unlikely that a truck traveling southbound on I-5 would choose to exit at Hasley Canyon Road, turn
left onto the Old Road, turn right onto Hasley Canyon Road/Commerce Center Drive, and turn right onto
Franklin Parkway. Instead trucks will likely travel southbound on I-5 and exit at SR-126, which are both
highways and designated truck routes. The route from I-5 to SR-126 is approximately 0.5 miles longer
than exiting at Hasley Canyon Road, but significantly better suited for truck travel. As noted above, the
number of project trips travelling to and from I-5, north of SR-126, is nominal, making it even more
unlikely that the trucks would use Hasley Canyon Road.
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25c. Impacts to the City of Santa Clarita

Summary of Comments

The City of Santa Clarita raised concerns that the increase in daily traffic will cause increased traffic
congestion and vehicular delay for residents and employees in the city, based on the project trip
distribution of 85 percent to/from the south on I-5 and 7 percent to/from the east on Newhall Ranch
Road. The city stated that a majority of the projected traffic increase will consist of trucks, which create
more congestion than an equal number of smaller vehicles. The city noted that 16 percent of the
increased traffic is projected to occur during the a.m. peak hour which will cause increased delay for
motorists traveling southbound on I-5 through the Santa Clarita Valley. The city is requesting preferred
disposal rates and priority access to the landfill to offset the anticipated effects on Santa Clarita Valley
residents. The city is requesting that CCL partner with the city to implement the annual Bike to Work
Day and Rideshare events. The city noted that a sponsorship from the landfill in the amount of $5,000
for each event on an annual basis would assist the city with planning and promoting the events, educate
local residents, and reduce overall traffic congestion.

Other commenters raised general concerns that impacts to the City of Santa Clarita when the I-5 closure
at Newhall pass occurs were not evaluated. Commenters asked whether the trucks will be diverted
through Santa Clarita or other areas during the Newhall Pass closure and if the SR-126 off-ramp is also
closed.

Response

Traffic Impacts to City of Santa Clarita

As previously described, a freeway analysis was performed on I-5 freeway segments south of SR-126
(and included as a response to Comment Letter 24). South of SR-126, 64 trips will travel along
northbound and southbound I-5 to/from SR-126 to access/leave CCL in the a.m. peak hour. It was
assumed that all trips travelling to/from I-5, south of SR-126, would have origins or destinations south of
Pico Canyon Road. The analysis shows that all northbound and southbound freeway segments on I-5
currently operate at an acceptable LOS during both peak hours and will continue to operate at an
acceptable LOS under the Existing plus Growth and Existing plus Growth plus Other Development
(cumulative) Conditions with the project-added traffic. There would be no impact through the Santa
Clarita Valley. South of Pico Canyon Road, Proposed Project trips on I-5 would continue to decrease as
vehicles leave I-5 for destinations east or west of I-5. As Proposed Project trips decrease south of Pico
Canyon Road, their impact is considered nominal because they represent such a small percentage of the
overall freeway traffic on I-5.

The estimated number of project trips were converted to passenger car equivalents at a factor of 2.0
(i.e. the number of project trips were doubled to account for slower moving truck traffic when
evaluating the intersection and freeway operating conditions with the project-added traffic). This factor
was agreed upon by Los Angeles County staff during the scoping process for the traffic report.
Therefore, the analysis accounts for differences in effects of trucks versus passenger cars.

Impacts to the City from Newhall Pass Closure

The Newhall Pass improvement project is complete and according to Caltrans, there are no scheduled
future closures for Newhall Pass. For more information, see the responses to Comment Letter 24.
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Disposal Rates and Priority Access

In response to the City of Santa Clarita’s request for preferred disposal rates and priority access, the EIR
correctly determined that the project will not result in significant impacts to traffic and transportation
that require mitigation. Therefore, there is no nexus to link the potential for significant traffic impacts to
preferred disposal rates and priority access for the City of Santa Clarita. Any discussions between CCL
and the City of Santa Clarita regarding preferred rates and priority access should be conducted outside
of the environmental review process for the Proposed Project.

CCL is very supportive of the City's Bike to Work Day and Rideshare events, and is likely to provide
financial sponsorship of those events. However, such sponsorship would be voluntary, not in response
to a significant impact associated with traffic.

25d. Cumulative Traffic Impacts

Summary of Comments

Caltrans stated that previous studies for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan development have identified
improvements to SR-126 including widening it to 4 lanes in each direction through the segments next to
CCL. The Master Plan revision should recognize future improvements to SR-126 and contribute to their
implementation commensurate with its contribution of future traffic. It was stated that the cumulative
traffic analysis (including queueing) should be revised to include all foreseeable development within the
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and in the Commerce Center area. It was stated that the Newhall Ranch
Development will add 21,000 homes to the area and the Hunt Williams Residential Property, Tapia
Ranch and the Palmer property will bring an additional 1,300 homes to the area. It was requested that a
detailed study on the impact of the peak potential vehicle landfill trips be provided and that adding the
traffic from CCL will put an additional burden on traffic. It was requested that a detailed study on the
impact to commuters, delivery vehicles, mail trucks and business owners be provided.

Response

At the request of Caltrans, an analysis of the future improvement along SR-126 in conjunction with the
proposed Newhall Land and Farm (NLF) developments has been conducted. The supplemental analysis
evaluates the potential peak number of landfill vehicle trips added to the surrounding roadways.
However, it is infeasible to categorize the potential impacts by user (e.g. impacts to commuters versus
mail trucks). The analysis shows that there would be no significant traffic impact to any vehicles
travelling on SR-126 or I-5 or through the intersections along these roadways. For more information,
see the responses to Comment Letter 24.

In the vicinity of the project, the NLF developments will be built in the next 20 to 30 years. The NLF
improvements on SR-126 include widening of SR-126 (between Los Angeles County line and Commerce
Center Drive) and intersection improvements at SR-126 and Wolcott Way. The improvements along
SR-126 will be phased as various phases of the NLF developments are built out. A long-term future
analysis of the SR-126/Wolcott Way intersection (with the proposed improvements) was done for the
year 2045, also at the request of Caltrans. By the year 2045, Phase 3 of the NLF improvements will be
built. The analysis shows that the Proposed Project will not have a significant impact at the intersection
of SR-126/Wolcott Way in the long-term future (Year 2045) based on the Los Angeles County Congestion
Management Program (CMP) guidelines. For more information, see the responses to Comment Letter 24.
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25e. Methodology

Summary of Comments

Specific comments were made regarding the methodology used and the calculations presented in the
traffic analysis. It was suggested that the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) and Highway Capacity
Manual (HCM) methodologies be combined so that it paints a more realistic picture of the need for
things such as a signal at Chiquito Canyon Road/SR-126, etc. One commenter stated that all calculations
should be redone if the latest version of the HCM method was not used and revised according to any
changes or updates to the HCM method.

Commenters requested clarification on how the number of inbound vehicles was calculated, whether
the numbers represent vehicles per hour, and if there will be more peak hours where there will be
200 to 300 trucks per lane per hour. It was stated that the traffic study does not account for the haul
trucks for daily cover. One comment requested that the source of traffic that would be considered
“Other” outbound traffic in Tables 2-3 to 2-5 in Chapter 2, Project Description, be identified and to
clarify whether the outbound trucks include those hauling leachate, household hazardous waste from
the Household Hazardous Waste Facility, compost materials, and comingled recyclables.

Commenters requested clarification on what constitutes “morning and evening peak hours” and what
“Other Development Conditions” includes. It was requested that the Newhall Ranch Development be
included if it was not already.

One commenter requested that the mileage from CCL to all current clients (ranging all the way from
Orange County to Santa Clarita) be added to further illustrate traffic impacts. It was suggested that if
more clients from further away are sending more waste in the event of an expansion, the traffic impact
is considerably expanded as well. It was suggested that the idling time should be recalculated to a
realistic formula. The commenter stated that it is not possible to inform trucks that they can only idle for
2, 3.5, or 5 minutes when they are stuck on the SR-126/I-5 corridor.

Response

Scope of Traffic Analysis

The scope of the analysis in the TIA and Chapter 10, Traffic and Transportation, is in accordance with
direction provided by Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW), Traffic and Lighting
Division staff. The signed Memorandum of Understanding, which outlines the agreed upon scope of the
traffic analysis, is provided in Appendix A of the TIA. The methods used satisfy both the requirements of
LACDPW, as well as the Traffic Impact requirements of the Los Angeles County Congestion Management
Plan.

Highway Capacity Manual and Intersection Capacity Utilization Methodology

Traffic analysis for the intersections was conducted using the HCM and the ICU methodologies to satisfy
the requirements of both Caltrans and the County. Caltrans uses the HCM methodology for intersection
analysis. The HCM methodology assesses LOS based on average delay per vehicle. The delay is
calculated using peak hourly traffic volumes, peak hour factors, number of lanes, type of operation
(signalized or unsignalized), and other factors. For this study, the most current version of the HCM
methodology was implemented using the Synchro software (Version 8). The ICU methodology provides
a comparison of the number of vehicles actually passing through an intersection during a given hour

to the theoretical hourly vehicular capacity of that intersection. A saturation flow rate of

1,600 vehicles/hour/lane for all through/turn lanes and 2,880 vehicles/hour/lane for all dual turn lanes
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was used in the ICU calculation, consistent with the guidance provided in the Los Angeles County CMP.
The ICU calculation returns a volume-to-capacity ratio that translates into a corresponding LOS. For
comparison purposes, both the HCM and ICU analysis values are reported in the summary tables.
However, consistent with the CMP guidelines, all impacts are assessed using the ICU methodology only.

Inbound/Outbound Vehicles

Tables 2-3 and 2-4 of the Original Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, detailed the traffic associated
with the Proposed Project, including daily inbound and outbound traffic to the site. In coordination with
LACDPW, the baseline condition for the Proposed Project was revised, and the baseline traffic condition
now includes all inbound and outbound vehicles. Tables 2-3 and 2-4 of Chapter 2, Project Description of
the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR presents the peak daily total and average daily total, respectively,
for inbound material associated with the Proposed Project. Chapter 1, Introduction, of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR provides a detailed discussion of the assumptions used to establish the baseline
condition and Chapter 10, Traffic and Transportation has been revised to reflect the change in baseline
conditions.

Table 10-9 of Draft EIR Chapter 10, Traffic and Transportation shows the hourly vehicle distribution for a
typical day based on historical gate information. It is assumed that the project-related trips would have
a similar distribution pattern as for existing operations. It is not clear how the commenter calculated
that there would be 200 to 300 trucks per lane per hour. This is incorrect. Based on the estimated peak
project trip generation, there would be a two-hour period when there would be 200 to 300 total
incoming vehicles. This is a conservative estimate because the maximum number of trash vehicles in
each category is not anticipated to happen simultaneously. Furthermore, this original analysis assumes a
significantly higher number of baseline trips than were subsequently analyzed in the Traffic Supplement,
at the request of Los Angeles County.

Peak Hour

Traffic studies typically focus on the “peak-hour” traffic volume in evaluating roadway and intersection
conditions because it represents the most critical time period when traffic volume is at its highest. The
peak hour usually coincides with the morning and evening rush hour which typically occurs sometime
between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. and again in the evening between 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. For the TIA,
traffic counts were collected at the study intersections during these hours. Specifically, the peak “hour”
represents the highest consecutive four 15-minute periods within the two-hour count period. The
intersection LOS was evaluated based on the peak hour traffic volume for each intersection.

Other Development Conditions

“Other Development Conditions” includes the projects identified in Section 3.2.9, Cumulative Impacts of
the Original Draft EIR Chapter 3, General Setting and Resource Area Analysis. These projects represent
the cumulative projects in the same vicinity and timeframe of the Proposed Project, and include the
Newhall Ranch developments. For additional information on the issue of cumulative impacts, please see
the master responses for each resource area.

Evaluation of Mileage to All Clients

The request to evaluate the mileage from CCL to all current clients to further illustrate traffic impacts is
not warranted. The Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Chapter 11, Air Quality, addresses the potential air
quality impacts based on the estimated distance of travel for project-related trips. However, the traffic
impacts have been evaluated based on industry standards and include estimating the number of
Proposed Project trips, distributing those trips across the surrounding road network, and evaluating the
local impacts to the surrounding roadways and intersections. While the Proposed Project may result in
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more vehicle miles travelled, most of the vehicles will be widely distributed, with no concentrations of
vehicles occurring, except at the site. Once distributed beyond the local road network, the project-
related impact is considered nominal because the number of trips represent such a small percentage of
the overall traffic volume. The Proposed Project trips dispersed over a large area would not translate
into a substantial increase in traffic. No noticeable impacts to the overall transportation system are
anticipated. Furthermore, individual effects across the region cannot not be identified with certainty and
are therefore not warranted.

Idling on SR-126

It is not anticipated that trucks will be delayed on the SR-126/1-5 corridor. Based on TIA analyses, the
study roadways and intersections, including I-5 and SR-126, will continue to operate at an acceptable
LOS with the project-added traffic. Based on the historical gate receipt data, the average wait time at
the scales is one minute per vehicle and there is sufficient storage onsite to accommodate the projected
number of entering vehicles.

Furthermore, the California Air Resources Board implements vehicle idling regulations for heavy-duty
diesel vehicles with a Gross Vehicle Weight Rating of 10,000 pounds or heavier. Per state law
(California Code of Regulations, Section 2449[d][2]), idling for more than 5 minutes is generally
prohibited. However, idling is allowed under the following situations:

e When the vehicle is stuck in traffic

e When idling is necessary to inspect or service the vehicle

e When operating a power take-off device

e When the vehicle cannot move due to adverse weather conditions or mechanical failure
e When the vehicle is queuing (must be beyond 100 feet from any residential area)

e When the truck’s engine meets the optional low-nitrogen oxide idling emission standard, and is
located more than 100 feet from any residential area (clean-idle label required)
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26. Treated Auto Shredder Waste and Shredded Tires

Summary of Comments

Comments were made regarding the present use of treated auto shredder waste (TASW) for daily cover.
Commenters indicated concern that TASW is very permeable to rainwater and contains contamination
elements of its own. Commenters raised questions as to why TASW is not considered as waste when
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regulations state it as such. Assertions were made that TASW and
shredded tires are flammable and toxic to fish and wildlife when ingested and that rubber migrates
during compression resulting in an unstable slope or cover. One commenter claimed that according to
two separate “Reports of Investigation” by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC), regarding SA Recycling and Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL), CCL accepted treated auto shredder
residue (ASR) that contained hazardous waste levels of zinc. The commenter asked what will be done to
prevent this from happening again and stated that ASR must be sampled and analyzed on a periodic
basis to ensure that it is legally allowed to be used in or on the landfill.

Response
Use of Treated Auto Shredder Waste as Alternative Daily Cover at CCL

As described in Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Resort (EIR) Chapter 2, Project
Description, Section 2.2.3.1, Wastes to be Disposed, the Project proposes to accept for disposal all
nonhazardous wastes acceptable at a Class Il solid waste disposal landfill, excluding sludge. In
accordance with Title 27 California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 20220 (also defined in Waste
Disposal Requirement Order No. 98-086), TASW, if nonhazardous, may be accepted.

Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 258.21 (b) allows states to approve alternative
materials to be used as alternative daily cover (ADC) if landfill operators demonstrate that the
alternative material and thickness will control odors, vectors, fires, litter, water infiltration, and
scavenging. Materials used for ADC at CCL are approved for use by the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA)
and California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). TASW is one of 11 types
of ADC materials that are allowed by CalRecycle under Title 27, CCR. Partially Recirculated Draft EIR
Chapter 2, Project Description, Section 2.2.3.3, Beneficial Use Material, addresses the use of TASW

as ADC.

In accordance with Title 14, CCR, Section 18800 et. seq., CalRecycle requires the use of ADC, including
TASW, to be tracked and reported. Permitted landfills must track daily the types, tonnages, and origin of
ADC materials used; permitted landfill operators report ADC information to counties and regional
agencies; and Counties and regional agencies must report ADC usage, by landfill, quarterly to CalRecycle.
CCL complies with these requirements.

TASW, sometimes called metal shredder residuals or ASR, is regulated by DTSC. As the regulatory agency
in charge of TASW, DTSC controls the determination of TASW as a nonhazardous or hazardous waste.
Currently, automobile shredders are allowed, under a DTSC conditional authorization, to treat TASW
and to dispose of it as non-hazardous waste, under specified conditions. DTSC is currently evaluating the
existing conditional authorization provided to automobile shredders. If DTSC ultimately makes the
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determination that TASW should no longer be classified as non-hazardous waste, CCL would no longer
accept TASW for disposal or for use as ADC. Similarly, if regulatory guidance changes regarding the use
of any other material for ADC, CCL will comply with the revised guidance.

Management of TASW and Shredded Tires at CCL

TASW may currently be accepted for disposal at CCL and is included in the list of non-hazardous waste
materials proposed for acceptance under the Proposed Project, as described in the Original Draft EIR,
Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.2.4, Wastes to Be Received and also the Partially Recirculated
Draft EIR, Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.2.3, Type of Material to be Received. It may also be
diverted from waste disposal and used as ADC, as described above and shown in Original Draft EIR
Table 2-2, Materials Diverted from Waste Disposal and Typical Beneficial Reuse at CCL and Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR Table 2-2, Beneficial Use Materials, Typical Use at CCL, and Largest 1-Day Total of
Each Type. Additionally, shredded tires, which are not part of TASW, but are an auto-derived product,
may be diverted from waste disposal at CCL and beneficially used to protect the methane gas pipeline
system as trench backfill. In fact, CalRecycle provides grant funding for such use. Shredded tires are
allowed by CalRecycle under Title 27 CCR as one of the 11 types of ADC materials.

The working face is the only place where ADC is placed. Rainwater is controlled and managed at the
working face so that rainwater that comes into contact with the working face is kept at the working face
and does not flow into the onsite sedimentation basins. Rainfall that hits the ground outside of the
working face is collected onsite in a sedimentation basin. If a rain event is severe, the sedimentation
basin may reach capacity, and stormwater may be released offsite, according to the requirements of
CCL’s current and future National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permits. This stormwater may
include sediment from surrounding hillsides and portions of the landfill outside the working face.

TASW Sampling and Reporting

Waste Disposal Requirement 98-086 describes sampling requirements for TASW. Sampling is conducted
by the producer before the material is delivered to CCL. The generator samples and analyzes the
material according to state regulations, and provides sampling reports to CCL. Copies of analytical
results of TASW deposited at CCL are included with the semi-annual groundwater monitoring reports
provided to the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Currently, certain metal shredding facilities have nonhazardous waste classification letters issued by
DTSC and these facilities may provide TASW to CCL. The facilities are granted these conditional
nonhazardous waste classifications because DTSC determined that the metal treatment fixation
technologies are capable of lowering the soluble concentrations of metal shredder waste such that the
treated metal shredder waste was rendered insignificant as a hazard to human health and safety,
livestock, and wildlife. These classifications allow treated metal shredder waste to be handled,
transported, and disposed of as nonhazardous waste in Class Il landfills, such as CCL. As part of the
conditional nonhazardous waste classification from DTSC, the producer is required to test the material
prior to disposal. Records are provided to CCL by the producer and retained per the requirements of
DTSC.

With respect to SA Recycling, the commenter did not provide the referenced “Reports of Investigation”
by DTSC. However, DTSC filed a legal action against SA Recycling in April, 2011. The legal action focused
primarily on requiring SA Recycling to install and maintain an air pollution control system at its Port of

Los Angeles facility, but the complaint referenced DTSC sampling at landfills authorized to receive and

use TASW from SA Recycling as ADC, including CCL, in March and April 2008. The complaint alleged that
DTSC’s analytical results indicated that certain samples of the TASW exceeded regulatory thresholds for
zinc, but that the mean concentration in each truckload of ASR did not exceed regulatory thresholds for
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any regulated analyte (People v. SA Recycling, LLC, Los Angeles Superior Court, Case No. BC 458943,
April 6, 2011. Complaint, Paragraph 18). Ultimately, DTSC and SA Recycling entered into a consent
agreement to settle the enforcement case and legal action. The consent order, applicable requirements
of the Health and Safety Code, and continued regulatory oversight of DTSC with respect to SA
Recycling’s testing and recordkeeping for TASW will ensure that any TASW provided to CCL by

SA Recycling will not exceed regulatory thresholds for zinc. Again, as stated above, TASW (or ASR)
delivered by SA Recycling to CCL did not exceed regulatory thresholds, including the regulatory
threshold for zinc. CCL was not a party to the lawsuit against SA Recycling nor party to the settlement
between SA Recycling and DTSC. Hazardous materials in the form of TASW were not received nor
disposed, nor placed as ADC at CCL.
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27. Visual Resources

Comments regarding visual resources include concerns about impacts to State Route (SR) 126, conflicts
with local community plans, inadequate and inaccurate visual simulations, impacts to the surrounding
neighborhoods, and cumulative impacts. A summary of the comments by topic and the responses is
provided below.

27a. SR-126
Summary of Comments

Commenters indicated that SR-126 is a first Priority Scenic Highway and that the proposed landfill
height and visibility would make this roadway forfeit the scenic designation resulting in a potentially
significant impact.

Response

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (LADRP) considered scenic routes and roadways
in the analysis presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Proposed Project.
Approximately 35 miles of SR-126 (from SR-150 to Interstate [I] 5) is a proposed first Priority Scenic
Highway. This portion of SR-126 became eligible as a scenic highway in 1963. As such, the roadway
currently has no formal scenic highway designation. The Scenic Highway Element of the General Plan
identifies the section of SR-126 south of CCL, between I-5 and Ventura County as a First Priority scenic
route, proposed for further study. Nothing in the General Plan Scenic Highway Element restricts
development along First Priority scenic routes. The Scenic Highways Plan of the Santa Clarita Valley Area
Plan reiterates the designation of the portion of SR-126 south of Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) as a
First Priority scenic route. This designation does not preclude development. Official designation of a
scenic route by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) also does not preclude
development along the route.

CCL is one of many features along the overall length of the proposed scenic highway, which also includes
the urban setting of Fillmore, a large subdivision located immediately east of Fillmore along the south
side of SR-126, the commercial and industrial uses within the Valencia Commerce Center, and the
proposed full diamond interchange at Commerce Center Drive and SR-126, all of which are/or will be
visible from SR-126.

Based on the findings of the Original Draft EIR, Chapter 15, Visual Resources, as well as the Visual
Supplement included in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would not represent a
significant decrease in visual character and/or scenic quality. Thus the Proposed Project would not
interfere with or prevent the consideration of SR-126 as a scenic route compared to existing conditions.
As part of the Proposed Project entrance, a berm and screening wall would be constructed so that
entrance facilities would be screened from view from SR-126. A combination of berm and/or wall would
extend along the west side of Wolcott Way, along the entire Proposed Project entrance as it parallels
SR-126, and across the existing landfill entrance. The berm and area between the berm and roadways
(outside of Caltrans rights of way) would be landscaped with native grasses, shrubs, and trees. After the
closure of CCL, the presence of the new fill area would create a negligible change in the landscape and
these changes would not represent a significant decrease in visual character and/or scenic quality
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compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not render the roadway
ineligible for the proposed designation as a Scenic Highway.

27b. Community Plans
Summary of Comments

It was stated that the Castaic Area Community Standards District (CACSD) and the Santa Clarita Valley
Significant Ecological Area (SEA) vista regulations are not listed as regulations in the Draft EIR.
Commenters noted that CCL is located in the CACSD (22.44.137) in Los Angeles County, and is not listed
as exempt from section D.6, “Significant Ridgeline Protection”. It was stated that the proposed increase
in height would violate the CACSD. Commenters stated that the proposed height would also be visible
throughout the valley including Stevenson Ranch, I-5 and the City of Santa Clarita. It was stated that this
is a violation of the One Valley One Vision Ordinance. Commenters asked about what mitigations will be
made to the extended Santa Clarita Valley.

Response

The Original Draft EIR Chapter 4, Land Use, and Chapter 15, Visual Resources, Section 15.3.3, addresses
the CACSD, as does the Visual Supplement included in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. The Proposed
Project is located within the CACSD and conforms to the CACSD requirements for ridgeline protection.
Specifically, the CACSD states that “no development, grading, construction, or improvements shall be
allowed on:

i a significant ridgeline
ii. within a 50-foot radius from every point on the crest of a primary ridgeline
iii. within a 25-foot radius from every point on the crest of a secondary ridgeline”

Grading for the Proposed Project complies with all of these conditions. The Proposed Project does not
include grading on a protected ridgeline or within a 50-foot radius of a protected ridgeline. The Final
Grading Plan for the Proposed Project as shown in Figure 2-3 of the Original Draft EIR, Chapter 2, Project
Description and Figure 2-3 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Chapter 2, Project Description was
designed to be consistent with the CACSD requirements to ensure that the Proposed Project does not
violate any of these provisions. To demonstrate the Proposed Project compliance with the CACSD
requirements for ridgeline protection, Figures 1 and 2 of this Topical Response were created to show the
primary and secondary ridgelines surrounding CCL and the extent of grading for the Proposed Project.

CCL is not located within an SEA and therefore regulations associated with SEAs do not apply to the
Proposed Project.

The One Valley One Vision General Plan, June 2011, describes City of Santa Clarita and County of Los
Angeles standards to preserve hillside areas and significant ridgelines. The Proposed Project is not
located within the City of Santa Clarita and therefore, the discussion of hillside areas and significant
ridgelines within the city is not applicable to the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project is located
within the County of Los Angeles. Los Angeles County standards to preserve hillside areas and significant
ridgelines relevant to the Proposed Project are found in the CACSD and the relevant policies of the Santa
Clarita Valley Area Plan. As described above, the Proposed Project conforms to the CACSD regarding
ridgeline protection.
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27c. Neighborhood Impacts and Visual Simulations
Summary of Comments

Comments were received regarding visual impacts to the surrounding communities and regarding the
adequacy and accuracy of the visual simulations to depict these potential impacts. Commenters
requested that all height projections be shown using photos from all visually affected roadways,
community ingress/egress pathways, and from the neighborhoods of Live Oak, Valencia Industrial Park,
Mission Village, North River, and Val Verde. Commenters also indicated that other scenic jurisdictions
along the SR-126 corridor must be considered. It was stated that within the areas of Hasley Hills and Live
Oak, the CACSD violation will be considerable during the landfill operation and after closure. It was
claimed that the unnatural and unsightly landform will destroy the view of the Santa Susana and San
Gabriel Mountains in both Castaic and Santa Clarita.

One comment was made that the Draft EIR does not have a section regarding visual impacts on Del Valle
Road and that it does not include a view from Newhall Ranch Road east of I-5 where the landfill is
already visible. It was stated that the visual simulations in the EIR show only views of the landfill after it
has been closed and do not include simulations prior to landfill closure, which would show trash trucks.
It was stated that the simulations do not accurately depict the infrastructure needed for a closed landfill,
including the 20-foot wide benches that would be required in the final landfill cap. It was suggested that
the simulations do not correctly depict the view from the intersection of Commerce Center Drive and
SR-126, including the proposed overpass. It was stated that the “after-simulations” show a repaired sign
for the Travel Village. An explanation was requested as to why this was repaired, if CCL will be repairing
it, the rust removal procedure for the sign and what type of paint will be used prevent future rust.
Commenters also stated that the height, shape and dimensions of the simulated buildings should be
verified.

Response

Original Draft EIR Chapter 15, Visual Resources, concludes that the Proposed Project will result in no
significant impacts to the surrounding communities. The Proposed Project will not be in violation of the
CACSD. The primary visual impact associated with the Proposed Project is the change in landform, as
discussed in detail in the Original Draft EIR, Chapter 15, Visual Resources. The visual simulations
prepared for the Proposed Project correctly reflect the anticipated landform change.

There are no known formally designated scenic vistas with views of the Proposed Project. In lieu of
formal scenic vistas, and because photos of the Proposed Project cannot be shown from all viewable
locations, representative locations where the Project would likely be seen by members of the general
public (referred to as Key Observation Points [KOPs]) were identified to show existing and future views
of CCL. The baseline photos used for visual simulations in the Original Draft EIR, Chapter 15, Visual
Resources, are of existing conditions approximately at the time the Notice of Preparation was released
for the Proposed Project (November 2011).

The Visual Supplement included in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR updated the existing condition
photos for the visual simulations conducted from KOPs where the existing condition changed
subsequent to the Original Draft EIR (KOP 1, KOP 2, and KOP 3). The Visual Supplement also added
two KOPs (KOP 8 and KOP 9) to document additional views of the Proposed Project.

