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❖ EXECUTWE SUMMARY ❖ 

C 1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose of the Final SEm 

The Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report, Sunshine Canyon Landfill, State Clearinghouse Number 
92041053 (Final SEIR), was prepared for the purpose of incorporating all public and agency comments 
received on the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) in its decision-making process 
in accordance with the Guidelinesfor the Implementation ofthe California Environmental Quality Act (State 
CEQA Guidelines). 

.r 
The Lead Agency is required to evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who 
reviewed the Draft SEIR and to prepare a written response. The Lead Agency shall respond to comments 
received during the noticed comment period and any extensions and has the option of responding to late 
comments. 

:-□ In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines, the Final SEIR includes the following: the Draft SEIR.; 
comments and recommendations received on the Draft SEIR; a list of persons, organizations, and public 
agencies that commented on the Draft SEIR; responses to significant environmental issues raised during the 
Draft SEIR review and consultation process; and additional information by the Lead Agency. 

1.2 Document Review Period and Noticing 

On July 24,1997, the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR), in its capacity as the State 
Clearinghouse (SCH), aclmowledged receipt ofthe City's Notice ofCompletion (NOC) for the Draft SEIR. 
This receipt subsequently commenced the 90-day public review period on the Draft SEIR. The review period 
was to conclude on October 31, 1997; however, due to a City Councilman's request, the review period was 
officially extended by City staff until December 5, 1997 (for a total review period of 132 days). 

The Notice ofCompletion and Availability (NOCA) and Request for Comments were distributed with the 
Draft SEIR. to federal, State, regional, and local agencies; community homeowner associations; other 
interested parties; and libraries. In addition, other governmental agencies, property owners/occupants, and 
interested parties received a NOCA. The NOCA was published on July 24, 26, and 27, and on August 2 and 
3, 1997, in The Signal, Saugus Enterprise, and Daily News. The NOCA was also published in the Los 
Angeles Times on July 24, 1997, as part ofthe City's notification process. The NOCA listed library locations 
where copies ofthe Draft SEIR could be reviewed, the comment period, and the address to submit comments 
on the Draft SEIR.. The NOCA and list of library review locations are included in the Final SEIR., 
Appendices A2 and B8, respectively. 

1.3 Revised Summary Matrix ofEnvironmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Monitoring 
Phasing for the Proposed Project 

Based on the comments received on the Draft SEIR, changes or additions to mitigation measures previously 
presented or changes to the monitoring or enforcement agency have been incorporated into the proposed 
City/County Landfill Mitigation Reporting and Monitoring Program. These revisions are presented in 
Section 2.5 ofthe Final SEIR (Table 1.10-1 [Revised]) and under separate cover. These changes primarily 

[j I • 

remove the project geologist or site manager as monitoring and enforcement agencies, add or revise 
mitigation measures, and delete air quality calculation summaries (however these are provided in the Final 

u 
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❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMAR_'J! •!~ 

SEIR, Appendix D2). Major changes to mitigation measures are also presented in Section 2.0 of this 
document. 

1.4 Revised Mitigation Reporting and Monitoring Program 

To incorporate changes identified -by responsible agencies, each new or revised mitigation measure and 
changes to the monitoring/enforcement agency are presented in the Final SEIR, Table 7.4-1 (Revised). 
These revisions amend information previously presented in Section 7 .0 in the Draft SEIR.. These changes 
are the same as identified in the Final SEIR, Table 1.10-1 (Revised). 

1.5 Written Comments Received 

The following agencies, organizations, and individuals submitted written comments on the Draft SEIR.. 
These comments were responded to in the Final SEIR.. In addition an Introduction and Key Response Matrix 
(Section 3 .1) and Environmental Issues Response Index (Section 4.0) in the Final SEIR. assist the reader in 
finding specific key responses. Also Topical Issues and Responses were provided based on certain issues 
that were repeatedly identified by State, local, and regional agencies and other interested parties. These 
issues are summarized in Section 3.0 ofthis document. Copies ofthe original comment letters received are 
included in Appendix C of the Final SEIR.. 

State Agencies 

Jeannie H. Blakeslee Letter 3.3-1 
Permitting and Enforcement Division . 
California Integrated Waste Management Board 
Sacramento, CA 

Antero A. Rivasplata, Chief Letter 3.3-2 
State ofCalifornia 
Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
Sacramento, CA 

Regional Agencies 

J. David Stein, Manager Letter 3.4-1 
Performance Assessment and Implementation 
Southern California Association of Governments 
Los Angeles, CA 

J. David Stein, Manager Letter 3.4-2 
Perfonn~ce Assessment and Implementation 
Southern California Association of Governments 
Los Angeles, CA 

Sunshine Canyon Landfill October 1998 
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Rodney H. Nelson, Chief 
Grmmdwater Regulatory Unit 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Monterey Park, CA 

Henry Hogo, Planning Manager 
Planning and Policy 
South Coast Air Quality Management District .o Diamond Bar, CA 

Laura J. Simonek 
Principal Environmental Specialist 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

i Los Angeles, CA 

County Agencies 

0 Don Stockenberg, REHS 
Solid Waste Management Program 

0 County of Los Angeles 
Department of Health Services 
Monterey Park, CA 

David Yamahara 
Assistant Deputy Director 
Planning Division 
County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works 
Alhambra, CA 

M. Michael Mohajer 
Assistant Division Engineer 
Environmental Programs Division 
County ofLos Angeles 
Department of Public Works 
Alhambra, CA 

City Departments 

0 
Richard E. Olsen, Assistant Fire Marshall 
Bureau or"Fire Prevention and Public Safety 
City of Los Angeles Fire Department 
Los Angeles, CA 