During operation of the project, the presence of trucks at the landfill, if visible, would not be expected to
affect the viewer given distance and viewing angle to activities. The approximate distance between the
viewer (KOP) and slopes on which activities would be occurring are shown below:

KOP 1-1.2 to 1.5 miles
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KOP 2-1.1to 1.4 miles
KOP 3-0.9 to 1.2 miles
KOP 5—0.6 to 0.9 miles
KOP 6 —0.6 to 0.9 miles
KOP 7 —0.6 to 0.8 miles
KOP 8 — 0.4 to 0.8 miles
KOP 9 —1.6 to 2.0 miles
Other KOPs discussed in the EIR would not have a view of ongoing operations.

With respect to the intersection of Commerce Center Drive and SR-126, at the time the Original Draft
EIR was released for public review in July 2014, the overpass was not yet constructed and it was not
feasible to provide a view of the Proposed Project from that location. Between the Original Draft EIR and
August 2016, the existing condition at, and view from, KOP 2 (the intersection of Commerce Center
Drive and SR-126) changed significantly. Specifically, the intersection of SR-126 and Commerce Center
Drive has been replaced by a fly-over intersection in approximately the same location, and on- and off-
ramps to SR-126 from/to Commerce Center Drive were under construction. Drivers no longer have an
extended view toward CCL from this 4-way intersection. Instead, drivers now have an elevated, but
oblique, high-speed view as vehicles pass through the vicinity of SR-126 and Commerce Center Drive.
The updated existing condition view of CCL from KOP 2 is shown in Figure VS-3 of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR Visual Supplement, and simulated views of the Proposed Project from KOP 2 are
shown in Figures VS-4 and VS-5.

The visual simulations of the landfill at the time of the Proposed Project closure are an accurate
representation of the future condition. The simulations include facilities present at the landfill, although
these facilities may not be discernable given the location of the viewer (for example, facilities such as
landfill gas flares are located in the center of the site and are not visible in the visual simulations). The
landfill would have 20-foot wide benches required for the final landfill cap, but from the distance and
angle of the visual simulations, these benches would not be discernable. Revegetation will be guided by
requirements specified in Mitigation Measure BR-1, Closure Revegetation Plan, and the Preliminary
Closure and Post Closure Plan required by California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
for the site. These requirements will help ensure that revegetated landfill slopes will closely match
vegetation on existing surrounding slopes as shown in the visual simulations in the Draft EIR. This
vegetation will blunt the look of the benches.

With regard to the “repair” of the Travel Village sign between the existing condition and simulated view,
the "after" simulation for Figure 15-12 in the Original Draft EIR depicts a "repaired" sign for Travel
Village because it is a simulated view for a future cumulative project scenario, and it is assumed that
Travel Village has or will have repaired the sign. CCL did not repair the sign and will not be repairing it

in the future. Further, the view of CCL from Travel Village has changed significantly from that shown in
the Original Draft EIR. Figure VS-3 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Visual Supplement shows the
current existing condition view of CCL from Travel Village, and the Visual Supplement demonstrates that
there are no longer views of CCL, existing or future, from Travel Village because of a newly constructed
sound wall associated with the State Route 126/Commerce Center Drive improvements.

Regarding the request to verify the dimensions of simulated buildings, the buildings shown in the “after”
simulation for Figures 15-11 and 15-12 are based on information provided by Newhall Land and Farm
(NLF).
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Buildings are also shown in the “after” simulation for KOP 8. This simulation is based on best available
information from the preliminary site plans shown for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan as well as
building types of the style being constructed in the vicinity of CCL.

27d. Cumulative Impacts
Summary of Comments

Commenters suggested that visual impacts may be significant and unavoidable with respect to the
proposed Newhall Land and Farming development immediately west and south of CCL. Mitigation
measures should be proposed to minimize the view of the landfill and/or Mixed Organics Composting
operation from these future residential developments.

Response

The Original Draft EIR evaluated potential views of the landfill from the west, east, and south of the
landfill. KOPs 3, 4, and 5, described in the Original Draft EIR, Chapter 15, Visual Resources, show these
views. The most applicable of these views related to the proposed NLF developments is KOP 4, which is
a view of CCL from the south side of SR-126 at Wolcott Way, which is a future ingress/egress for NLF
developments. The Original Draft EIR found that future views from these locations would be less than
significant.

In addition, the Proposed Project includes lighting design that will ensure that the Project has minimal
visibility during nighttime hours. The lighting design will contribute to minimizing potential views from
future NLF developments. Further, development of CCL is proposed in phases that would move landfill
development to the north over time, away from SR-126 and proposed developments south of SR-126.
The Proposed Fill Module Layout Plan, shown in Figure 2-7 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR
Chapter 2, Project Description, shows that development of fill areas in the southern portion of the site
would occur before fill activities in the East Canyon. Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Section 2.2.5.3,
Entrance and Support Facilities Construction, states that:

e Construction of the site entrance and associated support facilities will occur following project
approval, and will take approximately 10 months to complete

e Itis estimated that construction will be completed within 2 years following issuance of all required
project approvals and resolution of any legal challenges related to those approvals

Draft EIR Chapter 15, Visual Resources, Section 15.6.3, Changes Associated with the Proposed Project,
states that:

e Entrance construction would likely occur immediately upon project approval (according to the
constraints identified above), which would allow fill activities to commence to the south

e Initial fill activity would move southward from the existing permitted fill area into the South
Footprint before it moves into the East Canyon (with the goal to finish filling in the South footprint
before significant development occurs at Newhall Ranch)

e Aberm and/or screening wall would be constructed along the west side of Wolcott Way, along the
entire access road as it parallels SR-126

This combination of phasing between CCL and NLF with shielded lighting to minimize nighttime views
from NLF will help ensure that impacts to Visual Resources from future NLF are less than significant,
similar to those described in the Original Draft EIR.
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The Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Visual Supplement included a visual simulation of CCL from the
Newhall Ranch Homestead Village development (KOP 9, Figure VS-10). As stated in the Visual
Supplement, “the increased maximum final elevation of the expanded landfill for the Proposed Project
would be visible from KOP 9, but following landfill closure, the revegetated landfill would represent an
improvement in view over the existing view. Further, the engineered fill of the landfill would not block
background ridgeline views, further reducing the potential for visual impacts.” Visual resource impacts
associated with the Proposed Project from KOP 9 were found to be less than significant, requiring no
mitigation.

27e Explanation of Significance Conclusions
Summary of Comments

Commenters stated their belief that visual impacts are significant and unavoidable, rather than less than
significant.

Response

The determination of whether or not the proposed project’s visual effects would have a significant
impact was based on a systematic analysis that applied the significance criteria that are defined by the
Guidelines for the implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Under the CEQA
Guidelines, the mere visibility of a project from one or more viewpoints does not by itself constitute a
significant visual impact. The key question that the CEQA Guidelines poses for establishing whether a
project’s impacts are significant is: “Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its surroundings?”

To answer the question of whether a substantial degradation would occur, the analysis used simulations
to document the visual changes that the project would make to the existing views from each of the
viewpoints analyzed. These changes were then evaluated in terms of a range of factors that considered
how much of the view would be affected by the visual changes, what the nature of those changes would
be, and the extent to which the changes would block views toward important visual features or would
change the existing the levels of vividness, unity, and intactness of the view or would alter the view’s
visual character.

In addition, in making a final determination of the significance of the visual change, the sensitivity of the
view was taken into account. Views considered to be most sensitive are those that are seen by large
numbers of people for extended periods of time, particularly when they are seen from residential and
recreational areas. Views considered to have lower levels of sensitivity are those seen by smaller
numbers of viewers, which are seen for short periods of time (for example, when there is a fleeting
glance seen by a motorist traveling down a road), and when they are seen from places like commercial
and industrial areas where it is reasonable to assume that the attention of the users of those areas is
less likely to be less focused on the surrounding scenery.

The assessment of the view from the entrance to the Del Valle Emergency Training Center on Chiquito
Canyon Road (KOP 8, evaluated in the Visual Resources Supplement) provides a good case in point of
how the criteria for evaluating the significance of the visual impacts were applied. In this view, the
landfill would be readily visible, but it would not block views toward important landscape features. In
addition, the form, line, color, and texture of the closed landfill would be generally similar to those of
the existing elements of the view. Although there would be some reductions in the existing levels of
vividness, unity, and intactness of this view, these reductions would not be so great as to substantially
degrade the view’s existing visual character and quality. Furthermore and very importantly, the visual
sensitivity of this view is low. The view depicted in the existing condition and visual simulation images is
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the view taken directly in front of the Emergency Training Center, a specific view that would be seen by
relatively few viewers. In this vicinity, there are no residential or recreational areas with similar views
toward the landfill site, and there are no other areas that would have sustained views toward the
landfill. The effect of the visual changes on the experience of travelers on Chiquito Canyon Road would
be limited. The view looking toward the proposed landfill would be somewhat outside the primary cone
of vision of these travelers and would be seen for very short periods of time as they travel along the
segment of the road where this view is available. When all of these factors are taken into account, the
final determination is that although the project would be visible in this view, its impacts would be less
than significant.

EN1129161114SCO 7



Last Edited By: jraub Date: 2017-02-08 Time:10:18:28 AM | Printed By: JRaub Date: 2017-02-08 Time:10:18:53 AM
Path: \\sacramento\acad\Sites\Chiquita Canyon\CIVIL 3D\2017 EXCAVATION PLAN\ | File Name: CCLF EXCAVATION PLAN FIG 1.dwg

APPROXIMATE INTERFACE BETWEEN EXISTING AND EXPANSION

! IF THIS MEASUREMENT DOES NOT MATCH WHAT IS SHOWN, THE SHEET SIZE HAS BEEN MODIFIED FROM: ANSI A

1in

LEGEND 0 300 600
e ey —
PRIMARY RIDGELINE 1" = 600" FEET
SECONDARY RIDGELINE
CLIENT PROJECT
RIDGELINE BUFFER ZONE WASTE CONNECTION, INC. CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL
CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL CLOSURE/POST-CLOSURE MAINTENANCE PLAN

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

CONSULTANT YYYY-MM-DD 2017-01-24 TITLE

NOTE(S) NORTHERLY LATERAL EXTENSION AREA

1. RIDGELINE INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM LOS ANGELES — DESIGNED JOR
COUNTY GIS DATA PORTAL WEBSITE (HTTP:/EGIS3.LACOUNTY. PREPARED JDR
GOV/DATAPORTAL/). DATE OF INFORMATION: OCTOBER 29, 2014. _A%er [
RIDGELINE BUFFER ZONE IS 50 FEET FROM PRIMARY RIDGELINE ates REVIEWED RDH PROJECT NO. REV. FIGURE |

AND 25 FEET FROM SECONDARY RIDGELINE. APPROVED RDH 1663646 0



AutoCAD SHX Text
rocks & debris

AutoCAD SHX Text
asph

AutoCAD SHX Text
asph

AutoCAD SHX Text
asph

AutoCAD SHX Text
conc

AutoCAD SHX Text
asph

AutoCAD SHX Text
asph

AutoCAD SHX Text
conc

AutoCAD SHX Text
conc

AutoCAD SHX Text
tanks

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1530

AutoCAD SHX Text
1550

AutoCAD SHX Text
1600

AutoCAD SHX Text
1590

AutoCAD SHX Text
1580

AutoCAD SHX Text
1570

AutoCAD SHX Text
1560

AutoCAD SHX Text
1550

AutoCAD SHX Text
1540

AutoCAD SHX Text
1530

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1510

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1490

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1450

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1450

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1490

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1510

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1530

AutoCAD SHX Text
1540

AutoCAD SHX Text
1550

AutoCAD SHX Text
1560

AutoCAD SHX Text
1570

AutoCAD SHX Text
1580

AutoCAD SHX Text
1590

AutoCAD SHX Text
1600

AutoCAD SHX Text
1610

AutoCAD SHX Text
1600

AutoCAD SHX Text
1590

AutoCAD SHX Text
1580

AutoCAD SHX Text
1570

AutoCAD SHX Text
1560

AutoCAD SHX Text
1550

AutoCAD SHX Text
1540

AutoCAD SHX Text
1530

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1510

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1490

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1450

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1620

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1450

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1490

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1510

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1530

AutoCAD SHX Text
1540

AutoCAD SHX Text
1550

AutoCAD SHX Text
1560

AutoCAD SHX Text
1570

AutoCAD SHX Text
1580

AutoCAD SHX Text
1590

AutoCAD SHX Text
1600

AutoCAD SHX Text
1610

AutoCAD SHX Text
1620

AutoCAD SHX Text
1630

AutoCAD SHX Text
1640

AutoCAD SHX Text
1620

AutoCAD SHX Text
1630

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1640

AutoCAD SHX Text
1630

AutoCAD SHX Text
1620

AutoCAD SHX Text
1610

AutoCAD SHX Text
1600

AutoCAD SHX Text
1590

AutoCAD SHX Text
1580

AutoCAD SHX Text
1570

AutoCAD SHX Text
1560

AutoCAD SHX Text
1550

AutoCAD SHX Text
1540

AutoCAD SHX Text
1530

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1510

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1490

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1450

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1640

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1450

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1490

AutoCAD SHX Text
1510

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1530

AutoCAD SHX Text
1540

AutoCAD SHX Text
1550

AutoCAD SHX Text
1560

AutoCAD SHX Text
1570

AutoCAD SHX Text
1580

AutoCAD SHX Text
1590

AutoCAD SHX Text
1600

AutoCAD SHX Text
1610

AutoCAD SHX Text
1620

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1450

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1650

AutoCAD SHX Text
1640

AutoCAD SHX Text
1630

AutoCAD SHX Text
1620

AutoCAD SHX Text
1610

AutoCAD SHX Text
1600

AutoCAD SHX Text
1590

AutoCAD SHX Text
1580

AutoCAD SHX Text
1570

AutoCAD SHX Text
1560

AutoCAD SHX Text
1550

AutoCAD SHX Text
1540

AutoCAD SHX Text
1530

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1510

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1490

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1450

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1580

AutoCAD SHX Text
1570

AutoCAD SHX Text
1560

AutoCAD SHX Text
1550

AutoCAD SHX Text
1540

AutoCAD SHX Text
1530

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1510

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1490

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1450

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1490

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1450

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1570

AutoCAD SHX Text
1560

AutoCAD SHX Text
1550

AutoCAD SHX Text
1540

AutoCAD SHX Text
1530

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1510

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1490

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1450

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1450

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1490

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1510

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1530

AutoCAD SHX Text
1540

AutoCAD SHX Text
1550

AutoCAD SHX Text
1560

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1450

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1490

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1510

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1530

AutoCAD SHX Text
1540

AutoCAD SHX Text
1550

AutoCAD SHX Text
1560

AutoCAD SHX Text
1570

AutoCAD SHX Text
1580

AutoCAD SHX Text
1590

AutoCAD SHX Text
1600

AutoCAD SHX Text
1610

AutoCAD SHX Text
1620

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1530

AutoCAD SHX Text
1550

AutoCAD SHX Text
1570

AutoCAD SHX Text
1590

AutoCAD SHX Text
1610

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1490

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1540

AutoCAD SHX Text
1560

AutoCAD SHX Text
1580

AutoCAD SHX Text
1600

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1550

AutoCAD SHX Text
1570

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1510

AutoCAD SHX Text
1530

AutoCAD SHX Text
1550

AutoCAD SHX Text
1570

AutoCAD SHX Text
1590

AutoCAD SHX Text
1610

AutoCAD SHX Text
1630

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1450

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1490

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1450

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1530

AutoCAD SHX Text
1560

AutoCAD SHX Text
1590

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1540

AutoCAD SHX Text
1570

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1450

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1530

AutoCAD SHX Text
1550

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1540

AutoCAD SHX Text
1560

AutoCAD SHX Text
1580

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1540

AutoCAD SHX Text
1560

AutoCAD SHX Text
1580

AutoCAD SHX Text
1600

AutoCAD SHX Text
1620

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1450

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1490

AutoCAD SHX Text
1510

AutoCAD SHX Text
1530

AutoCAD SHX Text
1540

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1430

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1450

AutoCAD SHX Text
1460

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1480

AutoCAD SHX Text
1490

AutoCAD SHX Text
1500

AutoCAD SHX Text
1510

AutoCAD SHX Text
1520

AutoCAD SHX Text
1530

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1390

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1340

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1400

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1350

AutoCAD SHX Text
1370

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1470

AutoCAD SHX Text
1410

AutoCAD SHX Text
1380

AutoCAD SHX Text
1360

AutoCAD SHX Text
1420

AutoCAD SHX Text
1440

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190


g
82| wotes)
28| 1. RIDGELINE INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM LOS ANGELES COUNTY GIS DATA PORTAL

2

PROPOSED
ALTERNATIVE 2

FACILITIES LOlCATI
) 7

CAD LN
\ /\/}%’Tﬁ OPE (TYP, ,6)_?)))\,’%\\\4( “‘“‘;’;

I
) NN
7 /} \\“ ;/"/J,J\\\

APPROXIMATE INTERFACE =

y il
BETWEEN EXISTING AND [~ rz\\\ (!
EXPANSION) ; \ (oL \
L\
' \ BN NG
W~ ) £ g X _;\“\\\
2 ) W

= )N X

0 250 500 LEGEND

PRIMARY RIDGELINE

SECONDARY RIDGELINE

RIDGELINE BUFFER ZONE

WEBSITE (HTTP://EGIS3.LACOUNTY.GOV/DATAPORTAL/). DATE OF INFORMATION:
OCTOBER 29, 2014. RIDGELINE BUFFER ZONE IS 50 FEET FROM PRIMARY RIDGELINE AND
25 FEET FROM SECONDARY RIDGELINE.

§§ CLIENT PROJECT

;% WASTE CONNECTIONS, INC. CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL

=5|] CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL CLOSURE/POST-CLOSURE MAINTENANCE PLAN
Z%; LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

22| consuiTant YYYY-MN-DD 2017-01-24 TITLE

i — — SOUTHWESTERLY LATERAL EXTENSION AREA

@G 1d PREPARED JDR [
‘Associates REVIEWED RDH PROJECT NO. REV. FIGURE [
APPROVED RDH 1663646 0 2 [



AutoCAD SHX Text
W/L  963.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1020

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1000

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1020

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1020

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1330

AutoCAD SHX Text
1310

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1000

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1020

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1020

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1020

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1000

AutoCAD SHX Text
990

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1020

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1000

AutoCAD SHX Text
990

AutoCAD SHX Text
990

AutoCAD SHX Text
1000

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1020

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1020

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1020

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1000

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1020

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
980

AutoCAD SHX Text
980

AutoCAD SHX Text
970

AutoCAD SHX Text
970

AutoCAD SHX Text
980

AutoCAD SHX Text
990

AutoCAD SHX Text
1000

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1020

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
970

AutoCAD SHX Text
1000

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
970

AutoCAD SHX Text
990

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1020

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
990

AutoCAD SHX Text
990

AutoCAD SHX Text
1000

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
990

AutoCAD SHX Text
1000

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1020

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
970

AutoCAD SHX Text
980

AutoCAD SHX Text
980

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1020

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1000

AutoCAD SHX Text
1020

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
990

AutoCAD SHX Text
1010

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1030

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1000

AutoCAD SHX Text
1000

AutoCAD SHX Text
1020

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1070

AutoCAD SHX Text
1100

AutoCAD SHX Text
1110

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1320

AutoCAD SHX Text
1140

AutoCAD SHX Text
1160

AutoCAD SHX Text
1180

AutoCAD SHX Text
1200

AutoCAD SHX Text
1240

AutoCAD SHX Text
1260

AutoCAD SHX Text
1280

AutoCAD SHX Text
1300

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1230

AutoCAD SHX Text
1290

AutoCAD SHX Text
1270

AutoCAD SHX Text
1250

AutoCAD SHX Text
948.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
1020

AutoCAD SHX Text
1050

AutoCAD SHX Text
1040

AutoCAD SHX Text
1060

AutoCAD SHX Text
1090

AutoCAD SHX Text
1080

AutoCAD SHX Text
1120

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1220

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1130

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1170

AutoCAD SHX Text
1190

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
1150

AutoCAD SHX Text
1210

AutoCAD SHX Text
W.L.

AutoCAD SHX Text
W.L.

AutoCAD SHX Text
34-4

AutoCAD SHX Text
34-4A

AutoCAD SHX Text
35-1

AutoCAD SHX Text
35-1A

AutoCAD SHX Text
990 TOP DIKE

AutoCAD SHX Text
BENCH


CCL Master Responses

28. Waste Diverted

Summary of Comments

Comments were received requesting clarification on what represents “diverted” wastes (listed in
Original Draft Environmental Impact Report [EIR) Chapter 2, Project Description, Table 2-2) and how it is
included (or not included) in the disposal tonnage calculations. Commenters asked whether there is a
limit on the tonnage of diverted materials that can be received. Concerns were raised that the term
“diverted” is misleading, as these materials are used for daily cover and still end up in the landfill.
Clarification was also requested on whether the diverted materials analyzed include food waste. It was
suggested that pre- and post-consumer food waste be listed under “Material Type Diverted from Waste
Disposal” (Table 2-2 of Original Draft EIR, and Table 2-1 of Partially Recirculated Draft EIR) if a mixed
organics composting facility will be part of the Proposed Project. Commenters asked if nonhazardous
contaminated soil will be used as daily cover material or if it will be disposed. Commenters asked how it
will be clear that some material is sometimes used for beneficial use while other times it will be
disposed.

Response
Wastes Diverted

Most waste has already been subject to a variety of offsite diversion programs before it is delivered to
Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) and these offsite diversion quantities are not included in the numbers
reported by the landfill or discussed further here.

With respect to the comment that the term “diverted” is misleading, that term is based on state solid
waste regulations. The point under these regulations is to distinguish between waste that is disposed at
the landfill (waste that is buried as trash) and materials delivered to CCL that are put to a beneficial use
onsite, such as alternative daily cover. Thus, “diverted from disposal” as used in the EIR refers to waste
materials delivered to CCL that have been put to beneficial use onsite. For the landfill’s reporting
requirements under state regulations, the sum of all beneficial uses equals “diverted from disposal”.
Therefore, these materials are not being disposed of. Instead they are being re-used to serve a new
beneficial purpose, as defined by state regulation. There are significant environmental benefits as well
as operational and safety enhancements resulting from re-using these otherwise waste materials
beneficially onsite.

All diversion activities must be in accordance with all applicable federal, state and local requirements.
Table 2-1 of the Project Description included in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR provides a list of
diverted materials used for beneficial reuse at CCL, along with how the materials are typically
beneficially used. The materials listed in Table 2-1 are not included in the disposal tonnage calculations
because they fall under the definition of diverted waste, not disposed waste, consistent with Title 14
and Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR). CCL maintains records of the quantity of
diverted waste received/used at the landfill as required by Title 14 CCR section 18800 et seq and
Section 20686 of Title 27 CCR. This information is available for inspection by the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Health (Local Enforcement Agency) and California Department of Resources
Recycling and Recovery. Additionally, a monthly report that documents the daily quantity of waste
disposed and materials diverted from disposal is prepared by CCL. This report is provided to the Local
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28. WASTE DIVERTED

Enforcement Agency, and the Val Verde Community Advisory Committee. Additionally, this information
is summarized and included in the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Biennial Reports prepared for the
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning.

Section 20686 of Title 27 CCR states that the quantity of beneficial reuse materials should be no more
than necessary to meet specific uses at CCL, in accordance with engineering, industry guidelines, or
other standard practices. The current CUP does not currently limit the tonnage of diverted materials
that can be received. Condition 9d-9f of CUP No. 89-081(5) states:

d. “The net tonnage placed in the landfill shall not exceed 30,000 tons per week (5,000 tons per
day average based upon 6 working days per week).
e. “The net tonnage of waste placed in the landfill on any given day shall now exceed 6,000 tons.”
f.  “Net tonnage shall not include:
o Clean dirt or other approved materials used for daily cover, to cover and prepare
interim and final slopes, or for other construction purposes; and
o Waste processed and put to beneficial use on the landfill or separated or otherwise
diverted from the waste stream and exported from the landfill for the purpose of
recycling or reuse, in accord with the restrictions of Condition 9j and the agreement
entered into pursuant to Part Il of the attached monitoring program, and including
waste handled through any materials recovery facility, hazardous waste facility or
composting facility within the restrictions set forth in Condition 10, 11, and 12".

Diverted waste is used for daily cover, temporary slope stabilization, erosion control, fugitive dust
control, the methane gas pipeline and liner system, and constructing all-weather surfaces onsite, all of
which are allowable beneficial uses pursuant to Section 20686 of Title 27 CCR. CCL regularly uses
mulched green waste for soil stabilization on intermediate side slopes of the disposal area. The type of
materials diverted is highly variable and depends on local activities that would produce these materials.

As described in Topical Response #34, Beneficial Use, the use of diverted waste at CCL has direct and
tangible benefits for the surrounding communities and region. For example, using diverted construction
and demolition products to build all-weather surfaces reduces dust and water use. Using shredded or
mulched green waste for side slopes provides erosion control, reduces dust and water use, and has been
shown to directly reduce landfill odors.

The combination of waste diversion, mixed organic processing/composting operation, Household
Hazardous Waste Facility, and future waste conversion at CCL will continue to provide a robust
contribution to landfill waste diversion programs that are relied upon by many local cities and
communities in achieving state-mandated goals, including Assembly Bill 939 (current 50 percent diversion
goal) and Senate Bill 341 (75 percent diversion by 2020). All materials received at CCL are tracked by
source and reported by origin, so that the contributing communities can track their own waste diversion
success.

Additional information about material diverted from waste and used beneficially at CCL and
environmental benefits of using such materials can be found in Topical Response #34, Beneficial Use.

Daily Cover

With respect to the concern regarding distinguishing materials between beneficial use and disposal,
CCL's practices are consistent with state regulations regarding diversion of cover materials. Public
Resources Code Section 41781.3 establishes that alternative daily cover use is considered “diversion
through recycling” and is therefore not considered waste and is not calculated as part of the disposal
tonnage for the Proposed Project, as noted above.
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28. WASTE DIVERTED

CCL is required by law (Title 27, CCR, section 20680) to cover disposed solid waste with “a minimum of
six inches of compacted earthen material at the end of each operating day, or at more frequent intervals
if necessary, to control vectors, fires, odors, blowing litter, and scavenging”. One method of meeting this
requirement is to re-use materials which are already coming to the site for this purpose. Therefore,
these materials are not being disposed of, instead they are being used to serve a new beneficial
purpose, as defined by state regulation. Furthermore, Condition 9i of CUP No. 89-081(5) states:

i. “The permittee shall operate the landfill in a manner which maximizes the amount of waste
which can be placed within the available approved volume, including but not limited to the
following: Utilize waste materials received and processed at the landfill, such as shredded green
waste, as a supplement to daily, intermediate and final cover, to the extent deemed technically
feasible and acceptable by regulatory agencies”.

The Proposed Project will continue to meet Condition 9i of the CUP by utilizing waste materials received
and diverting these materials for beneficial reuse.

Food Waste

Table 2-2 of the Original Draft EIR (Table 2-1 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR) was not updated to
include pre- and post-consumer food waste, because it is not a material that would be diverted from
waste disposal and put to beneficial use as part of landfill operation. Although food waste was not
identified in Table 2-2, it was considered as part of the “composting” category when evaluating potential
truck trips and traffic volume for the project. Specifically, food waste may be included as part of the

560 tons per day requested for a mixed organics processing/composting facility, if approved. If food
waste were to be received at CCL as part of nonsource sorted municipal solid waste, it would be part of
the 12,000 tons per day disposal limit, and not used beneficially.

Nonhazardous Contaminated Soil

Nonhazardous contaminated soil can be used as daily cover material, used other ways beneficially or
disposed of, in accordance with Waste Discharge Requirement Order No. R4-11-0052, issued by the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region. The determination to beneficially
use the soil or to dispose of it is made when the waste is received, and is contingent upon a variety of
factors. Generally, if the nonhazardous contaminated soil includes litter, or has an odor, it is treated as
waste. Otherwise, the nonhazardous contaminated soil may be used beneficially. As noted above, in
accordance with Title 14 CCR section 18800 et seq, CCL reports the amount and use of all materials
received at the landfill, whether they are disposed or beneficially reused.
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CCL Topical Responses

29. Wastes to be Disposed and Waste Screening and
Acceptance Program

29a. Wastes to be Disposed

Summary of Comments

Commenters requested clarification on the types of waste that will be disposed at the landfill.
Specifically, commenters questioned whether sludge and sludge components (or bio solids), friable/non-
friable asbestos, and radioactive and liquid waste will be prohibited from being accepted as part of the
Proposed Project. Claims were made that Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) plans to accept large amounts
of waste from the Rocketdyne site in Simi Valley. One commenter cited a report that shows CCL as being
a company which will accept the "cleaned-up dirt".

Response

CCL is a Class Il solid waste disposal landfill. Class Ill means that it is a municipal (city or town) landfill
that is not authorized to accept hazardous waste. As such, only nonhazardous solid wastes are
permitted to be disposed.

The Project Description included in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR (Section 2.2.3.1, Waste to be
Disposed) was updated to clarify that the Proposed Project would accept, as waste to be disposed,
nonhazardous solid waste, excluding sludge, as described in 27 California Code of Regulations (CCR)
Section 20220(c).

The definition of nonhazardous solid waste from 27 CCR Section 20220 (also defined in Waste Discharge
Requirement Order No. 98-086) is:

Nonhazardous solid waste includes all putrescible and nonputrescible solid, semi-solid, and
liquid wastes, including garbage, trash, refuse, paper, rubbish, ashes, industrial wastes,
demolition and construction wastes, abandoned vehicles and parts thereof, discarded home
and industrial appliances (except e-wastes), manure, vegetable or animal solid and semi-solid
wastes, and other discarded waste (whether of solid or semi-solid consistency); provided that
such wastes do not contain wastes which must be managed as hazardous wastes, or wastes
which contain soluble pollutants in concentrations which exceed applicable water quality
objectives or could cause degradation of waters of the state (i.e., designated waste).

CCL could accept any of the above materials for waste disposal, but currently does not accept sludge,
and the Proposed Project excludes the acceptance of sludge.

Please see Topical Response #4, Conditional Use Permit Compliance, for a discussion of historical and
current disposal of sludge at CCL.

The average person generates approximately 4.3 pounds of waste per day. In 2014, the

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency estimated that about 258 million tons of Municipal Solid Waste
were generated in the United States. Of the 258 million tons of Municipal Solid Waste (generated in
the United States in 2014, about 136 million tons were disposed in a landfill, such as CCL.
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29. WASTES TO BE DISPOSED AND WASTE SCREENING AND ACCEPTANCE PROGRAM

In 2014, CalRecycle updated its Statewide Waste Characterization Study. This study found that the ten
most prevalent material types in California’s overall disposed waste system were:

e Food - 18.1 percent

e Lumber—11.9 percent

e Remainder/Composite Paper (for example, paper towels, photographs) — 7.5 percent

o Bulky Items — 4.4 percent

e Remainder/Composite Organic (for example, leather, cork, garden hoses) — 4.3 percent
o Textiles —4.0 percent

e Other Miscellaneous Paper — 3.9 percent

e Leaves and Grass — 3.8 percent

e Uncoated Corrugated Cardboard — 4.8 percent

e Prunings and Trimmings — 3.1 percent

This means that roughly two-thirds of the material in California’s waste system are commonly found in
our homes and yards. Another 20 percent is made up of “inerts and other”, which includes materials
used for construction such as wood, concrete, and roofing materials. Metals, glass, and other mixed
materials make up the remainder. Several commenters raised the issue of disposal of radioactive waste.
The ongoing environmental cleanup of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory site (referred to as the
Rocketdyne site by the commenters) is regulated by the California Department of Toxic Substances
Control. It is not known when, where, or if the soil will be transported offsite. CCL is prohibited from
taking radioactive waste and has radiation detectors at the site entrance to identify such wastes.

A detailed discussion of the Waste Screening and Acceptance Program implemented at the landfill is
provided under Topical Response #29b. CCL will continue to implement all load checking requirements
as required by federal, state, and local regulations, and Waste Connections, Inc.’s internal policies.

29b. Waste Screening and Acceptance Program
Summary of Comments

Comments were received from the City of Santa Clarita regarding the landfill’s compliance with
preventing hazardous waste from being accepted at the landfill. Specifically, the City recommended the
inclusion of the following mitigation measures to provide public assurance of ongoing compliance with
this prohibition:

e HMZ1: Continue to implement a rigorous load checking program in accordance with RWQCB and
Solid Waste Facility Permit requirements to ensure no illicit hazardous materials are accepted for
disposal.

e HM2: Continue to implement all load checking requirements of California Department of Toxic
Substances Control and the California Department of Public Health to ensure no sewer sludge or
radioactive materials are accepted for disposal.

e HM3: Utilize recognized best management practices (BMP) for temporary storage and handling of
household hazardous waste prior to shipping materials to recycling facilities or approved hazardous
waste disposal sites.

Response

The City of Santa Clarita’s recommended mitigation measures are operating practices already required
for a Class Il landfill via various federal, state, and local regulatory mechanisms and do not reflect
measures needed to mitigate potentially significant impacts. The recommended measures are
implemented through the Waste Screening and Acceptance Program currently in place at CCL.
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29. WASTES TO BE DISPOSED AND WASTE SCREENING AND ACCEPTANCE PROGRAM

The Waste Screening and Acceptance Program is designed to prevent prohibited wastes from being
disposed at CCL. A discussion of the existing Waste Screening and Acceptance Program follows.

Federal, State, and Local Regulations

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) establishes overall regulatory direction by setting
minimum nationwide standards for protecting human health and the environment. The responsibility
for the actual planning and direct implementation of solid waste programs, under Subtitle D, remains
largely with state and local agencies. Pursuant to Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations,

Section 20220 (27 CCR 20220), the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) requires a load-
checking program to be implemented at landfills. In addition, the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Los Angeles Region (RWQCB), adopted Order No. R4-2011-0052, which establishes waste
discharge requirements for the disposal of nondesignated/nonhazardous contaminated soils and the
onsite use of nonhazardous contaminated soils or related wastes. The Order requires that a waste
acceptance program be developed and approved by the RWQCB in order to accept non-designated/
nonhazardous contaminated soils. The waste acceptance program includes procedures for obtaining and
approving soil profiling information, testing procedures for waste constituents accepted, site-specific
threshold values for all appropriate wastes accepted for either disposal or reuse, and a description of
the personnel responsible for implementing the plan. In compliance with this Order, a waste acceptance
program specific to the acceptance of nondesignated/nonhazardous contaminated soils and related
wastes is implemented at CCL. This program is an integral part of the overall Waste Screening and
Acceptance Program at CCL and is implemented in coordination with the overall program.

In addition to the regulations above, Part Il of CCL’s existing Conditional Use Permit requires CCL to
implement a Hazardous Waste Exclusion Program.

Waste Screening and Acceptance Program Elements

Specific elements of the program include:

e Notifying customers of applicable policies and procedures

e Specifying methods for determining the acceptability of wastes

e Providing a waste screening program for incoming wastes

e Describing other measures to deter the disposal of prohibited wastes

Customer Notification Procedures

The generator has the responsibility to determine whether a waste is appropriate for disposal at a

Class Ill nonhazardous waste landfill. The generator is the most familiar with the process generating the
waste and should be familiar with the federal, state, and local regulations that govern their generating
process. This is not always the case. Therefore, the waste hauler and the receiving disposal facility must
also be knowledgeable of the wastes with which they are involved. The customer notification program is
designed to describe and to explain to customers the policy and procedures of the waste acceptance
program.

Pre-qualification Procedures

CCL’'s Waste Acceptance Program includes a prequalification procedure for special wastes, which are
typically wastes derived from industrial sources or remediation activities. Wastes that would require
prequalification are those that are typically from one source (as opposed to numerous sources as with
municipal refuse) and are not generated over a long time period (the waste stream is usually connected
to an event or project). Each generator of a special waste is required to complete and certify a Special
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29. WASTES TO BE DISPOSED AND WASTE SCREENING AND ACCEPTANCE PROGRAM

Waste Profile form prior to the initial shipment of their wastes to CCL. Waste Connections, Inc.’s Special
Waste Coordinator (SWC) evaluates the profile form along with other required documentation to
determine whether the waste is acceptable. The generator-provided documents may include the
following as appropriate:

e Certified analytical reports and chain-of-custody documentation from a California Department of
Health Services Accredited Environmental Laboratory

e Special waste (nonhazardous) manifest(s)
e Material Safety Data Sheet(s)
e Description of the process generating the waste

The SWC will determine whether the generator has provided correct and sufficient information and
whether the waste is acceptable for disposal at CCL. The SWC will communicate with the generator
regarding specific concerns, or missing or incomplete information. The generator must certify by
signature that the information provided on the Special Waste Profile Form is true and correct.

The generator may be required to collect additional samples, and/or have additional chemical analyses
performed. Wastes are not accepted at CCL until the proper documentation has been obtained and fully
evaluated.

Following completion of the prequalification process, the wastes are approved for disposal at CCL. Upon
arrival at the site, the driver is required to produce a copy of the Non-Hazardous Waste Manifest signed
by the generator. The form will be checked by scalehouse personnel who will ensure that the form
carried by the driver(s) matches the form on file. If scalehouse personnel determine that the driver does
not have the appropriate documentation, the driver will be asked to move to a staging area while
management personnel are contacted.

Waste Screening

Unlike vehicles that haul industrial and construction/demolition debris, which are generally from

one source, residential and commercial hauling vehicles generally contain wastes from several locations
(e.g., houses, apartments, shopping centers, etc.). As a result, the prequalification program cannot be
effectively applied to preclude the acceptance of hazardous wastes. Therefore, a Waste Screening
Program is implemented at CCL to identify hazardous and other prohibited wastes that may be delivered
to the landfill.

This program has been implemented in response to the requirements set forth in the 40 CFR and

27 CCR. The Waste Screening Program includes random inspections of incoming loads, keeping a record
of inspections, training facility personnel, and notification of the state director (chief administrative
officer of the state agency responsible for implementing the state municipal solid waste permit program
or other system of prior approval) if a regulated or hazardous waste is discovered at the facility disposal
area. It should be noted that approximately 70 percent of the waste disposed at CCL originates from
transfer stations. Because each transfer station implements its own waste screening program, the
majority of waste disposed at CCL has been screened before it arrives at CCL.

At a minimum, five loads of waste per day are inspected. An inspection involves discharging the waste
load and viewing the contents prior to actual disposal, thereby allowing the inspector to reject wastes
deemed unacceptable. Inspections are performed at or adjacent to the landfill working face.
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Best Management Practices

If hazardous or other prohibited wastes are found in a vehicle at the scalehouse, landfill personnel

will refuse to accept the entire load. When a load is rejected by CCL personnel, they will attempt to
determine the original source of the load by information gathered from the driver of the vehicle. This
information is used to notify the generator, notify appropriate agencies, or may be used to identify any
subsequent loads for spot-checking.

If hazardous or other prohibited wastes are discovered, the wastes are handled by trained CCL
personnel in a manner consistent with applicable local, state, and federal hazardous waste generator
regulations. The hazardous waste storage area is a locked, secure area near the landfill maintenance
building. Incompatible wastes are stored separately. CCL contracts with a licensed hazardous waste
hauler who containerizes, labels, and marks the wastes prior to transporting offsite.
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CCL Topical Responses

30. Water Quality

Summary of Comments

Comments were received about potential impacts to water quality, and potential related impacts to
biological resources, with particular focus on run-off, the Santa Clara River, and groundwater.

A comment was also received indicating that a third party groundwater evaluation should be completed,
including monitoring of ground and surface water runoff to evaluate impacts to private wells in Hasley
Canyon and Val Verde. It was stated that the proposed expansion puts the landfill too close to the
Santa Clara River and it was questioned how Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) will prevent contaminants
in run-off from being carried into the Santa Clara River. Other comments stated that the groundwater
supply for portions of the Santa Clarita Valley has been contaminated with perchlorate and that cancer-
causing Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) have been detected in the water supply. It was suggested
that the water quality section should have disclosed the potential health risks from the type of VOC’s
found in the monitoring wells. Comments were made that CCL has not been in compliance with the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit requirements and that CCL has already
had a detrimental effect on storm water quality. It was suggested that expanding the landfill will have a
much more detrimental effect on water quality than is stated. Comments suggested that the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) should include mitigation for potential releases into groundwater,
including reference to groundwater extraction as a corrective action, since releases have already
occurred from the unlined Primary Canyon.

Response

Surface drainage at CCL is controlled by diversion berms, drainage channels, overside drains, and
sedimentation basins. Exposed soil on slopes is covered with shredded green waste, and final covers are
vegetated to control erosion. CCL manages stormwater from the landfill in compliance with the federal
Clean Water Act, which guards against contamination that could come from the landfill to surface
waters, including the Santa Clara River. As described in Section 2.2.8.6, Surface Water Monitoring, of the
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, CCL has a NPDES Permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) as required by the Clean Water Act that addresses specific design and applicable water quality
standards at the facility. CCL manages, monitors, and discharges stormwater in accordance with the
NPDES permit and the following additional plans that are required under the NPDES Permit: Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan, the Stormwater Monitoring Program, and the Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasure Plan. CCL implements the site specific best management practices required by these
plans.

Potential impacts to Water Quality for the Proposed Project are addressed in the Original Draft EIR
Chapter 7, Water Quality. Specifically, the Proposed Project would minimize impacts to surface and
groundwater quality because it would be implemented in compliance with NPDES requirements,
California Code of Regulations Title 27 requirements, and Orders and waste discharge requirements
(WDR) issued by RWQCB. This includes preparing and implementing a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan and Stormwater Monitoring Program, and their associated best management practices, in
accordance with the General Permit issued under SWRCB Order No. 2014-0057-DWQ, NPDES
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requirements, and RWQCB Order No. R4-2011-0052. In addition, the Proposed Project will meet or
incorporate the siting and design features in accordance with Title 27, Chapter 3, Subchapter 2, and will
comply with the Los Angeles County Low Impact Development Ordinance, as described in Section 7.1.1.1,
Proposed Project, of the Original Draft EIR.

Chapter 8, Biological Resources, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR contains an evaluation of
potential water quality impacts to biological resources.

With regard to the proximity of CCL to the Santa Clara River, the Proposed Project does not move the
property boundary of CCL any closer to the Santa Clara River. One part of the proposed lateral
expansion moves the waste footprint to the north and east within the landfill property; the other part
of the proposed lateral expansion moves the waste footprint slightly to the south within the landfill
property, but not as far south as the existing closed Primary Canyon Landfill. The waste footprint is well
within the control features of the landfill that prevent impacts to the Santa Clara River.

Water quality monitoring for the protection of groundwater at CCL, both for the existing landfill and the
proposed expansion, is required by both State and Federal regulations, and is under the regulatory
authority of the RWQCB. California water quality monitoring requirements are contained in Title 23,
Chapter 15, Article 5, of the California Code of Regulations. Please see Master Response #10,
Environmental Monitoring, for information about the existing and proposed water quality monitoring
program.

The groundwater monitoring and remediation program is being implemented and is protective under
oversight of the RWQCB. As described in detail in the Chapter 7, Section 7.6.1.4, Groundwater Quality
Monitoring Results of the Original Draft EIR, groundwater monitoring for wells in the Evaluation
Monitoring Plan and the corrective action program have VOC concentrations measured at low levels,
below method detection limits. The extensive Detection Monitoring Program well network showed
no impacts to groundwater.

The discussion referenced in Chapter 5, Geology and Hydrology, Section 5.7.2.6 of the Original Draft EIR
is about whether the Proposed Project would deplete groundwater supplies as part of a corrective
action program. The releases mentioned by the commenter are correctly attributed to the unlined
Primary Canyon, and would not be expected as part of the Proposed Project, which includes a liner
system that meets or exceeds the standards of Title 27 California Code of Regulations 20340, WDR
Order No. 93-062, implementing the United States Environmental Protection Agency Subtitle D
requirements, and WDR Order No. 98-086. Therefore, a release to groundwater is not an anticipated
potential impact of the Proposed Project and mitigation is not required or needed.
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CCL Topical Responses

31. Los Angeles County Code Section 22.04.110 Waiver

Summary of Comments

Comments were made regarding the County of Los Angeles’ issuance of a waiver pursuant to Los
Angeles County Code (County Code) section 22.04.110. Commenters stated that Chiquita Canyon
Landfill (CCL) should not be permitted to operate because it reached its total maximum capacity
authorized under its 1997 Conditional Use Permit (CUP), and that Los Angeles County should not have
issued such a waiver. In addition, comments were made stating that an addendum to the previously
certified Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) should not have been issued, and that a subsequent
EIR was instead required.

Response

Issuance of Waiver

The Director of the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (LADRP) on March 17, 2016,
issued a waiver to CCL pursuant to Los Angeles County Code Section 22.04.110 (Waiver). The Waiver
authorized the continued operation of CCL in the event that the total maximum tonnage capacity
allowed by Condition 46 of the existing CUP was reached before the environmental review and public
hearing process for a new CUP could be completed.

CCL is operating currently pursuant to CUP No. 89-081, approved in 1997, which authorized a total
capacity of 23 million tons within a defined disposal "envelope." Daily and weekly tonnage limits are also
imposed. LADRP is reviewing CCL’s application for a new CUP, which seeks, in part, to expand CCL’s
capacity, including, but not limited to, an increase in daily, weekly and total disposal tonnage and an
expansion of the horizontal and vertical "envelope" within CCL where waste would be deposited.

CCL requested the Waiver based upon its determination that it would likely reach its total permitted
capacity of 23 million tons before the pending CUP application process is complete. CCL did not
anticipate the need to increase its permitted daily or weekly tonnage limits or the approved disposal
"envelope" and the Waiver requires that those capacity limits not be exceeded.

LADRP Findings

The LADRP Director determined that the Waiver should be issued because interim continuation of CCL
operation is consistent with the General Plan and the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan and serves the
public convenience and welfare. Closure of CCL during the processing of the current CUP application
would result in hardships to waste haulers and local communities, including price increases.

Furthermore, LADRP found that avoiding the temporary closure of CCL will achieve important policy
objectives. The interim continuation of CCL operations is consistent with General Plan Policy PS/F 5.1
because it will maintain an efficient, safe and responsive waste management system that reduces waste
while protecting the health and safety of the public. Although there are no geographic constraints on
the sources of waste collected by CCL, it predominately serves the Santa Clarita Valley and surrounding
communities. LADRP found that CCL is forced to close during the processing of CUP No. 2004-00042,
waste from these communities will need to be diverted to other landfills located further away, which
will increase transportation distances, creating traffic and regional air quality impacts, increasing

EN1129161114SCO 1



31. LOS ANGELES COUNTY CODE SECTION 22.04.110 WAIVER

greenhouse gas emissions, and increasing costs that will be passed down to County residents. In
addition, other landfills may impose out-of-area surcharges, further increasing costs. Overall, closure of
CCL during the processing of CUP No. 2004-00042 would result in inefficiencies in the County's waste
management system

Interim Continuation of CCL Operations Is Consistent with the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan

The LADRP found that the interim continuation of CCL operations is consistent with the Land Use
Element of the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, a component of the General Plan. CCL is located within the
Community Serving land use designation, which allows landfills.

Interim Continuation of CCL Operations Serves the Public Convenience and Welfare

LADRP found that the interim continuation of CCL operations serves the public convenience and welfare.
Specifically, LADRP stated that denial of the Waiver could result in temporary closure of CCL, which
would result in increased traffic and regional air quality impacts; increased greenhouse gas emissions;
and increased costs that would be passed down to Los Angeles County residents. County residents
served by CCL would no longer have convenient access to waste disposal services and would no longer
benefit from competitive pricing for those services. Los Angeles County stated that CCL's ongoing
compliance with the operating conditions of CUP No. 89-081, except with respect to the 23-million-ton
maximum set forth in the CUP, ensures that CCL is operated in a manner that protects the health, safety,
and welfare of Los Angeles County residents.

Terms of the Waiver

The Waiver requires CCL to abide by the conditions of the CUP, except that it can continue to operate in
the event that it exceeds the maximum capacity stated in its current CUP, subject to the terms and
limitations of the Waiver. Terms of the waiver include the following:

e CCL must be operated in compliance with all applicable provisions of the County Code, and with
applicable State and federal laws and regulations

e Except with respect to the 23-million-ton maximum set forth in its current CUP, CCL must comply
with all conditions of CUP No. 89-081, including but not limited to the daily and weekly net tonnage
restrictions

e Waste disposal must take place only within the horizontal and vertical footprint (the waste disposal
envelope with the maximum elevation of 1,430 feet) depicted in the existing CUP, and shall not
exceed 29 million tons

e The CCL operator must cooperate fully and expeditiously with LADRP in the processing of the
pending CUP application

e The CCL operator must provide LADRP with weekly reports detailing, to the satisfaction of the
Director, the daily disposal rates within the preceding week, the total amount in tons of waste
disposed within CCL, and the remaining capacity within the approved waste disposal envelope

e The CCL operator must cooperate with LADRP’s Zoning Enforcement staff to address ongoing
concerns related to the operation of CCL

The Waiver shall cease to be effective upon the earlier of the withdrawal, approval or denial of the
pending CUP application, July 31, 2017, or the Director’s revocation of the Waiver.
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Addendum to the Previously Certified 1997 Final EIR

Los Angeles County determined that no circumstances exist that would require the preparation of a
subsequent environmental impact report under California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines

Section 15164. The Addendum to the 1997 Final EIR was issued correctly because, as it states, the
Waiver will not result in increased environmental impacts compared to the CCL expansion evaluated in
the 1997 Final EIR. Although, under the waiver, CCL may exceed its 23-million-ton capacity, doing so will
not increase the impacts of the continued operation of CCL, as operational efficiencies have resulted in
space remaining within the vertical and horizontal envelope of CCL beyond 23 million tons, so that the
additional tonnage can be accommodated within the vertical and lateral envelope of space already
evaluated in the 1997 Final EIR. As a result of the Waiver, CCL may continue to dispose of waste within
the existing approved envelope on a temporary basis during the CUP application process, which will not
increase CCL’s impacts.
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CCL Topical Responses

32. Establishment of Baseline

Summary of Comments

Comments were made regarding the methodology for determining the baseline conditions against
which the environmental impacts of the proposed project are compared. Commenters stated that using
the year 2011 as the baseline does not reflect the current operation of Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL),
and is thus misleading. Commenters also stated that the use of the year 2011 and use of only average
data is misleading because it does not reflect peaks or averages in the landfill’'s operation since that
time, and only provides a snapshot of operations in 2011.

Response

The Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (LADRP) selected the year 2011 for the project
baseline because the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the CCL Master Plan Revision (Proposed Project)
was issued in 2011. This conforms with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section
15125(a), which states that, “an EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions
in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published” and that
this environmental setting will “normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a Lead
Agency determines whether an impact is significant.” Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a),
environmental conditions are normally described as they exist when the NOP is published or, if an NOP
has not been published, at the time the environmental analysis begins. Because the NOP was issued in
2011, LADRP selected 2011 as the project baseline physical conditions by which it determined whether
environmental impacts are significant.

The baseline condition against which an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is evaluated under CEQA is
derived from the conditions in place at the time the NOP is filed. As the California Supreme Court has
noted in one of the leading decisions on the determination of the baseline for environmental impact
review:

A long line of Court of Appeal decisions holds... that the impacts of a proposed project
are ordinarily to be compared to the actual environmental conditions existing at the
time of CEQA analysis, rather than to allowable conditions defined by a plan or
regulatory framework. This line of authority includes cases where a plan or regulation
allowed for greater development or more intense activity than had so far actually
occurred, as well as cases where actual development or activity had, by the time CEQA
analysis was begun, already exceeded that allowed under the existing regulations. In
each of these decisions, the appellate court concluded the baseline for CEQA analysis
must be the ‘existing physical conditions in the affected area’ (Environmental Planning
Information Council v. County of El Dorado, supra, 131 Cal.App.3d at p. 354...), that is,
the ‘real conditions on the ground’ (Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County
Bd. of Supervisors, supra, 87 Cal.App.4th at p. 121; see City of Carmel-by-the- Sea v.
Board of Supervisors, supra, 183 Cal.App.3d at p. 246...), rather than the level of

EN1129161114SCO 1



32. ESTABLISHMENT OF BASELINE

development or activity that could or should have been present according to a plan or
regulation.!

Therefore, the selection of 2011 as the project baseline by which LADRP determined whether
environmental impacts are significant is consistent with the California state law, as it reflects existing
physical conditions in the affected area at the time that the NOP was issued. In this respect, and
consistent with California state law, the EIR evaluated potential impacts of the Proposed Project, that is
activities that are a change to the project baseline.

1 Communities For A Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310,
320-321.
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33. Recirculation

Summary of Comments

Comments suggesting or relating to recirculation of the environmental analysis for the project were
submitted both in response to the original Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as well as the
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. A number of comments were submitted relating to the analysis of
biological resources, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions and climate change, and project alternatives;
as noted below in the response, these chapters of the Draft EIR were revised and recirculated, in part in
response to these comments. In addition, following circulation of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR,
some commenters suggested that a further recirculation is required based on claims about additional
new information.

Response

Portions of the impact analysis in the Draft EIR were in fact recirculated. Commenters who submitted
comments regarding the biological resources, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions and climate change,
and project alternatives in the original Draft EIR are advised to review the chapters pertaining to those
issue areas in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.

Los Angeles County recirculated Section 8, Biological Resources; Section 11, Air Quality; Section 12,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change; and Section 18, Project Alternatives, in the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR. In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
Section 15088.5(f)(2), the Lead Agency is required only to respond to (i) comments received during the
circulation period on the Original Draft EIR that relate to chapters or portions of the document that were
not revised and recirculated, and (ii) comments received during the recirculation period that relate to
the chapters or portions of the Original Draft EIR that were revised and recirculated. As a result, the
Lead Agency is not required to respond to comments that relate to chapters of the Original Draft EIR,
which have been revised and recirculated in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. The Lead Agency refers
those who provided comments regarding the chapters of the DEIR that are noted above to the biological
resources, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions and climate change, and project alternative chapters of
the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.

In addition, comments regarding the biological resources, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions and
climate change, and project alternative chapters of the Original Draft EIR have been noted for the record
and provided to the Los Angeles County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Other commenters stated that additional chapters of the EIR, beyond those described above, should
have been recirculated. However, additional chapters of the EIR were not recirculated because no
significant new information requiring recirculation was added to the EIR after public notice for public
review of the Draft EIR. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, recirculation is required if an EIR is
changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial
adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect
(including a feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to implement.

EN1129161114SCO 1



33. RECIRCULATION

Under Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, “Significant new information” requiring recirculation
includes, for example, a disclosure showing that:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the
project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact
would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the
impact to a level of insignificance.

(3) Afeasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably
different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the
environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents
decline to adopt it.

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were
precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition vs. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214
Cal.App.3d 1043)

CEQA Guidelines 15002(a)1-4.

Significant new information, as outlined in the examples above, is not present here, and as a result,
recirculation of additional portions of the EIR is not necessary under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.
Los Angeles County has reviewed the recirculated draft and comments, and concluded that there are
no new significant effects not previously identified. In addition, Los Angeles County has reviewed the
recirculated draft and determined that no substantial increase in the severity of an environmental
impact would result without mitigation measures. Furthermore, the County has not declined to adopt a
feasible project alternative or mitigation measure that would clearly lessen the environmental impacts
of the Proposed Project. Finally, the Draft EIR was not so fundamentally and basically inadequate and
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. As a result, Los
Angeles County has concluded that recirculation is not required. No new significant environmental
impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.
In addition, no substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. Furthermore, there
is no feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously
analyzed that would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project. As a result,
recirculation of additional portions of the EIR is not necessary.
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CCL Topical Responses

34. Beneficial Use

Comment Summary

Comments were received requesting clarification regarding beneficial use materials — what they are and
how they are used at Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL).

Response

Three types of material are received at CCL: waste for disposal, beneficial use material, and soil (clean
and contaminated).

Waste for disposal, commonly referred to as garbage or trash (also: “waste material” or “waste
disposed” in various CCL permits) consists of nonhazardous solid wastes, as defined in CCL’s Solid Waste
Facility Permit issued by the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle)
and the Waste Discharge Requirements issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB),
which are disposed of through the landfill process at CCL. Waste for disposal is considered by both
CalRecycle and the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works as waste materials that are included
when calculating tons of waste disposed against CCL’s permit limit (currently 6,000 tons per day and
30,000 tons per week; proposed 12,000 tons per day and 60,000 tons per week).

Beneficial use material consists of all material (with the exception of soils) diverted from disposal that is
used beneficially onsite. Beneficial use materials may include concrete/asphalt, asphalt grindings,
processed construction and demolition material, treated auto shredder waste, shredded tires, shredded
green waste, and materials recovery facility/construction and demolition fines.

Soil consists of both clean soil and contaminated soil.

Clean soil is not a waste material, nor is it a material diverted from the waste stream. Clean soil is not
regulated as a waste by the RWQCB. Because clean soil is not a waste material, it is not diverted from
disposal, nor can it be considered a beneficial use material. Clean soil is in a category all by itself.

Contaminated soil, pursuant to Section 13263(a) of the California Water Code, is a waste material that
requires regulation by the RWQCB. Depending on what happens to contaminated soil at the site, it may
be disposed (and consequently counted as waste disposed), or it may be used beneficially. If
contaminated soil is used beneficially at CCL, it is considered diverted from disposal, in that it is not
included in CCL’s waste tonnage disposal limits, but it is not classified as a beneficial use material.

The subsections below provide an overview of the regulatory definition of beneficial use, beneficial
reuse at CCL (materials types and uses), environmental benefits of beneficial reuse, and compliance
benefits of beneficial reuse. For the purposes of this Topical Response, the terms “beneficial use” and
“beneficial reuse” mean the same thing and are used interchangeably.

Beneficial Use, Defined

Beneficial use at landfills is regulated through Title 27 CCR, Section 20686, as shown below:
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34. BENEFICIAL USE

Section 20686. Beneficial Reuse

Beneficial reuse of solid wastes at a solid waste landfill shall include, but not be limited to, the
following: alternative daily cover, alternative intermediate cover, final cover foundation layer,
liner operations layer, leachate and landfill gas collection system, construction fill, road base,
wet weather operations pads and access roads, and soil amendments for erosion control and
landscaping. Alternative daily cover reuse shall comply with the requirements of section 20690.
Alternative intermediate cover reuse shall comply with the requirements of section 20700.
Other beneficial reuse shall comply with the following requirements:

(a) Beneficial reuse shall be restricted to those solid wastes appropriate for the specific use and
in accordance with engineering, industry guidelines, or other standard practices specified in the
Report of Disposal Site Information as required by section 21600(b)(6).

(b) Beneficial reuse shall be restricted to quantities of solid wastes no more than necessary to
meet the minimum requirements of (a). Should the CIWMB determine that an owner or
operator violated this standard, the owner or operator shall revise the applicable reports to
reflect the overuse as disposal, and pay the required Board of Equalization (BOE) disposal
tipping fees for the amount of overuse.

(c) Storage and handling of solid waste and derived materials for beneficial reuse shall be
conducted in a manner to protect public health and safety and the environment, and control
vectors, fires, odors, and nuisances.

(d) The owner or operator shall maintain a record of beneficial reuse in accordance with Title 14,
California Code of Regulations, section 18800 et seq. The records shall be available for
inspection by authorized representatives of the EA, the local health agency, and the CIWMB
during normal business hours and retained in the operating record near the site or in an
alternative location approved by the EA.

Beneficial Reuse at CCL

Final EIR Section 2.2.3.3, Beneficial Use Material, describes the type and volume of material diverted
from disposal and put to beneficial use at CCL. Final EIR Table 2-1, Beneficial Use Materials, Typical Use
at CCL, and Largest 1-Day Total of Each Type, identifies the beneficial use material types and typical
beneficial use at CCL. Beneficial use materials include concrete/asphalt, asphalt grindings, processed
construction and demolition (C&D) material, treated auto shredder waste (TASW), shredded tires,
shredded green waste, and materials recovery facility (MRF)/C&D fines. These material types, how they
are used at CCL, and the environmental benefits of the use are described below. Additional information
can be found in Appendix N, Beneficial Reuse.

Concrete/Asphalt

Concrete and asphalt are used at CCL in both a crushed and uncrushed state. If crushed, concrete/
asphalt may be used to build all-weather surfaces onsite, such as roads and tipping pads at the working
face. Concrete/asphalt may also be used for landfill gas trench construction. If not crushed, concrete/
asphalt may be used for erosion control and as energy dissipators, such as rip-rap and checkdams.

Processed C&D Material

Processed C&D material is used at CCL similarly to concrete and asphalt. Processed C&D material may be
used for construction of wet weather pads, road base, roads and ramps, and pipe crossings.
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34. BENEFICIAL USE

TASW

TASW is used at CCL as alternative daily cover (ADC), as it is an allowable use of this material, consistent
with Title 27 CCR. Additional information about TASW and use of TASW at CCL can be found in Topical
Response #26, Treated Auto Shredder Waste.

Shredded Tires
Shredded tires are used at CCL to protect the methane gas pipeline system as trench backfill in
construction of the landfill gas system.

Shredded Green Waste
Shredded green waste is used at CCL for temporary slope stabilization, erosion control, fugitive dust
control, and ADC.

MRF/C&D Fines

MRF and C&D fines are used at CCL as an operations layer over the landfill liner during construction, for
protection of the methane gas pipeline system as trench backfill, and for well raising, bench transitions,
and pipe crossings. MRF and C&D fines may also be used as ADC.

Operational Effects of Beneficial Reuse

There are significant environmental benefits, in addition to operational and safety benefits, that result
from reusing these otherwise waste materials beneficially onsite.

The beneficial aspects of using these materials include, but are not limited to, the following:

e Dust control — compliance with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403

e Dust control — compliance with Title 14 CCR, Sections 17407.4, Dust Control

e Preventing track-out of mud onto State Route 126 — being a good neighbor, dust control,
compliance with Rule 403 and Title 14

e Water conservation — water use for dust control minimized

e Improved air quality — avoided emissions from onsite equipment use, such as water trucks

e Improved air quality — reduced landfill gas surface emission control, compliance with SCAQMD Rule
1150.1

e Erosion control — compliance with RWQCB Order R4-2011-052

e Nuisance control

e Safety —improved driving surfaces for customer access

e Safety —improved walking and driving surfaces for employees

e Odor control — compliance with SCAQMD Rule 402 and Title 14 CCR, Section 17406.2

e Litter control

e Landfill gas control — keeping system components operational thereby minimizing the risk of
potential nuisances and Notices of Violation

e Sediment control — minimizing sediment entering the onsite storm water basins

Compliance Benefits of Beneficial Use

Blue Ridge Services prepared a report for CCL on the compliance benefits of beneficial use material at
landfills. Blue Ridge Services reviewed the tonnage of beneficial use materials used at Los Angeles
County landfills, reviewed the history of compliance violations at Los Angeles County landfills, and
correlated tons of beneficial use material to compliance violations. The Blue Ridge Services report is
included in Appendix N, Beneficial Use.
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34. BENEFICIAL USE

The Blue Ridge Services report finds that, as outlined in Title 27 CCR, Section 20686 (Beneficial Reuse),
there are twelve uses for waste materials. Eleven of these uses are related to a range of processes and
activities at landfills — all of which are part of operating a compliant landfill. Blue Ridge Services
considered whether these beneficial uses would “translate into an improved and more compliant
operation.” To do so, they “looked for a correlation between the quantity of beneficial reuse used, and
the number of relevant LEA incidents, including Areas of Concern (AOC) and Notice of Violation (NOV).”
Blue Ridge Services considered relevant LEA incidents to be things that beneficial reuse would affect,
such as daily cover, litter control, drainage and erosion, odor, etc.

Blue Ridge Services found that for all Los Angeles County landfills reviewed, as the number of beneficial
use tons increases, the number of LEA incidents at that site decreases. Inversely, the fewer beneficial
use tons used at a landfill, the more likely that site is to have a higher number of LEA incidents. As
shown in the Blue Ridge Services report, CCL receives the most tons of beneficial reuse material per LEA
incident of any landfill in Los Angeles County (conversely, CCL experiences the fewest LEA incidents per
tons of beneficial reuse material).

The Blue Ridge Services report provides additional discussion of how beneficial use materials are
appropriately used at CCL currently in support of the following:

e Erosion Control

e Landfill Gas Control
e Odors

o Wet Weather

e Dust Control

e Access Roads

Blue Ridge Services concludes that there is a direct correlation between the receipt and use of beneficial
reuse materials in sufficient quantities and improved regulatory compliance.
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Larry J. Ortega Sr.

Tribal President # 1

Tribal Historic & Cultural

Fernandeiio Tataviam Band of Mission Indians PEsrin T Goitics

Tribal Historic & Cultural Preservation Sesbeles
Berta Pleitez
July 14, 2014
Kim Szalay
Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012
Subject: Update for Chiquita Landfill Project, Los Angeles County, CA

Dear Kim Szalay,

The Fernandefio Tataviam Band of Mission Indians (Tataviam) wouldlike to inform you that Tataviam have
entered into an agreement with Chiquita Canyon, LLC (CCL) on the matter of the Chiquita Canyon Landfill
Project (CCLP). Tataviam are providing CCL with construction monitoring and cultural resource oversight
services for the CCLP.

We identified the potential for cultural resources within the CCLP proposed grading and excavation. 1-1
Tataviam entered into negotiation with CCL for the proposed grading and excavation to be adjusted to
exclude the Bower’s Cave site. Tataviam were successful in having the grading and excavation plans moved
in avoidance of Bower’s cave, for the sake of the site’s cultural relevance and preservation. We are doing our
best to ensure that artifacts and features are avoided, but here is still a possibility that they will be
encountered. Artifacts and features can go undetected and can also shift due to erosion and tectonic activity.

Therefore, Tataviam are providing construction and cultural resource oversight and monitoring to CCL for
the CCLP.

Furthermore, all artifacts that may be found will be returned to Tataviam or reinterred into the earth. CCL
understands that Bower’s Cave cultural, historical, and archaeological site is to remain untouched and
avoided by both personnel and impacts of the project. If any other artifacts or features of cultural, historical,
or archaeological nature are found, the tribe is to be notified immediately.

P

Sincerely, e
b/ ; : 5
4 % T -

i £ =&

¥% 0 UL ah L

Caitlin B. Gulley o K % 2
Tribal Historic and Cultural Preservation - C g

cgulley @tataviam-nsn.us BY: .

1019 Sccond Street. Suite 1 | San Fernando | California, 91340 | (818) 837-0794 | Fax (818) 837-0796



Native American Contacts
Los Angeles County
July 17, 2014

Beverly Salazar Folkes

1931 Shadybrook Drive Chumash
Thousand Oaks CA 91362  Tataviam
folkes9@msn.com Ferrnandefio

(805) 492-7255
(805) 558-1154 Caell

Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission Indians
Larry Ortega, Chairperson

1019 - 2nd Street, Suite #1 Fernandeno

San Fernande CA 91340  Tataviam

(818) 837-0794 Office
(818) 837-0796 Fax

San Fernando Band of Mission Indians
John Valenzuela, Chairperson

P.O. Box 221838 Fernandefio
Newhall » CA 91322 Tataviam
tsen2u@hotmail.com Serrano
(661) 753-9833 Office Vgnyume
(760) 885-0955 Cell Kitanemuk

(760) 949-1604 Fax

Randy Guzman - Folkes

4676 Walnut Avenue Chumash

Simi Valley . CA 93063 Fernandefo
ndnRandy@yahoo.com Tataviam

(805) 905-1675 Cell Shoshone Paiute
(805) 520-5915 Fax Yaqui

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of the statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This ilst s only applicable for contacting locative Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
Chiquita Canyon Landflll Master Plan Revision Project; located near the City of Castaic;
Los Angeles County, Callfornia for which a Sacred Lands file search and Native American Contacts list were requested.



Letter No. 1

Caitlin B. Gulley

Tribal Historic and Cultural Preservation
Fernandeio Tataviam Band of Mission Indians
1019 Second Street, Suite 1

San Fernando, CA 91340

Response to Comment No. 1-1

Please see Topical Response #6 for a discussion of Cultural Resources and protection of Bowers Cave.

Coordination with Tataviam is detailed in Mitigation Measure CR-3. The letter correctly notes that
Bowers Cave will be avoided and that any artifacts found will be returned to Tataviam or reinterred into
the earth. The Fernandeno Tataviam Band will be notified if any additional artifacts are discovered.
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_SATE OF CALIEORNIA Edmund G. Brown, Jr.. Governor
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

T e b L i o 3
1550 Harbor Boulevard, Suite 100 ?'“* (Y e {ﬂ (ee § Ny T
Waest Sacramento, CA 95691 &2, N il e Y O Bas
(916) 373-3715 i
Fax (316) 373-5471

Web Site www.nshe.ca.qov
Ds_nahc@pacbell.not

e-mail. ds_nahc@pacbell.net i : {l
July 17,2014 & H gw
B i i st

Ms. Iris Chi, City Planner
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning

320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: SCH# 2005081071 CEQA Notice of Completion and Environmental
Document Transmittal for the “Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan

Revision” project located near the City of Castaic; Los Angeles County,
California

Dear Ms. Chi:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed the
above-referenced environmental document.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that any project
which includes archeological resources, is a significant effect requiring the
preparation of an EIR (CEQA guidelines 15064.5(b). To adequately comply with
this provision and mitigate project-related impacts on archaeological resources,
the Commission recommends the following actions be required:

#2

Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the
identification and evaluation of accidentally discovered archeological resources,
pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5(f). In areas

2-1

of identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally
affiliated Native American, with knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor
all ground-disturbing activities. Also, California Public Resources Code Section
21083.2 require documentation and analysis of archaeological items that meet
the standard in Section 15064.5 (a)(b)(f).

2-2

We suggest that this (additional archaeological activity) be coordinated
with the NAHC, if possible. The final report containing site forms, site
significance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted immediately to the
planning department. Any information regarding site locations, Native American
human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate
confidential addendum, and not be made available for pubic disclosure pursuant




to California Government Code Section 6254.10.

A list of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation concerning
the project site has been provided and is attached to this letter to determine if the
proposed active might impinge on any cultural resources.

California Government Code Section 65040.12(e) defines “environmental justice”
to provide “fair treatment of People... with respect to the development, adoption,
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations and policies.” (The
California Code is consistent with the Federal Executive Order 12898 regarding
‘environmental justice.’ Also, applicable to state agencies is Executive Order B-10-11
requires consultation with Native American tribes their elected officials and other
representatives of tribal governments to provide meaningful input into the development
of legislation, regulations, rules, and policies on matters that may affect tribal
communities.

Lead agencies should consider first, avoidance for sacred and/or historical
sites, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15370(a). Then if the project goes ahead
then, lead agencies include in their mitigation and monitoring plan provisions for
the analysis and disposition of recovered artifacts, pursuant to California Public
Resources Code Section 21083.2 in consultation with culturally affiliated Native
Americans.

Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American
human remains in their mitigation plan. Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA
§15064.5(e), and Public Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the process to be
followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a
location other than a dedicated cemetery.

Sincerely,

v

Totton
rogram Analyst

CC. State Clearinghouse

Attachment: Native American Contacts list

2-3
(cont.)

2-4

2-5

2-6

2-7



Letter No. 2

Gayle Totton

Program Analyst

Native American Heritage Commission
1550 Harbor Boulevard, Suite 100
West Sacramento, CA 95691

Response to Comment No. 2-1
Please see Topical Response #6 for a discussion of Cultural Resources and protection of Bowers Cave.

The identification and evaluation of archaeological resources during the life of the Project are addressed
in Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-3 of the Final EIR Chapter 9, Cultural and Paleontological
Resources. Mitigation Measure CR-2 describes development of a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan
(CRMP) that will address identification and evaluation of archaeological resources.

Response to Comment No. 2-2

Please see Topical Response #6 for a discussion of Cultural Resources and protection of Bowers Cave.

Monitoring of ground-disturbing activities in areas of archaeological sensitivity by a certified
archaeologist and culturally-affiliated Native American is addressed in Mitigation Measures CR-1
through CR-3 of the Final EIR Chapter 9, Cultural and Paleontological Resources.

Response to Comment No. 2-3

Please see Topical Response #6 for a discussion of Cultural Resources and protection of Bowers Cave.

Response to Comment No. 2-4

Please see Topical Response #6 for a discussion of Cultural Resources and protection of Bowers Cave.

Response to Comment No. 2-5

Please see Topical Response #6 for a discussion of Cultural Resources and protection of Bowers Cave.

Response to Comment No. 2-6
Please see Topical Response #6 for a discussion of Cultural Resources and protection of Bowers Cave.

Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-3 of the Final EIR Chapter 9, Cultural and Paleontological
Resources, describe a CRMP that will include provisions for discovery of Native American human
remains.
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To; Los Angeles county regional planning department 7/28/14

Iris chi, Luke money, Vanessa bookman

We are the residents of Val Verde park the community on Lincoln avenue address 28838, 28848,
28874,...by Chiquita canyon road, we are the second generation who move in to Val Verde since thirty
years ago and put new houses, we firmly refuse for any expansion to Chiquita canyon land fill for
whatever reasons or to any renew timing terms extension or contract project without acceptance or
opinion from the local community. Since 1972 the Chiquita canyon landfill exist, and after forty years
development, plus adding a thousand houses in Santa Clarita valley, and double population ,the officials
at Chiquita canyon your master plan revision doubling the amount of the trash and the space, and the
life of the landfili, and you want to continue with the same business, instead you should close this trash
landfill, and you look around ,also we reject any community benefit funds for help .there is choice
between developing, Val Verde park, Castaic city, and hasley hills residential communities throughout
the future, or destroy these large communities backward, we decide the health, safety, environment,
and property values of our life and interest . Please do not try to in force, the nelghborhoods
communities on decision not to their interests or desired by other party or lead agency .there are
another site or places somewhere for land fill. We do not agree on expansion or extension to Chiquita
canyon land fill and we will fight this plan with whatever means and thank you to your eoordination.

Sincerely

Dabbagh family, Akram, April, Andrew, Jordan, phone, 661,257-8645

/ﬁ‘,é/b”'” MM‘“%/I/ 7/Qf//é/




Letter No. 3

Akram Dabbagh
Val Verde, CA

Response to Comment No. 3-1

Comment noted.
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE/ #4
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT TASK FORCE
900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE, ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331
P.O. BOX 1460, ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

www.lacountyiswmtf.org

GAIL FARBER, CHAIR
MARGARET CLARK,
VICE-CHAIR

July 28, 2014

Mr. Richard J. Bruckner, Director

County of Los Angeles Department of
Regional Planning

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Mr. Bruckner:

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL

MASTER PLAN REVISION PROJECT NO.: R2004-00559-(5)
REQUEST TO EXTEND PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD

The Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Committee/Integrated Waste
Management Task Force (Task Force) hereby requests an extension of the public
review period by 45 days, until October 8, 2014, in order to provide adequate time to
review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Proposed
Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan Revision Project No.: R2004-00559-(5).

On July 10, 2014, the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (DRP) as
the “Lead Agency,” filed a “Notice of Completion and Availability” of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Project for a 45-day public 4-1
review/comments process. The proposed Project, among other things, entails
increasing the permitted daily disposal from 6,000 to 12,000 tons per day; increasing
the disposal footprint laterally by 143 acres; and increasing the maximum elevation by
143 feet. Commensurate with the magnitude of the proposed Project, the DEIR
contains over 2,000 pages of detailed and technical information.

To provide the opportunity for conducting a thorough review and developing comments
on the subject DEIR, the Task Force at its last publically held meeting, voted to formally
request that the DRP consider extending the public review period by 45 days, until
October 8, 2014.




Mr. Richard J. Bruckner
July 28, 2014
Page 2

Pursuant to Chapter 3.67 of the Los Angeles County Code and the California Integrated
Waste Management Act of 1989, as amended (AB 939), the Task Force is responsible
for coordinating the development of all major solid waste planning documents, including,
but not limited to, the Countywide Siting Element and the Countywide Integrated Waste
Management Plan, prepared for the County of Los Angeles and the 88 cities in
Los Angeles County. The Task Force is also responsible for ensuring a coordinated,
cost-effective, and environmentally sound solid waste management system in
Los Angeles County and addressing the issues impacting the system on a Countywide
basis. Membership of the Task Force includes representatives of the League of
California Cities-Los Angeles County Division, the County of Los Angeles Board of
Supervisors, the City of Los Angeles, the waste management industry, environmental
groups, the public, and a number of other governmental agencies.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Mike Mohajer of the Task Force at
MikeMohajer@yahoo.com or (909) 592-1147

Sincerely,
W@lﬁ&-mt Clar/o

Margaret Clark, Vice Chair

Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Committee/
Integrated Waste Management Task Force and

Mayor Pro Tem, City of Rosemead

KM:fm
P:\EA\EA\TF\TF\Letters\2014\TFExtLtr4CCL_MPR

cc: Each Member of the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors
Each Member of the County of Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission
County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning (Ms. Iris Chi, AICP)
Waste Connections, Inc. (Mike Dean, District Manager)

Each Member of the Los Angeles County Integrated Waste Management Task Force

Each Member of the Facility & Planning Review Subcommittee

4-1
cont'd



Letter No. 4

Margaret Clark, Vice Chair

Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Committee
Integrated Waste Management Task Force

900 South Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803-1331

Response to Comment No. 4-1

The public comment period was extended by 30 days, ending on September 23, 2014. The public
comment period was subsequently extended by an additional 30 days, with a final end date of
October 23, 2014.
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Iris Chi

From: Robert Glaser

Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 3:31 PM
To: ‘carderfam@yahoo.com’

Cc: Iris Chi

Subject: FW: Chiquita landfill NOP comments
Attachments: Landfill NOP comments 12-12.docx
Hi Lloyd,

I have been reassigned at our Department, Iris Chi is working on this project now and | am forwarding your comments to
her.

Thanks,

Robert

From: Lloyd & Nancy Carder [mailto:carderfam@yahoo.com}
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 3:24 PM

To: Robert Glaser; Paul Mc Carthy

Subject: Chiquita landfill NOP comments

I noted in the EIR that my comments were accredited to the then CATC president Scott Wardle. This is a problem
because the CATC has not acted in any professional manner since this process has started. The only reason | was
notified is my wife Nancy had submitted comments also and we found my 7 page comments credited to Scott when he
was only CCed. | had on the original document a cover page with my information on it that was not included.

| will also bring this correction to the meeting Thursday.

Thank you both for your efforts here lots of impacts for years to come if approved.

Best Regards,

Lloyd E. Carder Il
Castaicreg. 3
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Letter No. 5

Lloyd Carder
Castaic, CA

Response to Comment No. 5-1

Comment noted.
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Ms. Iris Chi Bl ¢ YA
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 1 0‘/] [ / R’ QU‘

Zoning Permits North Section, Room 1348
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Chi:

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL MASTER PLAN REVISION

COUNTY PROJECT NO. R2004-00559-(5)--CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 200400042
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER 2005081071

As a private citizen and a resident of the County of Los Angeles, | want to thank the Los
Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (DRP) for the opportunity to review and offer
the following comments on the subject Project’s Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

The Project is proposed by Waste Connections, Inc. (Applicant) which, among other things,
provides for continued operation of the existing landfill by increasing the current permitted daily
disposal from 6,000 to 12,000 tons of solid waste per day; increasing the disposal footprint
laterally by an 143 acres; and increasing the landfill maximum elevation by additional 143 feet.
This would increase the landfill capacity by an additional 90 million tons (approximately) and
extend the landfill life by additional 21 to 38 years, depending on the actual daily disposal rate.
The proposed Project also entails setting-aside of land for potential future “conversion
technology”, development of a household hazardous waste facility, and an open mixed organics
waste aerobic composting operation.

The Project’s DEIR was released by the DRP for a 45-day public review period on July 10,
2014. Considering the Project type (landfill and open mixed organic waste composting 6-1
operation), its DEIR, and the proposals to develop over 7,250 single and multi-family residential
units surrounding the landfill (some are proposed to be located as close as 500 feet to the edge
of the trash filled areas), | find the 45-day review period extremely inadequate for citizens to
review the document completely and in detail, and offer timely comments. In general, draft
environmental documents for projects such as a landfill or a similar waste management facility
are provided with a minimum of 90 days for review by communities and other stakeholders, and
the same should be applicable to the case on hand.

Based on the foregoing, | have reviewed the Project's DEIR which, among other things, states
that the proposed Project will have a significant and unavoidable negative impact on (a) the
region’s air quality where the concentrations of particulate matter exceed federal limits
established to protect public health and safety, and (b) traffic/transportation (emphasis added).
Considering the short deadline established by the DRP for the review period, the following
comments are offered with the understanding that | may provide additional comments prior to
the “deadline” expiration date.
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Section 1.3 - Project Need

This Section attempts to justify the Project’'s major goal which is to expand the existing landfill
by an additional 90 million tons of capacity on the basis that there will be an in-County disposal
capacity shortfall of approximately five million tons by the year 2026 and thus the need for the
Project. However, the DEIR does not discuss as to whether the use of the landfill will be limited
only to solid waste generated by the 89 jurisdictions in Los Angeles County OR the use is open
to all entities in- and out-of Los Angeles County. Considering the Project need's justification, this
is an important issue that must be addressed.

Further, the analysis to justify the need for the Project is outdated due to the requirements of (a)
Senate Bill 1016 (Chapter 343 of the State Statutes of 2008), (b) Assembly Bill 341's (Chapter
476 of the 2011 State Statutes) implementing regulations/policies, and (c) the AB 32 (the
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006) First Update to the Climate Change Scoping
Plan, dated May 2014 (Scoping Plan Update) and approved by the California Air Resources
Board (ARB) on May 22, 2014. One of the Scoping Plan Update’s adopted goals is to phase out
the land disposal of organic waste starting in 2016. Specifically, Chapter IV, Section 5 of the
Scoping Plan Update states the “ARB and CalRecycle will lead the development of
program(s) to eliminate disposal of organic materials at landfills. Options to be evaluated
will include: legislation, direct regulation, and inclusion of landfills in the Cap-and-Trade
Program. If legislation requiring businesses that generate orqanic waste to arrange for
recycling services is not enacted in 2014, then ARB, in concert with CalRecycle, will
initiate requlatory action(s) to prohibit/phase out landfilling of organic materials with the
goal of requiring initial compliance actions in 2016 (emphasis added).”

As a follow up to the AB 32 Scoping Plan Update, there are two bills currently under
consideration by the State Legislature, namely AB 1826 which requires implementation of
mandatory commercial organic waste recycling programs by jurisdictions by 2016, and AB 1594
which essentially prohibits the disposal of green materials by a jurisdiction that cannot meet the
State diversion mandates. Both bills have been approved by the State Assembly and the
Senate Environmental Quality Committee and are scheduled to be considered by the Senate
Appropriations Committee upon their return from the summer recess. The following are links to
AB 1826 and AB 1594, respectively. (Note: It is my understanding that both bills are being
supported by ARB and CalRecycle as well as the Governor.)

hitp://www leqinfo.ca.qov/pub/13-14/bill/lasm/ab _1801-1850/ab 1826 bill 20140701 amended sen v95.pdf

hitp://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/13-14/billlasm/ab_1551-1600/ab 1594 biil 20140701 amended sen v94.pdf

As stated in the AB 32 Scoping Plan Update, California still disposes about 30 million tons of
solid waste in landfills each year. Additionally, based on recent waste characterization studies
conducted by CalRecycle, approximately 75% of the 30 million tons of solid waste disposed in
landfills are organics. As such, the phasing out of land disposal of organics would essentially
reduce our need for landfill capacity by 75 percent assuming the needed infrastructures are in
place and markets are available for the end product.

Based on the foregoing, the analysis provided in this Section and other related sections of the
DEIR need to be completely updated and revised as appropriate. In addition to discussion listed
in the Section 2.2.12, the updated analysis must also provide a full/lexpanded discussion of
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aerobic and anaerobic composting, and in-vessel anaerobic digestion (AD) processes and
development of these facilities in conjunction with the phased-in
expansion of the existing Chiquita Canyon Landfill. For example, the County may want to
consider approval of the proposed Master Plan but limiting the landfill expansion in phases each
limited to an eight-year life with a maximum disposal capacity of 18 million tons, and providing
that the approval of the first phase would be contingent upon the Applicant to develop an on-site
AD facility with a negotiated capacity of approximately 1,000 tons per day to be constructed
during the initial five years of Phase | of the landfill expansion. If the applicant fails to develop
the AD facility during the initial five years after issuance of the Conditional Use Permit (CUP),
then the CUP's allowable disposal rate would be reduced by 1,500 tons per day for each year
that Applicant fails to meet the said requirement. If the said AD facility is not in operation by the
end of Phase |, then the Applicant would not be eligible to apply for the Phase Il of the landfill
expansion. However, if the AD facility is operational at the conclusion of the Phase |, the County
may consider approval of the Phase |l of the landfill expansion contingent on the development
of a conversion technology facility with a capacity of 500 tons per day or another AD facility,
again during the first five years of the Phase Il of the landfill operation. Upon successful
operation of the Phase Il and prior to the County’s consideration of the Phase Ill's approval of
the landfill expansion, the Applicant, in consultation with the County and the Los Angeles
County Solid Waste Management Committee/Integrated Waste Management Task Force (see
comments provided under Section 1.4.2), is to evaluate the Project’s disposal need vs the on-
site adequacy of AD and conversion technology available capacity. Subject to the results of the
said study, the approval of the Phase Ill of Project may proceeds, potentially contingent on the
on-site development of additional AD and/or conversion technology capacities. The suggested
process for the Phase lIl's approval may also be used to consider the remaining phases of the
Project.

The CUP methodology being suggested above is very similar to the one that was used by the
County Regional Planning Commission to issue the Puente Hills Landfill CUP which is located
in the Community of Hacienda Heights.

As previously indicated the proposed Project also encompasses an open mixed organic waste
aerobic composting operation. While | am in support of aerobic composting operations, | am
opposed to such an operation in an open air environment due to the Project’s “significant and
unavoidable” negative impact on the region's air quality, as well as proximity of the Project to
the proposed residential developments, and the site location in re to the atmospheric air
movement. Such an operation should be supported if it is conducted in an enclosed area
operating under negative pressure, and air discharges are treated according to all existing rules
and regulations prior to any release to the atmosphere.

Section 1.4.2 — Public Scoping Process

Consistent with the requirements of Chapter 3.67 of the Los Angeles County Code and the
California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, as amended (AB 939), the Los Angeles
County Solid Waste Management Committee/Integrated Waste Management Task Force (Task
Force) is responsible for coordinating the development of all major solid waste planning
documents, including, but not limited to, the Countywide Siting Element and the Countywide
Integrated Waste Management Plan, prepared for the County of Los Angeles and the 88 cities
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in Los Angeles County. The Task Force is also responsible for ensuring a coordinated, cost-
effective, and environmentally sound solid waste management system in Los Angeles County
and addressing the issues impacting the system on the Countywide basis. Membership of the
Task Force includes representatives of the League of California Cities-Los Angeles County
Division, the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors, the City of Los Angeles, the waste
management industry, environmental groups, the public, and a number of other governmental
agencies.

The existing Chiquita Canyon Landfill is currently operating pursuant to the “Finding of

Conformance” that has been issued by the Task Force. Unfortunately the entities listed in this
Section do not include the Task Force. This issue needs to be addressed in the final EIR.

Section 1.4.3 — Agencies and Interested Parties Consulted

Please see comments under Section 1.4.2, above

Section 1.5 — Project Approvals

Please expand to indicate that the proposed Project must obtain a Finding of Conformance
from the Task Force to ensure consistency with the Los Angeles County Countywide Siting
Element and its siting criteria, including, but not limited to odor control and provisions for the
required buffer zone from the proposed residential developments, schools and immobile
population.

Sections 4.5 — Local Setting, 4.6 — Potential Impacts, 4.7 — Mitigating measures,
and 4.8 - Significant After Mitigation

As previously indicated the proposed Project is scheduled to be surrounded by over 7,200
single and multi-family residential homes, some as close as 500 ft from the edge of the trash
filled areas. It is a known fact that landfill gas, if not controlled, moves laterally underground to
neighboring structures potentially exposing these structures and their occupants to explosion
and other fire hazards. Additionally, landfill gas contains other gases that are carcinogenic, and
public exposure to them must be avoided to the maximum extent possible. In addition,
populations adjacent to landfills are generally exposed to odor which is considered to be a
nuisance and, if not mitigated, an human health hazard pursuant to Title 11 of the Los Angeles
County Code, Section 11.02.300 (E). As such, a buffer zone of at least 2,000 feet between the
landfill trash filled areas and the neighboring communities is an essential mitigating tool when it
is used in concert with additional mitigation measures. The DEIR must be expanded to
thoroughly address these issues and identify potential mitigating measures in order to avoid
subsurface landfill gas migration as well as preventing occurrence of odor problems such as
those experienced by the Sunshine Canyon Landfill neighboring communities.
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Chapter 11 — Air Quality, Impact AQ-10, and Section 11.9.2.4 - Odor Impacts

+ The analysis must be reviewed and revised/updated to ensure consistency with the ARB
May 2014 Scoping Plan Update and proposed legislations offered by AB 1826 and AB 6-9
1594 which are projected to be enacted by early October 2014.

« The analysis must be expanded to incorporate impacts of the existing/proposed open
mixed organic waste aerobic composting operation and provide needed mitigating
measures. The overall conclusion that the “impacts have been mitigated to the extent 6-10
feasible through the implementation of Project Design Measures” cannot be justified
since the Project's actual “design” details are not provided nor have their adequacies
been verified/substantiated.

¢ Cumulative Odor Impacts — The DEIR states that the Project “employs a comprehensive
approach to controlling odors by employing numerous odor control measures.” However,
discussion of the control measures is sketchy and mostly consists of common practices.
However, considering the location of the Project which duplicates the
Sunshine Canyon Landfill location, increasing the landfill height by an additional
143 fee, the development of over 7,200 residential units within a close proximity (500
feet) of the Project site, and the landfill and open mixed organic waste aerobic
composting operation as the potential source of odor, the proposed mitigating measures
are elementary in nature and essentially inadequate. It is strongly recommended that as
a part of the final EIR preparation, the Applicant and its consultant(s) evaluate the
Sunshine Canyon Landfill situation and develop the Project’s site specific
“comprehensive” odor mitigating measures.

Chapter 12 — Greenhouse Gas Emission and Climate Change

In light of the comments provided under Section 1.3, above, the discussion and analysis
provided in the Chapter 12 need to be reviewed and revised/updated to ensure consistency with
the ARB's May 2014 Scoping Plan Update.

6-12

Thank you for your consideration of the above comments. Should you have any questions, you
can reach me at P.O. Box 3334, San Dimas, CA 91773-7334.

Sincerely,
/f//
M. MICHAEL MOHAJER

EC: Rob Glaser, Los Angeles County Department of Regional Panning
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Letter No. 6

Michael Mohajer
P.O. Box 3334
San Dimas, CA 91773-7334

Response to Comment No. 6-1

The public comment period was extended by 30 days, ending on September 23, 2014. The public
comment period was subsequently extended by an additional 30 days, with a final end date of
October 23, 2014.

Response to Comment No. 6-2

Please see Topical Response #24, Source of Waste/Importation of Out-of-County Waste.

Response to Comment No. 6-3

Please see Topical Response #19 for a discussion of Project Need.

Response to Comment No. 6-4

Please see Topical Response #3, Composting Facility and Conversion Technology.

Response to Comment No. 6-5

Please refer to Chapter 11, Air Quality, of the Final EIR for evaluation of the mixed organics processing/
composting facility. Please also see Topical Response #3, Composting Facility and Conversion
Technology.

Response to Comment No. 6-6

Section 1.9 of the Introduction chapter of the Final EIR was revised to address this comment.

Response to Comment No. 6-7

Section 1.9 of the Introduction chapter of the Final EIR was revised to address this comment.

Response to Comment No. 6-8

Please see Topical Response #15, Land Use, Topical Response #17, Odor, and Topical Response #21,
Public Health.

Response to Comment No. 6-9

Please see the revised Chapter 11, Air Quality, of the Final EIR, which was also included in the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR, for updates that reflect Assembly Bill 1826 and Assembly Bill 1594.

Response to Comment No. 6-10

Please see Topical Response #3, Composting Facility and Conversion Technology.

Response to Comment No. 6-11

Please see Topical Response #17, Odor.
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Response to Comment No. 6-12

Chapter 12, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change, was updated to reflect California
Air Resources Board's May 2014 Scoping Plan Update, and included in the November 2016 Partially

Recirculated Draft EIR.
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Comments 12-6-12: Chiquita Canyon Landfill/ project No. R2004-005539+(5)
Conditional Use Permit No. 200400042, Environmental Case 200400039 #7
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To: Rob Glaser, Principal Planner
Zoning Permits North Section
Los Angeles Co Dept. of Regional Planning
320 W Temple St, room 1348

Los Angeles CA 30012
NOISSIANOD ININNYIA THR 3

CC:(2) Michael Antonovich &
LA County Supervisor 5" District =
500 West Temple Street, Room 869 HOZ 1€ nF 0
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Scott Wardle (president) E‘ m ﬂ g.l @ a L

Casta:c Area Town Council

. Lloyd E. Carder |
carderfam(@yahoo.com

o
P%/}? RUT

Location 29201 Henry Mayo Drive (Highway126) Castaic CA 91384 Lacated between Regions 1
and 2 of the Castaic Area Town Council.

As a past member of the Castaic Town Council, | am aware that the council has abrogated it
duties to comment and guide the EIR process for the proposed [andfill expansion. The Council
by-laws prevent swift action without warning, due to the fact that actions must be presented to the
public as an agenda item prior to official actions by the Councii can be taken. This process takes
two months minimum to process, so longer notice is required by the Council. During my term on
the council, many times we were required to comment at the earliest steps for such a large project
with such serious ramifications to the community. First notifications were recsived, and
extensions for comment periods were requested to conform to council bylaws.

Due to the councils unavaidable delayed response past the comment extension date, | would

hope that Supervisor Antonovich’s Staff and the LA County Regional Planning will receive these

comments for action and expand the notification process to the other affected areas outlined

below to prevent future problems.

1. Val Verde, and North river "Project” (Region 2 of the Castaic Town Councit) e

2 Hasley Canyon Area (Region 3 of the Castaic Town Council)

3. Live Oak Community, River Village “Project’, and the Castaic Valencia Industrial Park
(Region 1 of the Castaic Town Council)

Notification of Expansion was sent only to the Val Verde area residents all other communities
directly affected were NOT included and must be added for all future notices.

Areas lo be included should include the above listed and any other areas that {all within a 50%
increased sphere of impact notification. Using the 1997 documented sphere of impact of 1.2
miles, and projecting a 50% increase the new proposed impacted areas would fall within a 1.8
mile radius of the landfill boundaries’.

e While all of the Castaic community should have input into the Chiquita Landfill Expansion
the residents of the three (3) regions of the Castaic Area Town Council should be notified
of all meetings and deadlines for comments by post. Public meetings for these regions
should be held at the Live Oak School Site auditorium or Castaic Middle Schoot to allow
best attendance.

The request for the permit extension should allow all rules and laws to be applied and
implemented immediately. The implementation of AB939 recycling requirements should go 7.2
into effect 2012 and all municipalities utilizing this facility be required to follow these
requirements.




Comments 12-6-12: Chiquita Canyon Landfill/ project No. R2004-00559-(5)
Conditional Use Permit No. 200400042, Environmental Case 200400039
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After reviewing the Initial Study Checklist, there were some items of question and items
not on the list that must be added or will be questioned during the EIR.

a. The 126 Hwy is a first Priority Scenic Highway and the proposed landfill height and
visibility would make this road way forfeit the scenic designation having a
“Potentially Significant Impact’.

b. The Castaic Community Standards District (CSD) is not listed as a requirement

c. The SCV SEA (vistas section is not listed as a requirement.

d Property Value impacts

Vistas and CSD considerations:

The Castaic Community Standards District (CSD) is not listed as a regulation to be followed along
with the SCV SEA vista regulations. The Castaic CSDs ridgeline protection sections clearly
outline how scenic vistas must be protected and maintained. The proposed 140/ft increase in the
approved height would be making the landfill the tallest figure in the hillside range violating the
approved CSD. All height projections must be shown utilizing photos from all visually affected
roadways, community ingress and egress pathways and the neighborhoods of Live Oak, the
Valencia Industrial Park, Mission Village, North River and Val Verde.

Other Scenic jurisdictions along the 126 corridor must be considered. County comment
on scenic routes and roadways must be reviewed along with CSD considerations. As the
picture below shows the present Landfill is becoming a significant visual impact already,
adding 140ft would make it the largest hill within the hillside range. Jmpact Significant.

-~ e ».

Picture from 126 ¥;: mile west from 15

Ascetic impacts shail contain affects to areas of ingress and egress such as entrance roads to
Hasley Canyon, Val Verde, Live Oak, and Castaic Industrial Park Also to include impact on
Landmark Village, Mission Village and Homestead Village.

7-3



Comments 12-6-12: Chiquita Canyon Landfill/ project No. R2004-00559-(5)
Conditional Use Permit No. 200400042, Envircnmental Case 200400039
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(3)Air Qualit
a Exposure to Sensitive Receptors do not list impacts to.
i. Schools
ii. Planned schools
ii. AQMD-CARB

After reviewing the Initial Study Checklist, there were some items of question and items not on
the list that must be added or will be questioned during the EIR. There are a significant many
established and plan/approved residential, business and school areas not listed.

Areas not list that are within the affected boundaries are as follows:
e Val Verde, and North river “Project” (Region 2 of the Castaic Town Council)
e Hasley Canyon Area (Region 3 of the Castaic Town Council)
e Live Oak Community, Mission Village “Project”, and the Castaic Valencia Industrial Park
(Region 1 of the Castaic Town Council)

The Initial study List does not recognized areas that are approved by the Castaic Town Council
and are in process and with approved maps submitted to Regional Planning. Areas to be
included should include the above listed and any other areas that fall within a 50% increased
sphere of impact notification. Using the 1997 documented sphere of impact of 1.2 miles, and
projecting a 50% increase the new proposed impacted areas would fall within a 1.8 mile radius of
the landfill boundaries'.

Projects in Process:

Landmark Village eventually will be home to about 4,500 residents along the Santa Clara River
between the 126 just south, of the 2012 landfill entrance. The 300-acre neighborhood will also
have an elementary school, community park and business development within the 1.2 mile
affected zone.

Mission Village, located West of Magic Mountain and South of Hwy 126 was approved by the Los
Angeles County Regional Planning Commission in May 2011. Mission Village is a 1261-acre
neighborhood of 621 lots that include single family homes, condominiums, community park, and
business development within the 1 mile affected zone.

Homestead Village is in process of approval and includes both a middle school and High school.
The middle school will be within one (1) mile of boundary the High school 1.2-1.8.

Air Quality:

While other areas of Sothern California have reduced the number of first stage smog alerts, the
Santa Clarita Valley has seen an increase in the number of first stage days. An emissions
reduction plan must be presented to AQMD and CARB outlining emission reduction for garbage
trucks entering the facility, on site vehicles such as tractors, haulers and landfill gases.

With the new stated CARB regulations all landfill operations should follow the set guide lines put
forth by CARB. CARB must be added to the approving of the air quality plan showing the use of
CNG, battery electric, hydrogen fuel cell and plug-in hybrid vehicles, by 2018.

A study of all hauling and grading aspects must include particulate, CO2 emissions, carbon
monoxide, Vinyl Chloride, Methane, and all other regulated emissions associated with landfill, and
grading type of operations.

Sensitive Receptors:

Air Quality Impact to schools within one mile of the landfill are of significant Impact. There are
two approved projects that have school components within the 1 mile stated boundary. These
schools will be operated by the Castaic School District. The district must be added to the list of
notifications and approving bodies.
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Comments 12-6-12; Chiquita Canyon Landfill/ project No. R2004-00559-(5)
Conditional Use Permit No. 200400042, Environmental Case 200400039
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Landmark Village eventually will be home to an elementary school, Community Park within the
1.2 mile affected zone.

Homestead Village is in process of approval and includes both a middle school and High school.
The middle school will be within one (1) mile of boundary the High school 1.2-1.8

These sites would be considered Air Quality Sensitive Receptors. Comments from both
Castaic School district and the Hart School district will be required.

2.
a. Wildlife impacts are not listed as a requirement.
b. Applicable ordnances not listed
iv. Castaic CSD
v. SCV SEA

Wildlife Impacts:

We need to assess that all sensitive species are adequately surveyed during the preparation of
EIR outlined below but not limited to this list that specifically applies to the taxa that would be
scavenge or hunt along the landfill cover, cap and boundaries where contaminated rodents would
be hunted, become carrion or wander off site. Birds most affected by contaminated or poisoned
food sources would be the raptors and nocturnal species that hunt wild game. The actual status
of each, including nesting sites as applicable, impact analysis, must be addressed in an amended
EIR.

Specifically, these species include:
1. California Condor (overlooked)

2. Golden Eagle (nesting raptor)

3. Cooper's Hawk (nesting raptor)

4. White-tailed Kite (nesting raptor)
5. Prairie Falcon (nesting raptor)

6. Horned Ow! (nocturnal)

7. Long-eared Owl (nocturnal)

8. California Spotted Owl (Nocturnal)

w

a. Bowers Cave.
b. Archaeological findings

Archaeological and Historical Impacts and Protection

Expected impacts and protection plans must be outlined for the Bowers Cave, Tataviam Indian
sites and petroglyphs located on or near the landfill site area. Also plans for escorting guests to
view and study the sites must be proposed. Due to the fact that the last Tataviam of this tribe
died in early 1800s the closest tribe with legal jurisdiction would be the Femanderio Tataviam
Band of Mission Indian’'s and the Chumash Tribe. The Chumash Tribal Council and Fernanderio
Tataviam Band of Mission Indian's must be notified and approve any and all protection and
impact proposals that would affect these sites located on or near the Landfill site.

About 50,000 years ago this area was an inlet with much of the landfill area under water. Many
artifacts have been found in this area during grading. The EIR must show how any and all
archaeological artifacts will be preserved and submitted to Los Angeles County for storage until a
Castaic/SCV Museum is built to house them.

7-8
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Comments 12-6-12: Chiquita Canyon Landfill/ project No. R2004-00559-(5)
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4. (81 Greephouse Emissions

a. Emissions

b. Cap and Trade requirements
A study of all hauling and grading aspects must include particulate, CO2 emissions, carbon
monoxide, Viny! Chloride, Methane, and all other regulated emissions associated with landfill, and
grading type of operations. This study must also include Vehicle operations including Haulers and
site equipment, cogeneration units and water treatment operations.

The emission impacts will have some cap and trade impacts for emissions of haulers and landfill
operations. We would like to see the numbers as projected b current CARB regulations.

51
a Ground water
b. Water treatment
¢ Monitoring

Presently the landfill operates without any leachate treatment facilities, runoff water treatment or
ground water monitoring. Water contamination considerations must include continual monitoring
of run off, area ground water monitoring wells, and river bed aquifer monitoring.  The landfill
location sits on the westem region of the Saugus Aquifer that supplies water to all of the Santa
Clarita Valley and is required for continued development of the Newhall Ranch development. The
lower water table known as the Pico Aquifer is considered non-potable and will not be required in
this assessment.

A new third party ground water survey and evaluation must be included and submitted to District
36 Water (LA County), Newhall Water District along with the Castaic Water Agency for comment.
District 36 has a well within 1.2 miles that supplies water to Val Verde and Hasley Canyon. Both
Hasley Canyon and Val Verde have private wells that will require some type of ground and
surface water runoff monitoring.

Implementation plans must be presented for leachate and surface water runoff monitoring of
compounds listed by Federal and Calif State landfill requlations, with the addition of heavy
metals found in automotive manufacturing, Lithium, and Mercury from batteries, CFLs &
electronic waste.

Recognizing that the new CFL law will increase the number of mercury containing light bulbs
being incorrectly disposed along with illegal disposal of cell phones, and other electronic devices,
mercury must be added to the heavy metal list. One household product that is causing a
problem these days is throwaway batteries. Each year, Americans throw away 84,000 tons of
alkaline batteries. These AA, C and D cells that power electronic toys and games, portable audio
equipment and a wide range of other gadgets comprise 20% of the household hazardous
materials present around the country in America's landfills. With the new Lithium cells we must
add the monitoring of these potential contaminants also.

A landfilt cover or cap is an umbrella over the landfill to keep water out (to help prevent leachate
formation). It will generally consists of several sloped layers: clay or membrane liner (to prevent
rain from intruding), overlain by a very permeable layer of sandy or gravelly soil (to promote rain
runoff), overlain by topsoil in which vegetation can root (to stabilize the underlying layers of the
cover). If the cover (cap) is not maintained, rain will enter the landfill resulting in buildup of
leachate to the point where the bathtub overflows its sides and wastes enter the environment

The present use of Auto Shredder waste and compost outlined in the landfill proposal as
daily cover is very permeable to rainwater, contain contamination elements of their own
and will be factors in the discussion of the required water treatment facilities.
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6.
d  Areas of impact incomplete.
e. Projects in approval process not listed
vi. Mission Village
vii.
vii. SCV SEA

After reviewing the Initial Study Checklist, there were some items of question and items not on
the list that must be added or will be questioned during the EIR. There are a significant many
established and plan/approved residential, business and school areas not listed or considered.

Areas not list that are within the affected boundaries are as follows:
e Val Verde, and North river “Project” (Region 2 of the Castaic Town Council)
e Hasley Canyon Area (Region 3 of the Castaic Town Council)
¢ Live Oak Community, Mission Village “Project’, and the Castaic Valencia industrial Park
(Region 1 of the Castaic Town Council)

The Initial study list does not recognized areas that are approved by the Castaic Town Council
and are in process with approved maps submitted to Regional Planning Areas to be included
should include the above listed and any other areas that fail within a 50% increased sphere of
impact notification. Using the 1997 documented sphere of impact of 1.2 miles, and projecting a
50% increase the new proposed impacted areas would fall within a 1.8 mile radius of the landfill
boundaries'.

Property Values

Proximity lo landfills and hazardous waste sites can severely affect property values. Any property
close to an active landfill will probably be devalued as a matter of course. Depending on how
close the property lies to the site, whether the site is still active, and (if not active) if the wasle has
been properly encapsulated or removed, the value of a tract of land or home could be affected in
many different ways. For example, if an active landfill is declared “closed" and proper measures
are taken to ensure that there is no risk of contamination from the waste therein, the value of a
nearby property may rise from the low value it had from being located near an active waste site.

I recommend that the L.A Counly assessor report on the property value effects on all properties
within 1 mile-1.5 miles and 1.8 miles from the outer boundaries of the landfill site. The report
should contain projected values if the extension is approved, along with the values if closed as
presently contracted.

Short term profits from the landfill operations must be weighed against the loss of
continued property tax incomes from high end businesses and residential locations in the
landfill area.

Projects in Process such as Landmark Viliage will be home to about 4,500 residents along the
Santa Clara River between the 126 just south, of the 2012 landfill entrance and within the 1.2 mile
affected zone,

Mission Village, located West of Magic Mountain and South of Hwy 126 was approved by the Los
Angeles County Regional Planning Commission in May 2011 within the 1 mile affected zone.

Homestead Village is in process of approval and includes both a middle school and High school
The middle school will be within one (1) mile of boundary the High school 1.2-1.8.
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7.
a. Truck traffic on 126
b. Trash along road sides
c. Hauler emissions.

Hauler traffic will be a significant traffic impact and will be very dependent on the amount of intake
allowed per day. Presently at 6.00Am one complete lane is blocked by trucks waiting to get on
site for about 1 mile.

8.
1) Environmental Racism

Environmental discrimination has historically occurred with respect to several different kinds of
sites, including waste disposal. The justification that has been used is to pay off the affected
community as was done under the original 1997 contract. The money received by Val Verde
never will resolve the health effects that those in the community have suffered “Environmental
justice advocates make the argument that minonty populations often undertake environmentally
hazardous activilies because they have few economic alternatives and/or are not fully aware of
the risks involved.” The EIR should be reviewed by both Calif. EPA and the State Attomey
General before the approval process moves forward in the county as an Environmental Justice
issue. No community should be asked to trade heaith for money.

Reviewi — 3

The following agencies must be added to the review list:
Water District 36- LA Co. Water district 36

Newhall Water District

Castaic School District

Hart School District

Chumash Tribal Council

Fernanderio Tataviam Tribal Council

Calif. State Attorney General (environmental Justus considerations)
Los Angeles County Assessor's Office

Castaic Chamber of Commerce

10. CARB

11. SAQMD

OCONOOAWN =

Lloyd E. Carder Il

30530 Remington Rd.

Castaic, CA 91384

Region 3 Resident

President Castaic Area Town Council (2005-2006)
Treasurer Caslaic Area Town Council (2002-2005)
Castaic Town Council Land Use 1995-2002
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Letter No. /

Lloyd E. Carder, I
30530 Remington Rd.
Castaic, CA91384

Response to Comment No. /-1

Please see Topical Response #22, Public Scoping and Public Outreach.

Response to Comment No. /-2

Please see Topical Response #19 for a discussion of Project Need.

Response to Comment No. /-3

Please see Topical Response #27 for a discussion of Visual Resources and Topical Response #20 for a
discussion of Property Values.

Response to Comment No. /-4

Existing locations of sensitive receptors, including schools and planned schools, are included in the air
quality and health risk analyses for the Proposed Project and Cumulative Impacts, even if not specifically
identified in the text of the Air Quality chapter. Please see Chapter 11, Air Quality, Section 11.9, of the
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response to Comment No. /-5

Existing locations of sensitive receptors, including locations of planned schools, residences, and
businesses, are included in the air quality and health risk analyses for the Proposed Project and
Cumulative Impacts, even if not specifically identified in the text of the Air Quality chapter. Likewise,
planned sensitive receptors are considered in the cumulative impact discussion of the Air Quality
chapter. Please see Chapter 11, Air Quality, Section 11.9, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response to Comment No. /-6

The Proposed Project includes compliance with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
and California Air Resources Board (CARB) standards, as discussed throughout the Air Quality chapters
of the Original Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response to Comment No. 7-7

All aspects of the Proposed Project required for an evaluation of potential air quality impacts are
included in the revised Chapter 11, Air Quality, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act.

Response to Comment No. /-8

Please see Topical Response #22, Public Scoping and Public Outreach. The Notice of Availability of the
Original Draft EIR was sent to both the Castaic Union School District and the Hart Union School District.
Response to Comment No. /-9

Coordination with California Department of Fish and Wildlife and United States Fish and Wildlife Service

will be conducted and appropriate sensitive species surveys will be conducted accordingly.
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Response to Comment No. /-10

Please see Topical Response #6 for a discussion of Cultural Resources and protection of Bowers Cave.

Response to Comment No. /7-11

All aspects of the Proposed Project required for an evaluation of potential air quality impacts are
included in the revised Chapter 11, Air Quality, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act.

Response to Comment No. 7-12

Please see Topical Response #10, Environmental Monitoring, for a discussion of surface water and
groundwater quality monitoring.

Response to Comment No. 7-13

Please see Topical Response #30 for a discussion of Water Quality.

Response to Comment No. /7-14

Please see Topical Response #10, Environmental Monitoring, for a discussion of surface water and
groundwater quality monitoring.

Response to Comment No. 7-15

Please see Topical Response #26 for a discussion of Treated Auto Shredder Waste and Shredded Tires.

Response to Comment No. /7-16

Please see Topical Response #26 for a discussion of Treated Auto Shredder Waste and Shredded Tires.

Response to Comment No. /7-17

Please see Topical Response #20 for a discussion of Property Values.

Response to Comment No. 7-18

Please see Topical Response #25 for a discussion of Traffic.

Response to Comment No. /7-19

Please see Topical Response #9, Environmental Justice, and Topical Response #21, Public Health.

Response to Comment No. /7-20

Please see Topical Response #22, Public Scoping and Public Outreach. The Castaic School District,

Hart School District, Fernandeno Tataviam Tribal Council, CARB, and SCAQMD have been notified and/or
have commented on the project. The other agencies listed are not located within 1,000 feet of the
project or do not have jurisdiction over the project. It is not standard to send a Draft EIR of this nature to
the State Attorney General or the Los Angeles County Assessor's office.
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Lack of sufficient mitigation for catastrophic geological soils:failete: PLANNING CQWIS |

[From the Geology and Hydroeology Section of the DEIR]

Much of the precipitation received at CCL does not infiltrate because of the steep terrain. Surface water tends to
be directed to the south and east of the site due to the steep ridgelines at the site. The northeastern portion of
the site, which includes the proposed East Canyon expansion area, drains to the east into Castaic Creek located
approximately 3,000 feet from the site boundary. Castaic Creek is seasonally dry and flows to the south to the
Santa Clara River.”

Past performance of the landfill’ s ability to withstand the harsh and sudden rainfall of its
graded containment walls has been poor. The grading stabilization of the West boundary
is @ major concern, as it collapsed in 1992 and was described to the Los Angeles Times
as, “by far the worst case of erosion (we) have ever seen,” according to Rod Nelson, the
head of the ground-water regulatory unit for the L.A. region of the California Water Quality
Control Board. At the time of the landslide, the water flow eroded the cover of the landfill,
where garbage spilled out of the landfill. Because of the Santa Clara River’s close
proximity to the landfill, there were concerns that the immediate run-off would flow into the
river.

Thée proposed mitigation measures do not address the potential loss of life, property,
environmental pollution, reduced access on Chiguito Canyon Rd, nor does it offer
details on how the future grading cells will affect structural integrity of previously-graded
adjacent areas.

Seismic-induced Failure:

[From the Geology and Engineer’s Report (RTF&A) of the DEIR]

Based on the geologic fault investigation, RTF&A concluded that no mappable,through-going, continuous active or
potentially active faults underlie the site, and the site is not within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, as
established by CGS. The closest active (and zoned) fault to the site is the San Gabriel fault, located approximately
3.3 miles to the east-northeast. In our opinion, there is little probability of surface rupture due to faulting occurring
on-site during the design life of the project.

The potential for damage of the geosynthetic liner during a seismic activity is great and
is not clearly addressed in the DEIR. In fact, this scenario occurred 1994, during the
Northridge earthquake. Technical observations of the seismic damage at the landfill
include:
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[Neven Matasovic, M.EERI, Edward Kavazanjian, Jr., M.EERI, and Robert L. Anderson]
Damage at the Chiquita Canyon Landfill, located approximately 12.2 km from the zone of energy release
and subjected to an estimated bedrock PHGA of 0.33 g, may be attributable to a variety of factors, including
operational procedures at the landfill, the details of the design, and commonly used construction quality
assurance procedures for geosynthetic liners.

[Proceedings of the NEHRP Conferene and Workshop On Research of the Northridge
Earthquake of January 17, 1994]

Damage to the landfill's geosynthetic line system and LCRS is described as “significant.”

“At the Chiquita Canyon landfill, significant damage occurred at this site as a result of the Northridge
Earthquake. This damage includes limited downslope movement of the waste, cracks in the soil cover
system, tears in the geosynthetic liner system, and a temporary shutdown of the gas removal system, due

to a loss of external power. In Phase 1, Canyon C, longitudinal cracks were observed at the top of hte landfill
along the interface between the landfill liner and the waste fill. The largest cracks were approximately 300
mm wide, with vertical offsets of 150 to 300 mm. A localized tear in the geomembrane was observed in one
area of Canyon C. The tear, which occurred at the top of the slope near the anchor trench (where the largest
static (pre-seismic) stresses in the HDPE liner would be expected due to side slope downdrag as the fill
compressed and settled over time), was approximately 4 m long and 0.24 m wide. It appears that this tear
was initiated at the location of an exirusion welded patch along a longitudinal seam where a sample was
removed for destructive testing. (EMCON Associates 1994). Minor cracking was observed in the cover soils
of the Primary and Canyon B landfills. At canyons A and D. cracks parallel t the top of the slope were
observed in the soil cover. In Canyon A, typical cracks were on the order of 150 mm wide with approximately
130 mm of vertical offset, exposing the landfill side slope liner in some areas. In February 1994, during the
landfill gas monitoring, a second tear area in the geomembrane was found in Canyon D. This tear area was
comprised of three parallel tears, each approximately, 0.3 m wide with a totallength of 27 m, and these
tears also occurred at the top of the side slope near the anchor trench”

The damage sustained to the geosynthetic liner during the 1994 earthquake was
significant. In addition, it is concerning that the landfill did not have a back-up generator
for crucial operational equipment. This should be a standard safety measure and be
inspected regularly, and adjusted to meet the current needs of the landfill, as/if it grows.
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Air Quality Concerns:

11.2 Methodology

“ Fugitive dust from vehicle travel on unpaved roads would be controlled through watering two times
daily-l, the use of dust palliatives, paving as much as possible, and limiting the maximum vehicle speed to
15 miles per hour, which would result in a combined effective control efficiency of 90 percent (SCAQMD,
2013c; WRAP, 2006b).” How will this be monitored?

11.3.3 Existing Air Quality -

11.3.3.1 Attainment Status

SCAQMD operates a network of ambient air quality monitoring stations located throughout the Basin to
characterize the air quality environment. Pollutants monitored include ozone, CO, nitrogen dioxide (NO:),
particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns (PM1o), particulate matter
with aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns (PMzs), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead.
Depending on whether or not the air quality standards are met or exceeded, an area is classified as

being in “attainment” or “nonattainment” for each pollutant. “

Common Landfill Gases include Methane, Ammonia, and Sulfides which are not being monitored
here. There needs to be data collected specifically METHANE, AMMONIA, VINYL CHLORIDE,
HYDROGEN SULFIDE AND VISIBILITY-REDUCING PARTICLES

11.3.3.2 Air Monitoring Data

Ambient air quality data were taken from data published by CARB (on the Aerometric Data Analysis and
Management [ADAM) website) and EPA (on the AirData website). Ambient concentrations of ozone,
NO:, CO, SOz, PM1o, and PM:sare recorded at monitoring stations located throughout the South Coast
Air Basin, in which CCL is located. Three of the nearest monitoring stations were used to gather
information regarding the air quality around Chiquita Canyon: Burbank — W Palm Avenue, Reseda, and
Santa Clarita stations. The Santa Clarita station is the closest to the project site, approximately 7 miles
from the landfill entrance. SO2and PM2s monitoring data are not available at the Santa Clarita station,
therefore, the Burbank and Reseda stations were used for SO: and PM:sdata, respectively. A summary
of the maximum monitored criteria pollutant concentrations is presented in Table 11-2.

Only one station used to monitor air quality are is 7 miles close to the landfill which is
outside the territory of residents and professionals’ proximity to the landfill. The other two
stations used are well beyond a reasonable doubt to have accurate air monitoring ability for the
effect on Val Verde residents.
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All Stations are not monitoring HYDROGEN SULFIDE, VINYL CHLORIDE AND VRP (visibility-reducing
particles)

Table 11-2 shows the SO: levels reported at the Santa Clarita monitoring station during the period
beginning in 2009 and ending in 2011. No exceedances occurred between 2009 and 2011 at the Santa
Clarita station.

Table 11-2 shows the PMiolevels reported at the Santa Clarita monitoring station during the period
beginning in 2009 and ending in 2011, as well as the number of days in which the state and federal
standards were exceeded. Annual and 24-hour state standards were exceeded in 2009. The federal
24-hour standard was not exceeded between 2009 and 2011.

As stated earlier in the report, the Santa Clarita monitoring station does not produce data for
PM10 levels or SO2 levels... this statement contradicts earlier claims by the reporting party.
“S02 and PM:.s monitoring data are not available at the Santa Clarita sta, respecti

11.4.1.3 Conformity

Under the 1990 CAA amendments, EPA has issued two types of SIP conformity
guidelines—transportation conformity rules that apply to transportation plans and projects, and general
conformity rules that apply to all other federal actions. Under transportation conformity, the United
States Department of Transportation cannot fund, authorize, or approve federal actions to support
programs or projects that do not conform to the CAA requirements for a project located in a
nonattainment or maintenance area. Under general conformity, EPA requires all federal agencies to
ensure that all federal actions must conform to an approved or promulgated state or federal
implementation plan if the actions result in criteria pollutant emissions for which the area has been
designated as a nonattainment or maintenance area. Though the area is not in attainment of the NAAQS
for ozone and PMazs, no federal action is needed for the Proposed Project. Therefore, a general
conformity analysis for the Proposed Project is not required.

How is the non-attaiment designated?

11.4.2 State Regulations and Standards

CARB oversees California air quality policies. CAAQS were first established in 1969 pursuant to the
Mulford- Carrell Act. These standards are generally more stringent than the NAAQS and include four
additional pollutants: sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility-reducing particulates.
Relevant CAAQS are listed in Table 11-4

Hydrogen Sulfide Health Effects:
*** https://www.health.ny.qgov/environmental/chemicals/hydrogen sulfide/ .

Foul odors and health effects were investigated in an Indiana community near a waste
disposal lagoon and in five New York State communities near landfills containing
construction and demolition debris. Hydrogen sulfide levels in the Indiana community
ranged up to 300 ppb during a two-month period. Levels in two of the New York
communities ranged up to 4000 ppb for periods of several months. During these episodes
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there were frequent health complaints including eye, throat and fung irritation, nausea,
headache, nasal blockage, sleeping difficulties, weight loss, chest pain, and asthma
attacks. Although other chemicals may have been present in the air, these effects are
consistent with those of hydrogen sulfide.

The main effects of short-term and long-term hydrogen sulfide exposure in laboratory
animals are nasal and lung irritation and damage and effects on the brain. These effects
are consistent with effects seen in people exposed to hydrogen sulfide.

Occupational Safety & Health Administration

***¥*https://www.osha.gov/SLTC/hydrogensulfide/hazards.html

Hydrogen sulfide gas causes a wide range of health effects. Workers are primarily exposed to
hydrogen sulfide by breathing it. The effects depend on how much hydrogen sulfide you breathe and
for how long. Exposure to very high concentrations can quickly lead to death.

Short-term (also called acute) symptoms and effects are shown below:
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Concentration Symptoms/Effects

(ppm)
0.00011-
0.00033
0.01-1.5

2-5

20

S50-100

100

100-150

200-300

500-700

700-1000

1000-2000

Typical background concentrations
Odor threshold (when rotten egg smeli is first noticeable to some). Odor becomes more
offensive at 3-5 ppm. Above 30 ppm, odor described as sweet or sickeningly sweet,

Prolonged exposure may cause nausea, tearing of the eyes, headaches or loss of sleep.
Airway problems (bronchial constriction) in some asthma patients.

Possible fatigue, loss of appetite, headache, irmitability, poor memory, dizziness.

Slight conjunctivitis ("gas eye") and respiratory tract irritation after 1 hour, May cause
digestive upset and loss of appetite.

Coughing, eye Iritation, loss of smeli after 2-15 minutes (olfactory fatigue). Altered
breathing, drowsiness after 15-30 minutes. Throat irritation after 1 hour. Gradual increase
in severity of symptoms over several hours. Death may occur after 48 hours.

Loss of smell (olfactory fatigue or paralysis).

Marked conjunctivitis and respiratory tract irritation after 1 hour. Pulmonary edema may
occur from prolonged expasure.

Staggering, collapse in 5 minutes. Serious damage to the eyes in 30 minutes. Death after
30-60 minutes.

Rapid unconsciousness, "knockdown" or Immediate collapse within 1 to 2 breaths,
breathing stops, death within minutes.

Nearly instant death

Vinyl Chloride Health Effects:

***http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/hithef/vinylchl.html

Acute Effects:

e  Acute exposure of humans to high levels of vinyl chloride via inhalation in humans has resulted

in effects on the CNS, such as dizziness, drowsiness, headaches. and giddiness. {1,2)

e Vinyl chloride is reported to be slightly irritating to the eyes and respiratory tract in humans. (1,2)
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Acute exposure to extremely high levels of vinyl chloride has caused loss of consciousness,
lung and kidney irritation, and inhibition of blood clotting in humans and cardiac arrhythmias in
animals. (1)

Tests involving acute exposure of mice have shown vinyl chloride to have high acute toxicity
from inhalation exposure. (5)

Chronic Effects(Noncancer):

Liver damage may result in humans from chronic exposure to vinyl chloride, through both
inhalation and oral exposure. (1,2)

A small percentage of individuals occupationally exposed to high levels of vinyl chloride in air
have developed a set of symptoms termed “vinyl chloride disease,"” which is charactenized by
Raynaud's phenomenon {fingers blanch and numbness and discomfort are experienced upon
exposure to the cold). changes in the bones at the end of the fingers. joint and muscle pain,
and scleroderma-like skin changes (thickening of the skin, decreased elasticity. and slight
edema). (7.2)

CNS effects (including dizziness, drows.ness, fatigue, headache, visual and/or hearing
disturbances, memory loss, and sleep disturbances) as well as peripheral nervous system
symptoms (peripheral neuropathy, tingling, numbness, weakness, and pain n fingers) have
also been reported in workers exposed to vinyl chloride. (1)

Animal studies have reported effects on the liver, kidney, and CNS from chronic exposure to
vinyl chloride. (1,6)

EPA has established a Reference Concentration (RfC) of 0.1 milligrams per cubic meter, and a
Reference Dose (RfD) of 0.003 milligrams per kilogram per day for vinyl chloride. Please see
IRIS for current information. (8)

Reproductive/Developmental Effects:

Several case reports suggest that male sexual performance may be affected by vinyl chloride.
However, these studies are limited by lack of quantitative exposure information and possible
co-occurring exposure to other chemicals. (1)

Several epidemiological studies have reported an association between vinyl chloride exposure
in pregnant women and an increased incidence of birth defects, while other studies have not
reported similar findings. (7,2)

Epidemiological studies have suggested an association between men occupationally exposed
to vinyl chloride and miscarriages in their wives' pregnancies although other studies have not
supported these findings. (1,2)

Testicular damage and decreased male fertility have been reported in rats exposed to low
levels for up to 12 months. (1)

Animal studies have reported decreased fetal weight and birth defects at levels that are also
toxic to maternal animals in the offspring of rats exposed to vinyl chloride through inhalation. (1)
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Cancer Risk:

o Inhaled vinyl chloride has been shown to increase the risk of a rare form of liver cancer
(angiosarcoma of the liver) in humans. (1,2,6) .

e Animal studies have shown that vinyl chloride, via inhalation, increases the incidence of
angiosarcoma of the liver and cancer of the liver. (1,2,6)

e  Several rat studies show a pronounced early-life susceptibility to the carcinogenic effect of vinyl
chloride, i.e., early exposures are associated with higher liver cancer incidence than similar or
much longer exposures that occur after maturity. (1)

e EPA has classified vinyl chloride as a Group A, human carcinogen. (&)

e EPA uses mathematical models, based on animal studies, to estimate the probability of a
person developing cancer from breathing air containing a specified concentration of a
chemical. EPA has calculated an inhalation unit risk estimate of 8.8 x 10-6 (pg/m3)-1 for
lifetime exposure to vinyl chloride. Please see IRIS for current information. (8)

e EPA has calculated an oral cancer slope factor of 1.5 (mg/kg/d)-1 for lifetime exposure to vinyl
chloride. Please see IRIS for current information. (8)

Physical Properties

e Vinyl chloride is a colorless gas with a mild, sweet odor. (1)
e The odor threshold for vinyl chlonde is 3,000 ppm. (4)
e Vinyl chlorde is slightly soluble in water and is quite lammable. (1) y
e The chemical formula for vinyl chloride is C2H3CI and the molecular weight is 62.5 g/mol. (1)
e The vapor pressure for vinyl chloride is 2,600 mm Hg at 25 °C, and it has a log octanol/water
partition coefficient (log Kow) of 1.36. (1)
e The half-life of vinyl chloride in air is a few hours. (1)

11.4.3 Local Regulations and Standards 11.4.3.1 SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan

SCAQMD is the local agency responsible for ensuring that federal and state ambient air quality standards
are attained in the project area. Periodically, SCAQMD prepares an AQMP to be submitted for inclusion
in the SIP. The most recent EPA-approved South Coast SIPs are the Final 1997 Air Quality Management
Plan (SCAQMD, 1997) and the Final 1999 Amendment to the 1997 Ozone SIP Revision for the South
Coast Air Basin (SCAQMD, 1999).

The most recent AQMP, the Final 2012 AQMP, was adopted by the SCAQMD Board on December 7,
2012 (SCAQMD, 2013d). The Final 2012 AQMP was submitted to EPA for approval on December 20,
2012.

11.5.1.1 Landfill Gas Surface Emissions
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As part of landfill operation, gas wells and pipelines are installed to capture the gas generated by the
decaying solid waste. [nitially, the LFG is mostly carbon dioxide (CO2). As the buried waste ages, the
available oxygen

SCAQMD regulations that may apply to operation of the Proposed Project include:

Prohibitory Rules {(Regulation 1V)

SCAQMD Regulation IV contains a number of prohibitory rules that generally apply to facility operations
including:decreases and anaerobic conditions are created producing CHaand reduced sulfur compounds.
CHais a powerful greenhouse gas (GHG) and reduced sulfur compounds have strong odors. Potential
GHG impacts from the Proposed Project are discussed in Chapter 12.0, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Climate Change. J

The collected gas is monitored to be sure that the collection system is cﬂing LFG without drawing in
ambient air. The collected gas is combusted in either the LFGTE plant or a flare, converting the CHato CO:
and reduced sulfur compounds into SO.. Two LFG flares, each with a capacity of 4,000 cubic feet per
minute, are currently in operation.

The gas wells and pipelines collect an average of 85 percent of the LFG produced, and about 15 percent
of the gas generated in the landfill escapes as fugitive emissions. Several actions are taken to minimize these
emissions;

Gauge pressure is negative at the gas extraction well

Nitrogen and oxygen concentrations are monitored to minimize excess air infiltration

LFG temperatures at the gas extraction wells are monitored to limit the potential for subsurface fires

CH4 concentrations across the landfill surface are monitored to prevent seeping of CH4 gas from the landfill surface.

In addition to the emission sources described above, CCL has underground diesel storage tanks, a material recovery facility, and a truck
storage and maintenance facility. Additionally, CCLintends to resume a composting operation, previously active from 1997 to 2009, in the

future.

Important Things to Know About Landfill Gas

U Depantmund of. Hoxdt
se=+Inttps://www.health.ny.gov, ironmental/outdoors/air/landfill gas.htm s

Summary

soifides i n P S gk Ammonia and hydrogen sulﬁde are responsmle for most of
the odors at landfills. Methane is flammable and concentrations have sometimes exceeded explosive levels indoors. Methane and carbon
dioxide can also collect in nearby buildings and displace oxygen.

This factsheet provides information on what measures can be taken to prevent gases from leaving landfills and entering off-site structures
and how building owners can reduce landfill gas collection indoors, particularly in confined areas like basements and craw! spaces.

Page 9

8-10
cont'd



tandfill Gas

Landfill gas contains many different gases. f 3 q ATDE A land! The remaining 2 to 10% includes
nitrogen, oxygen, ammona, sulfides, hvdrogen and various other gases. Landfili gases are produced when bacteria break down organic
waste. The amount of these gases depends on the lvpe of wasxe present in the landfill, tke age of the landfill, oxygen content, the amounx of

11.6 Potential Impacts

11.6.1 Standards of Significance 11.6.1.1 Criteria under CEQA Context

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, air quality impacts related to the
Proposed Project would be significant if the project would:

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;

Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation;

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations;
Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard

(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors); or

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

— Rolh 000
of Lhne P{;j Z[ N\ Lﬂlb&d Lo/Jrl\a Cuserzerd Chite

'l ‘[GT/\')
ontLuoe-( M o
\Lh”& CMP"”V’T Wa Ke Pa 1, ) “ %&Lkl‘/t

Project Design Measures J ! \VV\M 7 ./,VL,( (/W ¢ 7
Same as described above under Impact AQ-1.

Impact AQ-3: Construction would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
Construction impacts would be less than significant.

Impact Discussion. Tables 11-8a and 11-8b present a summary of the maximum health impacts that
would occur for construction activities associated with the Proposed Project for project years 2016 and
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2021, respectively. The locations of the maximum cancer risk and maximum HIC receptors for
construction are shown in Figure 11-2.

The maximum construction impact cancer risk from either 2016 or 2021 at the location of the residential
maximally exposed individual (MEIRY) is predicted to be 0.912 in 1 million. The MEIR is located
approximate ly340 meters northwest from the facility boundary. The maximum construction impact
cancer risk from either 2016 or 2021 at the location of the worker maximally exposed individual (MEIW)
is predicted to be 0.728 in 1 million. The MEIW is located approximameters from the northwest
boundary of the facility. The maximum construction impact cancer risk from either 2016 or 2021 at the

‘| sensitive receptor location is predicted to be 0.0667 in 1 million. The sensitive receptor is located
approximately 1,750 meters from the northeast boundary of the facility. Maximum impacts at the MEIR,
MEIW, and sensitive receptor locations would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold
of 10 in 1 million.

The HIC non-carcinogenic impacts from construction would be well below the SCAQMD significance
threshold of 1.0.
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One of the most important assurances that local residents of this proposal have is whether or
not the applicant of the Conditional Use Permit will comply and follow the mitigation measures,
guidelines, federal, state and county laws contained within the CUP.

In the past, the operators of Chiquita Canyon Landfill have flouted these regulations, with little to
no repercussions from the County of Los Angeles. One such example can be made with their
recent intake of sludge (which is expressly forbidden in the current CUP). The operators of the
landfill denied that such waste was entering their landfill (for which they received monetary
compensation). A Notice of Violation was issued from the County of Los Angeles, but no
meaningful reprimand was enacted, to ensure the local community that violations would cease
and that the letter of the CUP would be followed.

Page 12
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Letter No. 8

Resident, Unknown

Response to Comment No. 8-1

Please see Topical Response #11 for a discussion of Geologic Hazards. The Proposed Project does not
result in reduced access to Chiquito Canyon Road.

Response to Comment No. 8-2

Please see Topical Response #11 for a discussion of Geologic Hazards, as well as Topical Response #14
for a discussion of the Landfill Liner System.

The landfill has an appropriately-sized back-up generator in case of a power outage.

Response to Comment No. 8-3

Best management practices associated with fugitive dust, described in Table 11-1 of the revised
Chapter 11, Air Quality, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, are also included in the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) included in the Final EIR. The Lead Agency, Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning, is responsible for enforcement of compliance with the MMRP, along
with the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), who will oversee compliance with
permit conditions and dust control plans.

Response to Comment No. 8-4

Please see Topical Response #1, Air Quality, and Topical Response #10, Environmental Monitoring, for a
discussion of air quality monitoring.

Response to Comment No. 8-5

Please see Topical Response #1, Air Quality, and Topical Response #10, Environmental Monitoring, for a
discussion of air quality monitoring.

Response to Comment No. 8-6

Please see Topical Response #1, Air Quality, and Topical Response #10, Environmental Monitoring, for a
discussion of air quality monitoring.

Response to Comment No. 8-7

Please see Topical Response #1a, Existing Air Quality and Emissions, Monitoring, and Health Effects.

Response to Comment No. 8-8

This comment was addressed in the revised Chapter, Air Quality, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR,
which describes the results of a health risk assessment of potential health effects of exposure to these
chemicals and others in ambient air. As described in Section 11.3.3 of the Partially Recirculated Draft
EIR, the area surrounding the Proposed Project is either in attainment or unclassified for the state
ambient air quality standard for hydrogen sulfide. In 1984, a California Air Resources Board (CARB)
committee concluded that the ambient standard for hydrogen sulfide is adequate to protect public
health and to significantly reduce odor annoyance
(https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/caaqs/h2s/h2s.htm. Accessed January 2017).
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Response to Comment No. 8-9

Please see Topical Response #1d, Methods and Models Used in Air Dispersion Modeling, and Impacts to
Surrounding Neighborhoods.

Response to Comment No. 8-10

Please see Topical Response #1a, Air Quality and Emissions, Monitoring, and Health Effects.

Response to Comment No. 8-11

Existing locations of sensitive receptors and locations of planned schools, residences, and businesses are
included in the air quality and health risk analyses for the Proposed Project and Cumulative Impacts
analyses for the Proposed Project, even if not specifically identified in the text of the Air Quality chapter.
Please see Chapter 11 and Section 11.9 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Please also see Topical
Response #1e, Methods and Models Used in Health Risk Assessment, and Impacts to Surrounding
Neighborhoods; and Topical Response #21, Public Health.

Response to Comment No. 8-12

Please see Topical Response #4 for a discussion of Conditional Use Permit Compliance.
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CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL EXPAN ION V/
AND RELATED FACILITIES PROJECT 9 081 /r
STATEMENT OF AGREEMENTS AND UNDERSTANDINGS %Fy\!@ B VW EE

NEWHALL LAND AND FARMING C “4 f}ﬂlﬁt’f
LAIDLAW WASTE SYSTEMS (CHIQUITAY, INC.

#9

VAL VERDE CIVIC ASSOCIATION pepo PU&N,@@@ PARSE

Laidlaw agrees to add the name of a contact person, phone number, physical and electronic
addresses, and the contact person’s supervisor to each entity identified in the February 1997

document entitled:

“Regulatory Process for the Permitting of the Landfill expansion and Matenal
Recovery Facilities and a Description of the General Regulatory Oversight

Environment During Normal Operations™

All parties agree to review and approve the attached list of approved possible expenditures
of the annual Community Benefit Fund (Attachment A). The parties agree Val Verde Civic
Association shall accept and spend the funds within its existing 501C3 designation amended
to include a representative from Laidlaw, Newhall Land and Farming Co., and the County

of Los Angeles Fifth District Supervisor’s Office.

Laidlaw agrees 1o participate in good faith, on a regular basis, with the Community Advisory
Committee and to assist wherever possible in furthenng communication between the
commumty of Val Verde and the landfill, inciuding information shanng, education,
understanding of landfill operations, and response to calls. Laidlaw further agrees to forward
all notices and reports from or to its reguiatory agencies to the Community Advisory

Ccmmittee within five business days of receipt of transmittal.

Val Verde Civic Association agrees to attend the Board of Supervisors hearing on February

25, 1997, and give oral and written testimony that their concems have been satisfied.

Val Verde Civic Association agrees to oppose any action by any party to deny CUP 89-081-
(5) during the appeals process and subsequent regulatory approval process. The parties agree
the Val Verde Civic Association is solely responsibie for defining how its opposition takes
place. Val Verde Civic Association further agrees to support the continuation of operations
of existing CUP 1809-5 should this become necessary because the permittee is precluded

from operating under proposed CUP 89-081 as a result of a lawsuit.

The parties agree community benefit funds shall be dispersed according to the attached

Payment Schedule (Attachment B).

Chuguna Canyor Landfill Cxpansion - Page |
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11,

12.

All conditions of CUP 89-081 (5) shall remain as approved by the Regional Planning
Commission except as noted in Attachment C, Proposed Modification for Board of

Supervisors' Anticipated Action 2/25/97.

Val Verde Civic Association agrees no funds received at any time as a result of approval
of CUP 89-081 shall be used in any manner against the good name or activities of The
Newhall Land and Farming Co. and its subsidiaries, the landfill operator, and/or

landowner, in any way.

Val Verde Civic Association agrees to accept the Memorandum of Understanding
between Laidlaw and the United Water Conservation District as mitigation of water
issues, Laidlaw agrees to provide the Community Advisory Committee with any and all
reports, data, and information provided to the District From the landfill and/or provided by

the District to the landfill.cc 777277 5 ,zca’l/&og yd

Laidiaw and Newhall Land and Farming Co. agree to legally bind all successors in interest
in all conditions of approval of CUP 89-081 (5) and all agreements between the parties.
Val Verde Civic Association agrees to execute the legal documents needed to accomplish
this and any other documents needed for the fulfillment of these agreements and

understandings.

If any term or provision of this Statement of Agreements and Understandings
("Agreement") is determined to be invalid or unenforceable, the remaining terms and
provisions shall not be affected thereby and shall remain in full force and effect to the
maximum extent permitted by law.

If any party to this Agreement is a corporation, trust, general or limited partnership, or
community organization, each individual executing this Agreement on behalf of such entity
represents and warrants that he or she is duly authorized to execute and deliver this
Agreement on behalf of said entity.

Dated: February 2\ , 1997 LAIDL STE SYSTEMS (CHIQUITA), INC.

By: d)&ﬂw (AJO»Q:@—OT g A
Printed Name:( __ SHOMNEY W, WALTER.JC
Title: CONERM. WAARI AL T L—

Dated: FebruaryZ-! | 1997 NEWHALL LAND AND FARMING CO.

By: %LA—« i CJWW—MC:
Printed Name: Q:L.u* A (eesiiite s
Title: R R 0

Chiquita Canyon Landfill Expansion - Page 2
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Dated: Febmmyz;‘{ 1997

Dated: Februarya’)_zi, 1997

Chiquita Canyon Landfill Expansion - Page 3
HACHIQUITAWALVERDE.3

VAL VERDE CIVIC ASSOCIATION

By: é?l%%%-. —
Printed Name: X (/7 - A AT

Title: _ FRe< /e )vf

CITIZENS AGAINST CHIQUITA

By: %LLLEV’M?@

Printed Name® _( MeRRy  FRRNIER
Title: _ (3 RPF 077!

v
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ATTACHMENT A

VAL VERDE
COMMUNITY BENEFITS FUNDS

v

LIST OF PERMITTED EXPENDITURES M
Z N L
A. General Community Welfare 4 J)j& W Q(Q&K
k. Increase opportunities for the children, and yout@of the community
Examples: a Bi-lingual education
b Headstart type programs
c Computer training
d. Literacy skills enhancement
e Increased library services
f. Equipment {or above
2. Increase access Lo health services
Examples: a Increased availability of Sam Dixon clinic services
b. Indigent care programs
c Teen pregnancy programs
d Transportation to medical services
b S Promote programs and activities for youth and “at risk” youth
Examples:  a. Youth sports, such as Midnight Basketball
b. Youth education
c Job skills training
d Participation in Sheriff’s “at risk” programs
B. Capital Investment Programs
1. Aesthetic improvements
Examples:  a. Rehabilitation of existing publicly owned or non-profit
organization owned buildings
b. Construction of new community buildings such as library,

senior center

c. Maintenance of buﬂdmgs / T"’%
d. /-fs‘,vd 5L f‘/" FNE
VAL VERDE COMMUNITY BENEFITS FUNDS }U"‘fw{ ‘T'V
N \CHIQUITA\VALVERDE 2 - Page | W »}M



C. Administration

¥

2

Costs associated with gathering community input on level of expenditures and

furthering understanding in the community of the Community Benefit Fund

Examples:  a. Advertising and convening public meetings or forums
b. Translation services
e, Recordation of input

Costs associated with accountability of funds received and funds spent

Examples: a Audits
b. Production of annual financial statement
c. Tax filings

Leveraging of funds

Examples: a. Matching grant programs

b. Public/private partnerships
Technical consultant assistance to address items A, B and C above

Examples: a. Completion of administrative functions above
b. Contract compliance for community welfare programs

The parties agree any expansion or addition of items to this list requires written approval of the
Newhall Land and Farming Co., the landfill operator, the landfill owner, and the Val Verde Civic

Association.

Dated: February 2\ , 1997 L WWASTE SYSTEMS (CHIQUITA), INC.

By: Cﬂ% Wt _—

Printed Narhe{” 45Ny W wAGeg IT

Title: HENERAM . WA A et

Dated: February 2| , 1997 NEWHSL LAND AND FARMING CO..

By:

J L’ é'd/') ) J:\—L(G
Printed Name:_\és A BA el utaALO

Title: ‘thze ide Vi

Dated: February% 4, 1997 VAL VERDE CIVIC ASSOCIATION.

Byrw S
Print€d Name: " S5 7. (A FA0)

Tite: 2 ped/enl—
g7

VAL VERDE COMMUNITY BENEFITS FUNDS
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Dated: February Aok, 1997

VAL VERDE COMMUNITY BENEFITS FUNDS
HACHIQUITA\VALVERDE.2 - Page 3

CITIZENS AGAINST CHIQUITA

By:
Printed Namgz %mg@ew =ARMER

Title: ___ (7443 RPEAIRSON !




ATTACHMENT B

VAL VERDE COMMUNITY BENEFITS FUND

PAYMENT SCHEDULE
CALENDAR. 250,000_TONS OR MORE _LESS THAN 250,000 TONS
YEAR QWNER QPERATOR  _OWNER____OPERATOR

Year | $125,000 $125,000 $12,500 $12,500
Year 2 127,500 127,500 12,750 12,750
Year 3 130,050 130,050 13,005 13,005
Year 4 132,651 132,651 13,265 13,265
Year 5 135,304 135,304 13,530 13,530
Year 6 138,010 138,010 13,801 13,801
Year 7 140,770 140,770 14,077 14,077
Year 8 143,586 143,586 14,359 14,359
Year 9 146,457 146,457 14,646 14,646
Year 10 149,387 149,387 14,939 14,939
Year 11 152,374 152,374 15,237 15,237
Year 12 155,422 155,422 15,542 15,542
Year 13 158,530 158,530 15,853 15,853
Year 14 161,701 161,701 16,170 16,170
Year 15 164,935 164,935 16,493 16,493
Year 16 168,234 168,234 16,823 16,823
Year 17 171,598 171,598 17,160 17,160
Year 18 175,030 175,030 17,503 17,503
Year 19 178,531 178,531 17,853 17,853
Year 20 182,101 182,101 18,210 18,210
Year 21 185,743 185,743 18,574 18,574
Year 22 189,458 189,458 18,946 18,946

Notes: 1. Actual payment to be determined according to the actual tonnage landfilled during the previous calendar
year.

2. The Year | payment may be pro-rated so as to have all remaining payments paid on the calendar year.

H\CHIQUITA\ATTACHB.VV /
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ATTACHMENT C

CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL EXPANSION
AND RELATED FACILITIES, PROJECT #89-081
(STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 92071053)

PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO CUP 89 081-(5)
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND MONITORING PROGRAM

REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 9/11/96
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ANTICIPATED ACTION 2/25/97

Pgs. 1 & 2, Conditions of Project Approval Condition for | Use Permit 89-081-(5), #5 1s modified
as follows:

5. Delete November 24, 2012
Add . November 24, 2019

Page 3, Condition #9 1s modified as follows:
9a. Add The Landfill shall not accept sludge or sludge components at any time.

9b. Add The existing viewshed from Chiquito Canyon Road as presented pictorially
to the Board of Supervisors on 2/25/97 shall be protected for the life of the
project. The dip in the natural ridgeline along the westem boundary shall be
maintained or enhanced. Any structure placed on the landfill site, including
but not limited to temporary storage areas, any materials recovery facility,
composting facility or any other ancillary facilities that may be visible from
Chiquito Canyon Road shall be designed to be harmonious with the natural
topography and viewshed and shall be reviewed by the Community Advisory
Committee.

Add  The landfill operator and the Community Advisory Committee shall work
together to prepare a tree planting and maintenance plan for the entire
western boundary of the site. The objectives of the plan are to screen landfill
operations, enhance the viewshed, establish the minimum number and type
of trees necessary to do this and to provide adequate access to monitoring
wells. Trees may be planted on slopes on either side of the ridgeline
provided the above objectives are met and such planting is practical.

9d. Delete 35,000 tons per week and 7 working days
Add 30,000 tons per week and 6 working days

y

Proposcd Modifications lo CUP 89 081-(5) Conditions of Approval and Monutonng Program \\\,L
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CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL EXPANSION
AND RELATED FACILITIES, PROJECT #89-081
(STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 92071053)

PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO CUP 89 081-(5)
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND MONITORING PROGRAM

9¢g. Add Nothing in this condition shall permit the maximum landfill capacity
of 23 million tons to be increased.

9h. Delete sentence as written.

Add “The landfill shall not accept refuse for disposal from 5:00 p.m. on
Saturdays through 4:00 a.m. on Mondays. Maintenance activities
may occur during these times.

Page 6, Condition #12 is modified as follows:

12a.  Second line, the word “biosolids” is deleted.
Page 7, Condition #12 is modified as follows:

124 is deleted and replaced by:

12d. The composting operation shall receive no more than 560 tons per day of
green waste and no waste water biosolids (e.g., sludge or sludge
components).

Page 9, Condition #20 is modified as follows:
20e is deleted and replaced by:

20e. The landfiil operator shall install and maintain temporary litter fences in
operating areas and in those areas along the property perimeter that are
regularly littered due to the location of the operating area, time of year, and
climatic conditions. The landfill operator and the Community Advisory
Committee shall work together to identify littered areas in need of fencing.

Add 20g. The landfill operator shall install speed bumps on landfill property in paved
areas along the route of trucks leaving the landfill. The purpose of the speed
bumps is to knock out dirt and debris accumulated in wheel wells before
trucks leave the site.

Proposed Modificanons to CUP 89 081-(5) Conditions of Approval and Monitoring Program \.\'
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CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL EXPANSION
AND RELATED FACILITIES, PROJECT #89-081
(STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 92071053)

PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO CUP 89 081-(5)
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND MONITORING PROGRAM

Add 20h. Landfill personnel shall police Chiquito Canyon Road from SR 126 to the
entrance to Val Verde at Rancho Avilos and the surrounding area within 100
feet of the centerline of the road or to any existing fence on private property
for the purpose of locating and cleaning up litter in this area. Litter pickup
shall be a minimum of one time per month and may be increased, upon
agreement between the landfill operator and the Community Advisory
Committee, to maintain a litter free environment.

residents of Val Verde, showing proper identification and proof of residence
o j{kd,,g,;/ at the landfillp These days may be Sundays. The operator shall further
reimburse the Community Advisory Committee for the cost of providing two

q—ﬁ;»/ Add 201  The landfill operator shall provide four free quarterly clean-up days to

rolloff bins in Val Verde on each clean-up day. The operator and Committee

q\v \)‘ may jointly change this program if they mutually determine alternatives to
the above can further assist the community.

Page 11, Condition #23 is modified to:

Add The permittee shall have bilingual (Spanish/English) employees available during
business hours. The permittee shall arrange to have Spanish speaking operators
available for messages 24 hours per day.

Page 13, Condition #34 is modified to:

Add  The permittee shall use his best efforts to maximize landfill gas collection consistent
with applicable government regulations. The permittee shall use the best available
technology-when installing and maintaining landfill gas collection systems.

Add Permittee shall purchase a maximum of five combustible gas monitors, at least one
of which is able to be used outdoors, an organic vapor analyzer, similar to the
monitors used in structures at the Chiquita Canyon Landfill, and provide same to the
Community Advisory Committee for placement in locations of concern to the
community, as determined by the Committee. These monitors are designed to detect
and provide warning in the event of a build-up of methane gas. The Committee shall
be responsible for locating, monitoring and maintaining such monitors. In the event
such monitors indicate discernible levels of methane gas, the Committee and the
landfill operator shall jointly investigate the situation and if it is determined that the aﬂ\,

Proposed Modifications 1o CUP 89 081-(5) Conditions of Approval and Monitoring Program L
Page 3-C HACHIQUITA\CHIQTA4A N
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CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL EXPANSION
AND RELATED FACILITIES, PROJECT #89-081
(STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 92071053)

PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO CUP 89 081-(5)
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND MONITORING PROGRAM

landfill is the cause of such methane gas build-up, the landfill operator will take
corrective action.

Add  The permittee shall work with the Citizens Advisory Committee in understanding the
requirements of Rule 1150.1 governing the control of gaseous emissions from active
landfills. The permittee shall forward copies of any notices or reports filed with or
received from the regulatory agency or agencies responsible for oversight.

Qyjl{ Page 15, Condition #42

./ \ '( \/ Add  The permttee shall perform an economic viability and marketing study on an annual
3\}\/ basis to assess opportunities to implement a materials recovery facility in an

L expeditious manner. AoTr/inG N THIS <oV TICT SHALL MIALLARATE
: THE TERMITEE TO /1mPLELUE/ T A MATERISCS
Page 15, New Condition #43: ReCoVER Y Cre7 v

Add The permittee shall present its Emergency Response Plan to the Community
Advisory Committee and develop an additional component with the Committee for
emergency notification to the Val Verde community. The landfill operator shall bear
the reasonable costs, if any, of plan implementation.

New Condition #44

Add The permittee and the land owner shall establish an ongoing Val Verde Community
Benefits Fund for the life of the project as follows:

The minimum funding provided during any annual period when the landfill has
\'y{ accepted less than 250,000 tons of waste for disposal in the previous calendar year

1/ Q shall be $12,500 from the owner and $12,500 from the operator. If the landfill s

? / accepting waste for disposal during any annual period and accepted 250,000 tons of
waste for disposal or more in the previous calendar year, the funding to be paid for

\ Q that annual period will be $125,000 from the owner and $125,000 from the operator.

The funding amount sha]l be adjusted,2% per year.

93 DieCT7e ) 6’\/ Pz C@u/L j /r 7/7

THIS COMO1TIC7 #‘/7 M~ f 3'('%' /US‘){

MORE  APPROPIATE 110 T /+

STRTEMENT OF AEReemenTs = | A~
i AS IT7Ten FF /3

] Proposed Modifications to CUP 89 081-(5) Condnons of Approval and Monitoring Program
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CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL EXPANSION
AND RELATED FACILITIES, PROJECT #89-081
(STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 92071053)

PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO CUP 89 081-(5)
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND MONITORING PROGRAM

The commencement date for provision of funds shall be the later of (1) January 1,
1998 or (2) the date upon which all of the County approvals and the subsequent
approvals are complete and effective and no appeals, litigation or other challenges
to such approvals are pending or permitted pursuant to applicable statutes of
limitation.

The payment for the first year may be pro-rated so as to have all subsequent
payments made on a calendar year basis.

New Condition #45:

Add The permittee shall purchase translation equipment as specified by the Val Verde
Civic Association for a one time cost not to exceed $8,000, by or before the first
payment is made in Condition #44.

New Condition #46

Add The maximum total capacity of the landfill shall be 23 million tons. Landfill closure
shall occur when this capacity is reached or by November 24, 2019, whichever
occurs first.

New Condition #47

Add In the event that permittee is precluded from utilizing this grant as a result of a
lawsuit, permitiee may continue to operate the existing landfill under CUP 1809-(3)
beyond the November 24, 1997 expiration date applicable to, and subject to all other
conditions and limitations set forth in CUP 1809-(5) until completion of the design
shown on the latest approved Exhibit A on file with CUP 1809-(5) or November 24,
2000, or until lawsuit resolution granting this CUP 89 081-(5), which ever occurs
first.

Proposed Modifications to CUP 89 081-(5) Conditions of Approval and Manitoning Program
Page 5-C g ,{'// HACHIQUITAVCHIQTA4A N
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CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL EXPANSION
AND RELATED FACILITIES, PROJECT #89-081
(STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 92071053)

PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO CUP 89 081-(5)
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND MONITORING PROGRAM

MONITORING PROGRAM MODIFICATIONS

Page 2, Attachment to Conditions, Monitoring Program, Part I Landfill Elevations, A, third line,
shall be modified to read as follows:

“... the permittee shall install permanent survey monuments ..."”

Pages 7 and 8, Attachment to Conditions, Part VII, Monitoring Reports, shall be modified as
follows:

Add The Community Advisory Committee shall receive a copy of the completed repo L;/;J/u
' and agency comments upon submittal to the Regiopal Planning Commission.
g' %WW‘&LWL j&ﬂ Wlfé?”’

The permittee and its technical staff shall bc available to present the’ ﬁndings and
implications of the report at no cost, in a timely manner, to the Community Advisory __,/ W

/ Committee upon request. >-" 9 ﬂ'ﬂ/foa

Page 9 - Attachment to Conditions, Part VIII, Community Advisory Committee, shail be modified @
‘i as follows: ’m{

Add “The committee shall be comprised of 2 majority of persons who reside in
Val Verde.
Delete “persons who reside in the vicinity of the site.”

Page 9, Part VIII, #3

Delete $11,000 per annum
Add $20,000 per annum
\:\}L"‘“/
Proposed Modifications to CUP 89 081(5) Conditions of Approval and Monitoring Program
Page 6-C // HACHIQUITA\CHIQTA4A NLF
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ATTACHMENT D

ELECTION REQUIREMENTS FOR THE
COMMUNITY BENEFITS FUNDING COMMITTEE

Section 1. The First Election of Voring Members
a, The Executive Committee of the Val Verde Civic Association (the

" Association") shall coordinate and call the first election for the five Voting
Members of the Community Benefits Funding Committee (the "Committee") in
strict compliance with the requirements of this Attachment D.

b. The first election must occur by September 30, 1997, and the Voting Members
elected at that election shall take their positions immediately.

c. At the first election, all five Voting Members will be elected. The three
highest vote getters will be designated as holding the "odd year" positions with
those positions becoming open for new elections in 1999 and in every odd-
numbered year thereafter. The other two Voting Members will be designated
as holding the "even year" positions with those positions becoming open for
new elections in 1998 and in every even-numbered year thereafter.

d. The election procedural duties given by this Attachment D to the Commirtee’s
Voting Members (as set forth in Section 3 below) shall be exercised, for the
first election only, by the Executive Committee of the Association with
assistance from the Non-Voting Member designated by the Los Angeles
County Supervisor for the district that includes the Chiquita Canyon Landfill.

Section 2 Subsequent Elections of Voting Members

After the first election of the Voting Members, the Committee shall coordinate and call all
future elections of its Voting Members, which elections must occur during the months of
October or November each year. All subsequently elected Voting Members shall take their
positions effective as of December 1 following their election.

-~

" Section 3. Conduct of Elections

The five Voting Members will be elected by an open, inclusive, annual, privately-run
election process, as set forth below.

a, A notice of election providing the date, time, purpose, and location of the
election must be published not less than three weeks nor more than eight
weeks before the date of the election in two community newspapers selected
by the Voting Members and serving the Val Verde community, one of which

Page 14




must be an English-language newspaper and one of which must be a Spanish-
language newspaper. For the first election, notice must be published in The
Signal and La Opinion.

A bilingual (English and Spanish) notice of the election must be posted in a
prominent location in the community of Val Verde at least three weeks before
the election and must remain posted continuously until the election. In the
event of any vandalism defacing or removing the posted election notice, notice
shall be replaced or repaired as soon as reasonably possible and the act of
vandalism shall not prevent the election from occurring as scheduled.

The election shall take place within the community of Val Verde if reasonably
practicable or, if no venue within Val Verde is reasonably available, as close
to Val Verde as is practicable.

The election shall be held from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., and shall be held on a
Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday, but not on any legal holiday.

All persons registered to vote in the community of Val Verde, County of Los
Angeles, whose primary residence is in the community of Val Verde and who
attend the election in person shall be eligible to vote for the Voting Member
positions being elected at that election.

Any person registered to vote in the community of Val Verde, County of Los
Angeles, and whose primary residence is in the community of Val Verde shall
be eligible to be nominated as a candidate for any Voting Member position. If
any person serves two consecutive terms as a Voting Member, then such
person shall not be eligible to serve as a Voting Member for at least one year.

Candidates wishing to run for the Voting Member openings shall obtain an
application from the Committee in advance of the election. Bilingual notice of
the availability of the applications shall be posted on the community bulletin
board at Val Verde Park at least two months in advance of the election. The
completed applications must be returned to the Committee at least 30 days
prior to the election. The application must inciude the signatures of five
qualified voters, in addition to the candidate, supporting the candidate’s
nomination.

Election shall be by secret ballot and each eligible resident shall be entitled to

cast one vote for each position open, and the highest eligible vote-getters shall
be elected.
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1. In the event of an exact tie, the then-current Voting Members, including the
outgoing Voting Members, shall break the tie by selecting one of the tied vote-
getters to fill the position.

Section 4. Definitien of Communitv of Val Verde

For purposes of this Attachment D, the “community of Val Verde" shall mean that portion of
Los Angeles County, State of California, described as follows:

From the Val Verde, California, U.5.G.S. 7.5 minute series topographic map (photorevised
1988):

The northeast quarter of Section §, zall of Section 9, and the west half of Section 10, all of
Township 4 North, Range 17 West, S.B.M.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM the southwest quarter of said Section 9 and the north half of
the northwest quarter of Section 10.

Nowwithstanding the foregoing description, the following addresses shall be deemed to be
within the community of Val Verde:

29050 Elk Street;

29053 Coolidge Avenue;
31513 San Martinez Road; and
31510 San Martinez Road.

oo o
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Letter No. 9

Resident, Unknown
California

Response to Comment No. 9-1

Please see Topical Response #5 for a discussion of CCL's existing Conditional Use Permit and Community
Agreement.
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Page 1 Page 3
1 card, and please submit it to Liz Contreras in the back of
2 the room.
3 The general procedure for tonight's hearing will
4 be as follows: First, staff will make a brief
5 presentation, and then the applicant will make a
6 presentation. There will be a Power Point associated with
7 the applicant's presentation, and that will be shown on
MEETING OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY 8 the wall; so if you want to move forward to see that Power
DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING 9 Point a little better, please feel free to.
THURSDAY, JULY 31, 2014 10 Per County Code, the hearing officer makes no
31320 NORTH CASTAIC ROAD 11 decisions. This Draft Environmental Impact Report will
CASTAIC, CALIFORNIA 91384 12 not be approved or certified or decided on tonight. The
13 hearing examiner administers the meeting, takes testimony,
14 and then provides a report to the Regional Planning
15 commissioner on the testimony that's been submitted at
16 this time.
17 Per the public hearing notice for this meeting,
18 this public hearing is to take testimony on the draft EIR
19 for the Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan. We are not
20 taking testimony on the project itself. That will come at
21 the Regional Planning Commission Hearing, at a date that
22 will be decided at a future date.
REPORTED BY: HOLLAND COURT REPORTERS 23 Now, if you would like to be on the mailing list
HEATHERLYNN GONZALEZ P.O. BOX 801343 24 to be notified so when the Regional Planning Commission
CSR #13646 SANTA CLARITA, CA 91380 25 Hearing is scheduled, after tonight’s meeting, please see
Page 2 Page 4
1 Thursday, JULY 31, 2014; CASTAIC, CALIFORNIA 1 Ms. Chi, who's the planner for the project, and she'll
2 6:01 p.m. 2 take your information and put your name and contact
3 -000- 3 information on the contact list.
4 MS. NATOLI: It is Thursday, July 31,2014, and 4 Now, if you intend to testify on any agenda item
5 the Hearing Examiner Meeting is called to order. 5 -- again, that includes the public comment period --
6 At this time, please rise and join me in the 6 please stand at this time to be sworn in. Even if you're
7 Pledge of Allegiance. 7 not sure, you think you might testify. You don't need to
8 (Pledge of Allegiance.) 8 testify if you're sworn in. But at this time, please
9 MS. NATOLI: Thank you. You may be seated. 9 stand to be sworn in.
10 I am Gina Natoli. I am the hearing examiner for 10 Do each of you swear or affirm under penalty of
11 tonight's meeting. As the hearing examiner, I will be the 11 perjury that the testimony you may give in this matter now
12 hearing examiner on all of the agenda items here tonight. 12 pending before the hearing examiner shall be the truth the
13 A few administrative items first. Please turn 13 whole truth and nothing but the truth?
14 off or silence all communication devices. Also, anyone 14 AUDIENCE: I do.
15 who wishes to speak must fill out a speaker card. If 15 MS. NATOLI: Please, be seated. Thank you.
16 you'd like to be called for tonight's proceeding, they are 16 Now, moving on to Item 2. Project Number
17 available in the back of the room. 17 R2004-00559-(5). A request to modify the master plan for
18 There are established time limits for testimony 18 the Chiquita Canyon landfill.
19 on hearing examining agenda items. The applicant will 19 Ms. Chi, please proceed.
20 have 15 minutes. And, depending on the number of 20 MS. CHI: Good afternoon, Madam Hearing Officer.
21 speakers, we can have a maximum of three minutes of 21 My name is Iris Chi. The presentation we have for you
22 comments from the public. There will be no ceding of 22 tonight is the Draft EIR for the Chiquita Canyon landfill
23 time. 23 located in an unincorporated are of the Santa Clarita
24 Anyone wishing to testify today on any agenda 24 Valley, within the Castaic Community Center. The property
25 item that includes public comment must fill out a speaker 25 site is located at 29201 Henry Mayo Drive, approximately 8
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1 miles west of the 5 Freeway and State Route 126, and 33 1 which will end on September 23, 2014, and will be
2 miles north from Los Angeles. 2 responded to in the final EIR. The final EIR staff
3 The subject site is zoned 82 Heavy Commercial 3 analysis and recommendation will go to the Regional
4 and the Santa Clarita Valley area Planning Commission 4 Planning Commission and Hearing. The commission can
5 (inaudible). 5 certify or reject the EIR and project.
6 The Applicant, Chiquita Canyon Landfill, is 6 This concludes my presentation.
7 requesting a conditional-use permit for the continued 7 MS. NATOLI: Thank you very much.
8 needs and expansion of an existing Class III landfill. 8 At this time, I would like to ask the applicant
9 Landfills are allowed to expand under conditional 9 to come forward and make a presentation.
10 use permits. The County has determined that environmental 10 For everyone's information, the meeting tonight
11 impact report is required for the project, and part of the 11 and this hearing is being recorded by a court reporter.
12 purpose of tonight's hearing is to gather testimony on the 12 We also have a translator for available for Spanish. So
13 draft EIR which was released for public review on July 10, 13 with both of those pieces of information, I would ask that
14 2013. And the original review period was to end on August 14 you keep in mind we have a court reporter who's trying to
15 24th, 2014. 15 listen in a room with lots of echoes. We may have a
16 A time extension was approved by the Department 16 little trouble hearing. Try not to speak too quickly.
17 of Regional Planning, and the public review committee will 17 As for the applicant, also, if you would keep in
18 now extend to September 23, 2014. 18 mind that there may be a Spanish translation and also the
19 The existing and proposed land use is a Class III 19 court reporter trying to get everything down, just keep
20 landfill surrounding a land use of agriculture land, 20 that in mind.
21 single-family residences, and industrial. 21 Thank you. Please proceed.
22 The proposed project will be to continue 22 MS. EELLS: Thank you, Madam Hearing Examiner.
23 operation of the existing Class III landfill. The project 23 And good evening everyone. My name is Brenda Eells. I'm
24 includes a lateral extension of 1043 acres and increased 24 with CH2M Hill. We are the consulting firm that was hired
25 lateral expansion of 1,573 feet. 25 to prepare the ground development and land report for the
Page 6 Page 8
1 The daily receivable tonnage will increase from 1 Chiquita Canyon Master Plan Review.
2 6,000 to 12,000 tons. The permitted maximum local tonnage 2 I'm going to take just a few minutes this evening
3 will increase from 30,000 to 60,000 tons. 3 to talk about Chiquita Canyon, to talk about what is
4 A new entranceway and support buildings will be 4 actually being proposed, and what is described in the
5 constructed. A new Household Hazardous Waste Facility 5 draft EIR, and briefly describe some of the potential
6 will be built onsite. Mixed organic composting will be an 6 significant issues discussed in the Draft EIR.
7 accessory use. (Inaudible.) 7 Most of you probably know where Chiquita Canyon
8 A Southern California Edison transmission line 8 is located. It is located just north of SR126, about
9 will be relocated to provide space for the new entrance. 9 three miles west of I-5. It is located to the east of
10 The draft EIR has looked at the following: Land 10 Chiquita Canyon Road. It's southeast of the community of
11 use, geology and hydrology, surface water drainage, water 11 Val Verde, and to the north and east are a commerce center
12 quality, biological resources, cultural and 12 and the (inaudible).
13 paleontological resources, traffic and transportation, air 13 Just a brief history of Chiquita Canyon Landfill.
14 quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and climate change, 14 It's been in operation for over 40 years. The landfill
15 noise, public services and utilities, visual resources, 15 serves the Santa Clarita Valley and community. As I just
16 and environmental justice and socio-economics. 16 mentioned earlier, it's a landfill that takes trash from
17 The draft EIR concluded that there are 17 households, primarily. No hazardous waste is exposed in
18 significant and unavoidable impacts regarding air quality 18 the landfill.
19 and traffic and transportation in that region. Mitigation 19 Chiquita Canyon receives most of its waste from
20 measures recommended for geology and hydrology, surface 20 large transfer vehicles. That means that the smaller
21 water drainage, biological resources, cultural resources, 21 trash trucks that you see driving around your
22 greenhouse gas emissions, and climate change will reduce 22 neighborhoods go to a different location initially where
23 those factors. 23 trash is sorted, placed on the transfer trucks, and then
24 At tonight's hearing, testimony will be heard on 24 hauled to Chiquita Canyon Landfill. That means fewer
25 the project and draft EIR throughout the comment period 25 trucks going to the landfill. Fewer trucks means less air
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1 quality impacts. Also, Chiquita Canyon has, for the last 1 report to that plan, there was -- it was stated that there
2 four or so years, had a two megawatt clean energy 2 would be a waste disposal shortfall in the County without
3 facility. That facility converts naturally occurring 3 expansion of the landfills that are still receiving.
4 methane at the landfill, and generates electricity. And 4 So the property is 639 acres. Only 257 of those
5 the electricity generated by the plant serves about 7,000 5 are permitted for waste. What that means is that it --
6 homes annually. 6 its current conditional use permit does not cover the
7 The landfill has an overload environmental 7 unused capacity. Essentially, this project is intended to
8 protections in place. One of the biggies is the composite 8 utilize that remaining capacity to benefit LA County.
9 liner. Essentially, as the landfill is developed, dirt is 9 Just a quick project overview. The project
10 excavated, the composite liner is laid down. It's a very 10 involves a new entrance from Wolcott Way; the development
11 thick, plastic liner that is impermeable. It's welded 11 of a household hazardous waste facility; and a set aside
12 seams, and it insures that all waste contained inside that 12 of land for potential future conversion technology; the
13 liner can't go anywhere. 13 lateral extension of the waste footprint; vertical
14 Any liquid generated by the landfill is drained 14 extension of the waste footprint; and new disposal tonnage
15 to that liner and is siphoned off and taken off-site for 15 site capacity and site life.
16 treatment. Also storm water is captured and retained 16 Currently, the entrance to the facilities --
17 onsite so there's not runoff from the landfill to other 17 right now, the landfill entrance is off of 126. There's
18 areas. Groundwater is tested periodically. And these 18 no signal there. When trucks leave the landfill, they're
19 actions, altogether, ensure that the operation doesn't 19 typically making a left-hand turn on to 126. This
20 affect the water quality. 20 proposal would move the landfill entrance to Wolcott where
21 The landfill uses best management practices and 21 there will be a signal entrance. Also looking at the
22 highly trained employees. 22 entrance is the location of the new household waste
23 It utilizes a small working face, even though the 23 facility. This will provide a permanent site to allow the
24 landfill is quite large. For 257 acres, the typical work 24 public to drop off their household waste -- paint and oil,
25 face is an eighth of that size at any given time. It's 25 electronics -- and then can be taken off-site for
Page 10 Page 12
1 covered daily to reduce dust and to reduce odors. It's 1 disposal.
2 surrounded by litter fencing, and also it participates in 2 Development of this new landfill entrance would
3 the Adopt-a-Highway program, and they control 126 for the 3 result in the facilities being development at a flat
4 stretch that's in front of the landfill and also Chiquita 4 portion at the intersection of 126 and Wolcott Way.
5 Canyon Road. 5 The site will be provided with a screening berm
6 One of the most interesting things is they employ 6 and wall and landscaping to ensure all the facilities that
7 mother nature to help control birds at the site. Gulls 7 are located on 126 would be screened from view.
8 like trash. And for about 12 years now, Chiquita Canyon 8 This drawing right here shows the lateral
9 has utilized falcons to deter those gulls. Every day, a 9 extension of the footprint of the landfill. The yellow
10 falconer brings his falcons. The falcons run a set 10 areas of the landfill, that's the area currently permitted
11 pattern of paths over the landfills to scare off the 11 for waste. To the south, there's a small orange area and
12 gulls. And that's good for the landfill, and it's good 12 to the northeast -- those are the areas proposed for
13 for the environment. 13 expansion.
14 1 just want to point out real quickly that the 14 Additionally, the final elevation of the landfill
15 landfill has quite a large regulatory oversight. There 15 will increase from its currently permitted elevation by
16 are about 25 permits that the landfill is required to 16 143 feet.
17 obtain. The agencies providing oversight are listed up 17 The top portion of the landfill would still
18 here above me. A number of these -- Public Works, Public 18 remain below the bridge line that is along the side of the
19 Planning, Public Health -- have all contributed to this 19 landfill. It is not visible from the community of Val
20 EIR. This is their document. So they're insuring that 20 Verde.
21 this meets the need of the County and provides information 21 As part of the expansion, the landfill would now
22 that the public needs. 22 increase disposal capacity via daily and weekly disposal
23 The proposed project is intended to provide 23 tonnage from 6,000 tons per day, 30,000 tons per week, to
24 additional waste capacity in LA county. Public Works 24 12,000 tons per day, 60,000 tons per week. This capacity
25 prepares a County-wide Waste Management Plan. In the last 25 increase would result in decreased sight lines, and
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1 (inaudible) on up from about 21 years. That's described 1 MS. NATOLI: Thank you very much. At this time
2 in the EIR. 2 we will be open for public hearing. If there's anyone who
3 Environmental controls will continue as they do 3 has come in since the beginning of the meeting and has not
4 now and expand as necessary for the additional waste. 4 yet been sworn in but plans to testify tonight, I'd like
5 These environmental controls include groundwater and 5 to -- before we start testimony -- ask those people to
6 surface water monitoring, air and gas monitoring, odor 6 stand and be sworn in. So if you plan on testifying and
7 control, vector control, and compliance with all 7 have not yet been sworn in, please stand at this time to
8 applicable laws and regulations. 8 be sworn. Thank you.
9 Real quickly I want to repeat what's in the EIR, 9 Do each of you swear or affirm under penalty of
10 the areas that were evaluated in the EIR, a number of them 10 perjury that the testimony you may give in this matter now
11 were found to be less than significant. These include 11 pending before this hearing examiner shall be the truth,
12 water quality, air quality except during cumulative 12 the whole truth, and nothing but the truth?
13 project, noise, public services and utilities visual 13 THE AUDIENCE: Yes.
14 resources, and environmental. 14 MS. NATOLI: Thank you. Please be seated.
15 The other resources areas that will have a 15 What I'm going to ask Mr. McCarthy to do is call
16 significant impact have been found to be reduced with the 16 two testifiers at a time. 1'd like both of you to come up
17 addition of mitigation. These include geology and 17 to the seats. Please speak directly into the microphone.
18 hydrology, surface water drainage, biological resources, 18 As you can tell, we can't really hear you if you move a
19 cultural resources and paleontological resources, traffic 19 little bit farther away from the microphone. So please
20 transportation, and greenhouse gas emission. 20 stay close to the microphone. Please state your name for
21 For biological resources, there are a number of 21 the record so the court reporter can get that down in
22 mitigation measure that are in the draft EIR, one is the 22 writing. And, again, please remember we're trying to get
23 commitment to work with regional planning to achieve a 23 all of this down for the court reporter.
24 revegitation plan for the site. This would include 24 So, Mr. McCarthy, please call the testifiers,
25 requirements to have either a soil cap at project closure 25 please.
Page 14 Page 16
1 that would allow for adequate regrowth for planned 1 MR. McCARTHY: The first testify is Flo Lawrence.
2 communities, and if that's not possible, there's a plan 2 Flo Lawrence.
3 for off-site mitigation to offset habitat loss. 3 MS. NATOLI: You can call the second one.
4 For culture resources -- many of you know that 4 MR. McCARTHY: And Marty Kreisler. Marty
5 there is a cultural resource in Bowers Cave. We are 5 Kreisler.
6 actively working to insure that that cave is protected. 6 MS. NATOLI: Please, both come forward. You may
7 A number of key observation points were elevated 7 sit down and state your name for the record.
8 (inaudible) one of the those points from Hasley Hills. it 8 MS. RUIZ: Pull the microphone forward. You can
9 states in the EIR that a very small portion of the final 9 have a seat as well. Come forward.
10 landfill top would be visible from Hasley Hills. But key 10 MS. NATOLI: If there's an open chair, take it.
11 observation points were located in Val Verde, and from 11 When you finish your testimony, I'm going to ask you to
12 that community, no view of the landfill was found. 12 vacate the seat and get the next group up.
13 Thank you very much for coming out tonight. Just 13 What I'd like to do is give everybody three
14 a quick recap. You're all here tonight to hear about a 14 minutes to testify, which is the maximum. And if we have
15 project and provide comments on the Draft EIR. In 15 lots of interruptions, I may have to cut that down. So
16 addition, the County is taking comments through September 16 I'd like to be able to get through the testimony whether
17 23. And when the county public comment period closes, 17 you agree or disagree with the speaker. And what we do
18 there's a final EIR of the comments that will be submitted 18 is, if you agree, you can do this (indicating). I see it.
19 and available for decision making by the Planning 19 I understand that you agree with something. If you don't
20 Commission and potentially, ultimately the Board of 20 agree, you can give thumbs down. But please keep your
21 Supervisors. 21 comments slow. Again, this is a room with a lot of
22 That's my presentation. Thank you very much. 22 echoing, and it will be difficult for everyone to hear
23 I will be available after the meeting in the back of the 23 you.
24 room by the posters if there are any additional questions. 24 So at this time, you may start testimony. Please
25 Thank you very much. 25 begin. And please state your name for the record.
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1 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: My name is Flo Lawrence. I am| 1 at the -- a fund raiser at The Painted Turtle, which is a
2 a resident of Castaic. I have lived here since 1998. For 2 camp for seriously and terminally ill children. Because
3 the record, I serve on the Castaic Town Council. But 3 of the Station Fire, the camp had to be closed for the
4 tonight, I'm speaking for me. 4 summer. Most of the structures survived. But they
5 And I am in favor of this expansion. And I'll 5 couldn't have the kids up there because of the
6 give you three reasons. I don't think I'm going to need 6 particulates because of the fire.
7 nearly three minutes. Oh, it started. I won't need that 7 When Mike Dean at Chiquita heard about the fire,
8 much time. 8 he called them and said "How can I help?" These are the
9 LA County needs a place to put solid waste. We 9 kinds of neighbors we need in Castaic.
10 are consuming at a massive rate. We go to Ralphs, we go 10 It's coming. Let's work with them. And let's
11 to McDonald's, we go to Best Buy, we go to Carl's Junior 11 get these mitigation measures for my community.
12 where I just went through the drive through to feed my 12 And I took the whole time. I apologize. Thank
13 kid. 13 you.
14 We have a tremendous amount of waste, and we need 14 MS. NATOLI: That's all right. You're allowed.
15 somewhere to put it. We can't build any more landfills 15 Thank you.
16 right now. The number I heard is Chiquita Canyon is 639 16 Please proceed and state your name.
17 acres. 257 are permitted for landfill use. That is a lot 17 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: Hello, everybody. Marty
18 of unused capacity. 18 Kreisler. And for the record, I'm also on the Castaic
19 So LA County needs someplace to put their trash. 19 Town Council, but I'm speaking tonight as an individual.
20 It's going to come here. I don't think we're going to be 20 [ live in Hasley Hills. And there was a slide up
21 able to do anything about that. It may makes sense. 21 there showing what the view would be from Hasley Hills. I
22 My second reason for the trash to come here is 22 got a CV copy of the EIR, and are these pictures the same
23 because Chiquita Canyon operates an excellent facility. 23 ones that were in the slide? From what I can tell, it's
24 They do everything right. I served on the VVCAC. Isaw 24 about an hour's walk to go to from Hasley Hills to go to
25 all the regulatory agencies that regularly check up on 25 the landfill. And when I look at the picture and when I
Page 18 Page 20
1 Chiquita to make sure they're in compliance not only to dq 1 rode the streets, essentially what I saw were roof tops in
2 the minimum -- they do the maximum. 2 the industrial center. And I saw some water tanks in the
3 You heard the report of a small working face. 3 hills. And to my knowledge, the landfill will be on the
4 They have mitigation measures for odor and litter control. 4 other side of the ridge. There won't really be any view
5 They do a good job at running a landfill. 5 at all to my knowledge. And if it is, it will be years
6 It's a reality. Until we as a society can learn 6 out. And it will be obstructed. So I see this as a
7 to do something different about all the things we consume 7 non-issue.
8 and then all the things that have to go out in the barrel 8 As far as views, I don't think most people even
9 of our driveway, we're going to have to do this. But 9 know Chiquita Canyon is there or what they do, where the
10 Chiquita Canyon cares and they do it right. 10 trash goes. As the previous speaker said, we absolutely
11 They have a greenhouse water runoff. They burn the 11 need landfills. What are people going to do? They can't
12 methane gas. 12 bury their trash anymore. We have to take it somewhere.
13 Again, you may not like landfills, but I don't 13 And this landfill follows new technologies to eliminate
14 know what else we're going to do in the near future, 14 odors, to eliminate noise, to eliminate, you know,
15 because we don't have the technology not to have them. 15 anything blowing around. I really feel that we're lucky
16 You have to have it. 16 to have this landfill in our neighborhood.
17 And this is an operation and example that is a 17 And there's one final point that I'd like to
18 leader in the industry. Landfills across the country 18 make. And that is there's going to be mitigation fees.
19 point to Chiquita and look at the way they run this 19 Landfills have mitigation fees. Normally those fees would
20 operation. It is one of the most regulated industries in 20 go directly to the County. But we're very lucky here.
21 the land. They do a good job. 21 These mitigation fees are going to go directly into our
22 The third thing I want to say is Chiquita is a 22 communities. How fortunate for us. We don't have these
23 good neighbor. They care. They support a lot of the 23 in Castaic now. But Val Verde has a mitigation fee, And I
24 local community organizations. If somebody needs 24 don't know how many people that's helped or how many good|
25 something, Chiquita is there for them. I went to a party 25 things will come with this expansion. And I know, again,
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1 it may sound like payola or something, but it's just going 1 degradation of the plain is likely due to the constant
2 to be a wonderful opportunity for this community. And 2 operation on the land.
3 congratulations to the landfill for offering it and 3 If the 1905 goes through, their boundary
4 hopefully for us to receive it. 4 alignment was apparently destroyed as stated in the draft
5 MS. NATOLI: Thank you, Mr. Kreisler. 5 EIR, how can we trust Chiquita Landfill to protect our
6 Mr. McCarthy, Would you call the next two. 6 environment.
7 MR. McCARTHY: The next will be Nancy Carder, 7 Also significant is the increased potential for
8 C-a-r-d-e-r, and Lynne Plambeck. Plambeck. 8 devastating landslides in El Nino conditions like we had
9 MS. NATOLI: Please, go ahead, Ms. Carder. 9 in the winters of 2004 and 2005.
10 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: Okay. My name is 10 MS. NATOLI: Ma'am, I need for you to wrap it up.
11 Nancy Carder. I'm a resident. The expansion will double 11 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: Okay. The proposed expansion
12 the tonnage, double the amount of waste, double the amount 12 puts it too close to the Santa Clara River if approved.
13 of equipment, plus doubling the landfill operations. 13 Also, giving people money in exchange for their
14 How can this be good for the health of people 14 health is bad public policy.
15 living in Val Verde? This will not only increase asthma 15 MS. NATOLI: Thank you very much.
16 for most people with particulate issues, but will also 16 The longer the wait, the longer it takes for us
17 increase asthma in elementary schools and other schools 17 to get through testimony. So please let's respect the
18 plans. The neighboring community will not only suffer 18 speakers -- all speakers and staff and everyone's opinion.
19 great loss of air quality, but will also suffer a loss of 19 Again, I see this.
20 property values, other potential loss of quality of life 20 Please proceed, ma'am.
21 issues, such as odors coming from the expansion. 21 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: My name is Lynne Plambeck. I
2 One of the ways accepted af the landfill s to 22 represent (inaudible) For planning and the environment.
23 treat it with auto shredder residue, made from the 23 We provided comments on the notice of preparation. I want
24 crushing and shredding of materials. It's called ASR. ASR 24 to begin by stating several of the requests we made for
25 contains elevated levels of metals, in particular, lead 25 data to be disclosed were not disclosed. And we find that
Page 22 Page 24
1 and cadmium. 1 (inaudible) EIR preparer.
2 And even at low waste levels, sometimes as seen 2 MS. NATOLI: Ma'am, just slow down just a little
3 in the DTSC, in which ASR recycling was caught exposing] 3 bit.
4 hazardous waste levels. 4 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: Well, you say I only have
5 At Chiquita Canyon landfill, it is used for daily 5 three minutes.
6 covering of landfill. ASR is reduced to heavy metal dust 6 MS. NATOLI: We're on pause right now. So just
7 with equipment operating on top of it. And it can be 7 slow down a little so the court reporter can make the
8 spread by winds, water falling. And the ecosystem will 8 record. Thank you.
9 suffer from storm water runoff. Results from the 9 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: We're in the third year of a
10 ASR impact studies are significant. 10 drought, yet the EIR relied upon the 2011 water supply
11 The study in the draft of the EIR shows the view 11 assessment from the water company that does not serve the
12 and the analysis of the Newhall Ranch Road 26th bridge onf| [12 landfill. It states in the water supply assessment that
13 I-5. There you have a good view of the landfill. Post 13 it's outside their area.
14 expansion, it will be a giant and slightly looming over 14 The water company is Valencia Water Company.
15 the community. The projected uniform view of the landfill|| [15 They have subsequently given a (inaudible) legally by
16 with vegetation in the draft of the EIR shows a view that 16 Castaic Water Agency. The water supply assessment states
17 people will not see for several decades. Their view will 17 that Valencia is controlled by them. That is not the
18 be the landfill with trash trucks on the top of it. 18 case. It's -- the PUC found a decision on -- in February
19 Nor does the draft EIR show the current berms, 19 of this year that they are no longer regulated by Valencia
20 drains, and ditches that are needed on a closed landfill 20 Water Company.
21 to keep it structurally sound. It's shows as a pretty 21 So whether or not Castaic can annex them is the
22 hill as projected in the draft EIR under the cultural 22 big issue. Water service is an issue. Water supply
23 resources section. 23 assessment relies on the 2005 water management plan, which
24 The draft EIR states the portions of the ceiling 24 is substantially out of date. And it did not disclose any
25 will be (inaudible) to collapse. Aside from earthquakes, 25 of the water issues from two closed wells producing the

HOLLAND COURT REPORTERS

6 (Pages 21 to 24)

(818) 929-4030

10-6
cont'd

10-7

10-8

10-9



10-9
cont'd

10-10

10-11

Page 25 Page 27
1 valley's water supply, or the fact that we have not been 1 the hearing examiner may have jurisdiction over, you can
2 able to -- been able to get the 5 percent state water 2 absolutely sign up to speak on another topic, and that
3 supply to the area. 3 will be listened to in public comment as well.
4 These are major impacts to our water supply and 4 Would you call the next two testifying, please.
5 they should have been in the draft. But they depended on 5 MR. McCARTHY: Lloyd Carder and Ramon Hamilton.
6 the water supply assessment. The water supply assessment 6 MS. NATOLI: Please, go ahead and begin, sir.
7 must rely on firm contracts, and they must be supplied in 7 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: Yes. I'd like to start off by
8 that assessment, and they did not do this. It's not a 8 speaking on one of the documents that was attributed to --
9 legal water supply assessment because (inaudible) 9 MS. NATOLI: Sir, can you state your name for the
10 attention of the law to provide us with good information 10 record, please.
11 on water supply. 11 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: Lloyd Carder.
12 I would also like to state that we asked 12 MS. NATOLI: Thank you.
13 specifically for -- comment substantially on Chiquita 13 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: When I submitted this letter
14 Canyon Landfill. We worked to ensure good water quality | |14 it got attributed to Scott Rodell on the town council, and
15 and monitoring by asking that there be water monitoring 15 not myself. All right. Thank you.
16 wells with various levels. In the notice of preparation 16 In that letter, I talked about notifications.
17 comment letter, we asked that water quality reports be 17 Again, you know, we've been hearing that there's been a
18 disclosed. But the reports were not made available to the 18 lot of people have not been notified. I took it upon
19 public. That's a substantial failure to provide 19 myself to go in through the businesses along the landfill
20 information of the EIR and its information that everyone 20 site, and none of the 22 businesses that I visited had any
21 should be able fo see 21 possible notifications. I can give names and list them to
22 They also had a height violation. We would like 22 you if you'd like.
23 to know how the County's going to protect the community 23 MS. NATOLI: Can you provide them to Ms. Chi
24 and residents from any further violations on their part, 24 after the meeting? That would be helpful. Thank you.
25 or let them just go ahead and build, which is what -- 25 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: Also, this - we - I asked in
Page 26 Page 28
1 essentially what happened. And that should be in the EIR 1 this letter to open up the area to be out in the 1.2 to
2 too. It was disclosed. 2 1.5 miles, and that was not done. And that was something
3 And I would like to quickly say my comment. When 3 that everyone -- when I met with the staff, they said they
4 I tried to sign up, my card says Number 3. Your staff 4 would do. So we -- they did not do that.
5 people in the back insisted that there is no public 5 The first thing I'd like to talk about, in 1997,
6 comment at the hearing. They crossed out the 3 and had 6 there was an agreement in place signed by the President of
7 the 2. But I -- that is a substantial violation of the 7 Newhall Land and Farm; the landfill representative;
8 policies to tell people they can't make a public comment 8 Ruth Griffin, who was the president of the Val Verde Civic
9 on a public hearing. And you need to inform your staff 9 Association; and a member of the Castaic Town Council.
10 people. 10 While I was on it for seven years, I was on the land use
11 I was told if T continued to sign up for Number 3 11 committee prior to becoming a council member myself. I
12 for public comment, I would be removed from the 12 worked with her on this program.
13 proceedings. That is a problem. 13 In this document, they -- it was stated that the
14 MS. NATOLI: Thank you very much. 14 maximum capacity of the landfill would be 20 million tons,
15 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: I -- and I do want to be 15 and the closing of the landfill would occur after the
16 called for public comment when we get to Number 3. 16 capacity was met. This was the contractual agreement by
17 MS. NATOLI: I will call you. It is on the 17 the landfill, and records entered by the people who have
18 agenda. Public comment is on the agenda. Number 3 is 18 signed here.
19 public comment for items not on the agenda. So that means 19 It is -- it is far from me to abrogate a contract
20 -- 20 such as this. I find it hard to believe that they're
21 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: (Inaudible.) 21 operating a landfill in a representative manner to any
22 MS. NATOLI: And you may, ma'am. But I want to 22 other agreements done today or tomorrow.
23 make sure that everyone in the audience understands. 23 You know, when -- when the council -- when I --
24 If you want to speak on the project, sign up for 24 when -- I was on the town council from 2000 to 2006.
25 the project. If you want to speak on another item that 25 During that time, you know, we had multiple projects come
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1 forward to us. Some of the projects were the Homestead 1 sludge from Santa Barbara, and they were issued a notice
2 Village project. And during that project, we actually 2 of violation from the county.
3 built in elementary school that's along 126, the same 3 There was no notifying of the community or
4 route that the trucks would be taking with diesel and the 4 penalty. I'm hoping that in the provisions of this new
5 trek. 1did not see in this draft EIR any of the truck 5 conditional use permit, there can be some sort of
6 traffic, you know, pollution or any of that data. 6 significant fine that can at least deter that type of
7 MS. NATOLI: Sir, I need for you to wrap up your 7 behavior.
8 comments. 8 That's it.
9 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: Okay. The second was we had 9 MS. NATOLI: Thank you very much, sir.
10 the Homestead Village, which is the project where we had 10 Call the next group, please.
11 the junior high, which was within three quarters of a mile 11 MR. McCARTHY: Paul Saaty, and Cam Noltemeyer.
12 of the landfill. All of these projects, when they were 12 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: Hello. My name is Paul Saaty
13 proposed to us, it was told to us on the council that the 13 I'm a new member of the -- new resident of Castaic. And
14 landfill would be closed before they started. 14 I'm outraged at such a proposal that would be addressed
15 MS. NATOLI: Thank you. And just let me remind 15 after the agreements that would have closed the landfill.
16 everybody. Tonight doesn't close the comment period. The 16 Someone else said that Castaic is not known for
17 comment period is open through September 23rd. You can 17 the landfill. They're right. But they will be. The
18 always submit your comments in writing to Ms. Chi. And 18 tripling of this landfill is something that, you know, not
19 the comments will be analyzed in the final EIR. 19 many people are really aware of. We look at little maps
20 Yes, sir. 20 like the one that's on the poster back there where there's
21 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: My name is Ramon Hamilton. I 21 the big gray map with a little tiny speck of a proposed
22 am a member of the Val Verde Civic Association, but I am 22 landfill. People do not know the size and scope and how
23 speaking as an individual. 23 this is going to come up against the industrial center and
24 So there's been several residents that are right 24 Hasley Hills.
25 up to the landfill that mentioned odors coming from the 25 You've got residents that are moving here since
Page 30 Page 32
1 landfill. (Inaudible.) And I'm concerned with the 1 1997 with the idea that this landfill's going to be
2 additional 143 feet in elevation. What sort of monitoring 2 closed. They have homes. They have values.
3 will they do in Val Verde to identify odors and potential 3 Somebody mentioned some ridiculous idea that
4 health risks, and what the landfill will do to reduce 4 we're going to get some mitigation money. What is there
5 those odors. So that's my first concern. 5 to mitigate the falling house prices that we have in Val
6 So, currently, since this impacts the communities 6 Verde? You can get a house in Val Verde for next to
7 already at issue, I'm wondering if the daily tonnage 7 nothing because no one wants to live next to a landfill.
8 intake could stay the same, at 6,000 tons per day. So my 8 Now we all will live next to a landfill.
9 concern is the maximum is now 6,000 tons per day, is 9 I almost bought a house up in Fulsom a few years
10 already an issue. With that doubling, you know, it's -- 10 ago. Beautiful house. No one wanted to live there
11 that would be even more of an issue. 11 because it was known as the place where the prison is. We
12 If you just stay at where it currently is, it 12 not only have a prison that we're well known for, but now
13 would stay the same 13 we will be known as the -- as one of the biggest landfills
14 Additionally -- 14 in the area.
15 MS. NATOLI: Please, go ahead. 15 There are a lot of other places that this
16 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: In 1997, the mutual use permif 16 landfill could be put. There are -- there's vacant land
17 that was put together, as the gentleman just mentioned, 17 if you go up the 5 Freeway up in Sacramento. They could
18 was a provision that no sludge would be taken in. And I 18 put it somewhere else. But it's not easy.
19 know many of the residents are concerned about the sludge, 19 Well, they've been good. Of course they've been
20 including myself. And I'm wondering if the no sludge 20 good. They wanted to put in this expansion, probably, for
21 provision would also be added in if this new conditional 21 many, many years. Why make the violations then when they
22 use permit is indeed approved. 22 can make the violations now? They have made violations, I
23 And staying on that subject, since the current -- 23 hear. Even if they don't, even if they're greet, it's
24 since the conditional use permit states there is no 24 going to at least acknowledge the natural smell, that
25 sludge, this provision was violated. The landfill took in 25 stigma of being one of the biggest landfills in the area
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1 is going to make our house prices fall. 1 landfill. We don't agree or on an extension or expansion
2 I'm sorry. No amount of giving small amounts of 2 to Chiquita Canyon Landfill, and we will fight this plan
3 money for a football team to get new shirts is going to 3 with whatever means and tell you to your coordination.
4 make up for my house values plummeting next to nothing. 4 Sincerely the Dabbagh family, Egram, Enron,
5 My kids, their asthma is going to get worse. 5 Andrew, Jordan. And here my phone number.
© THere is no way that you can have that much stuit | 6 MS. NATOLI: Thank you very much, sir.
7 -- trash coming into the area without significant 7 MR. McCARTHY: And we have Cam Noltemeyer.
8 environmental impact. And the lady who spoke from the 8 Michael Mohajer.
9 consulting firm even admitted to the fact that there will 9 MS. NATOLI: Take a seat. Please state your name
10 be signiﬁcant, ifthey're going to have to try to 10 for the record before vou begin,
11 mitigate. 11 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: I'm Cam Noltemeyer, and I'm 4
12 Here's a good solution: Don't expand it. Keep 12 member of (inaudible) but I'm speaking for myself. I'm
13 to your word. Keep to what you signed in '97. 13 opposed to this expansion. This is an expansion of one
14 MS. NATOLI: Thank you, sir. 14 that they had promised to close. We all live in Santa
15 Sir. 15 Clarita Valley, and we're all affected by this. Not just
16 AUDIENCE SPEAKER: My name is Akram Dabbagh 16 those that are receiving the payoff.
17 To Los Angeles County -- excuse me. Regional 17 This is the Santa Clarita Valley. I'm very
18 Planning Department, we are the community of Lincoln 18 disappointed that the planning commissioner for this area
19 Avenue, addresses 28838, 28848, 28874, Chiquita Canyon 19 is not present. He lives in the Santa Clarita Valley and
20 Road. We are the second generation who moved in to Val 20 it wouldn't have been a very long drive.
21 Verde since 30 years ago and bought new houses. 21 I'm also appalled at the fact that the applicant
22 We firmly refuse any expansion to Chiquita Canyon 22 is not presenting correct information. It's been
23 landfill for whatever reasons, or to any renewed timing, 23 misleading, and in some places absolutely incorrect.
24 terms extension, or contract project without acceptance or 24 How much of this expansion capacity will be taken
25 opinion from the local community. 25 up by the Newhall Ranch Development? They should be
Page 34 Page 36
1 Since the 1972, the Chiquita Canyon landfill 1 required to have their own disposable site.
2 exists. And the -- after 40 years, development of a 2 We don't have to keep taking trash from outside
3 thousand houses in Santa Clarita, the value -- and double 3 of our valley. If they want this big expansion, they
4 population, the official at the Chiquita Canyon, your 4 should do their own dump. We don't have to expand on what
5 master plan revision doubling the amount of the trash and 5 we have, the valley of the dumps. We have sunshine on one
6 the space and the life of the landfill. 6 side. We have C