C 

Letter 3.4-3 

Letter 3.4-4 

Letter 3.4-5 

Letter 3.5-1 

Letter 3.5-2 

Letter 3.5-3 

Letter 3.6-1 

u 
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Homer M. Morimoto, Division Engineer 
Development Services Division 
City ofLos Angeles 
Bureau of Engineering 
Los Angeles, CA 

0 Charles C. Holloway 
Supervisor ofEnvironmental Assessment and EMF 
City ofLos Angeles .c Department of Water and Power 
Los Angeles, CA 

Robert T. Takasaki, Senior Transportation Engineer 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation 
Los Angeles, CA 

f Hal Bernson, Councilman 12th District 
City Council of the City of Los Angeles 
Los Angeles, CA 

Wayne Tsuda, Director 
Materials and Waste Resources Division 
City of Los Angeles 
Environmental Affairs Department 
Los Angeles, CA 

Local Agencies 

David A. Bobardt, Planner 
City of Glendale 
Glendale, CA 

Donald M. Williams, Senior Planner 
City of Santa Clarita 
Public Works 

0 Santa Clarita, CA 

Other Interested Parties/Organizations 

Patricia Dean, Real Estate and Asset Management Branch 
Bill Piazza, Environmental Health and Safety Branch 
Los Angeles Unified School District 
Los ·Angeles, CA 

Sharon McGowan 
13327 Golden Valley 
Granada Hills, CA 

Letter 3.6-2 

Letter 3.6-3 

Letter 3.6-4 

Letter 3.6-5 

Letter 3.6-6 

Letter 3.7-1 

Letter 3. 7 .-2 

Letter 3.8-1 

Letter 3.8-2 
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Joycelyn and Davidson T~rner 
Granada Hills, CA 

Blair Norris, Environmental Engineer 
Anheuser-Busch Companies, Inc. 
Executive Offices 
St. Louis, MO 

Commenter and address unlmown 

George R. Monte, Principal 
Richmont Investment Property Services, Inc. 
Monterey Park, CA 

Sharon E. Yackey 
12715 Goethe Place 
Granada Hills, CA 

Louie Carnevale 
Carnevale & Lohr, Inc. 
Bell Gardens, CA 

Lynne A. Plambeck, Chairperson 
Landfill Alternatives Save Environmental Resources (LASER) 
Newhall, CA 

Donald T. Kasper 
12356 Jolette Avenue 
Granada Hills, CA 

Nancy and Phil Bogna 
16924 Knollwood Drive 
Granada HiJ}s, CA 

Albert Knight, Vice President 
Santa Susana Mountains Park Association 
Chatsworth, CA 

Ed You 
North Hills, CA 

Joanne Collins 
Granada Hills, CA 

Je~frey H. Hill 
Law Office of Jeffrey H. fill 
Valencia, CA 

Letter 3.8-3 

Letter 3.8-4 

Letter 3.8-5 

Letter 3.8-6 

Letter 3.8-7 

Letter 3.8-8 

Letter 3.8-9 

Letter 3.8-10 

Letter 3.8-11 

Letter 3.8-12 

Letter 3.8-13 

Letter 3.8-14 

Letter 3.8-15 
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Mary Edwards 
North Valley Coalition 
Granada Hills, CA 

Wayde Hunter 
[No address provided] 

Elizabeth Folb 
Granada Hills, CA 

Anne Ziliak 
[No address provided] 

Iris S. Shah, Ph.D., Secretary 
Knollwood Property Owners Association 
Granada Hills 

Leonard M. Salle, P.E. 
Portola Valley, CA 

William F. Salle 
Law Offices of William F. Salle 
Glendale, CA 

George Kane 
Granada Hills, CA 

Lynn A. Plambeck, Chairperson 
Jeff Yann, 2nd Vice President 
Landflll Alternatives Save Environmental Resources (LASER) 
Newhall, CA 

Thomas K,. Murphy 
Granada Hills, CA 

Esther Simmons 
Granada Hills, CA 

North Valley Coalition 
Granada Hills, CA 

Dr. Stanley P. Sander 
Senior Research Scientist in Atmospheric Chemistry 
Jet Propulsion Laboratory 
P~sadena, CA 

Letter 3.8-16 

Letter 3.8-17 

Letter 3.8-18 

Letter 3.8-19 

Letter 3.8-20 

Letter 3.8-21 

Letter 3.8-22 

Letter 3.8-23 

Letter 3.8-24 

Letter 3.8-25 

Letter 3.8-26 

Letter 3.8-27 

Letter 3.8-28 
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[ 
Wendy Danner 
Granada Hills, CA 

·c Barbara A. Fine 
Barbara A. Fine Consultants 
Beverly Hills, CA 

Charlotte Rodrigues 
Granada Hills, CA 

Stephen J. Bushwell, Program Manager 
IGR/CEQA 
California Department of Transportation 
District 7 
Los Angeles, CA 

0 
Stephen J. Bushwell, Program Manager 
IGR/CEQA 
California Department of Transportation 

0 
District 7 
Los Angeles, CA 

D 
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C 

Letter 3.8-29 

Letter 3.8-30 

Letter 3.8-31 

Letter 3.9-1 

Letter 3.9-2 

Sunshine Canyon Landfill October 1998 
FINAL SEIR 91-1)377-ZC/GPA Pagt!ES-7 

L 



[ 

C 

·O 

0 

0 
D 

0 
[ 

u 

❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ 

2.0 REVISIONS AND/OR ADDITIONS TO DRAFT SEIR 

2.1 Introduction 

Based on written comments received by the City in response to the circulation ofthe NOA, NOCA, and the 
Draft SEIR., corrections and/or revisions to the Draft SEIR have been identified. The incorporated revisions 
are cross-referenced to the agency/individual, letter, and comment number. The bracketed and numbered 
comments are included in the Final SEIR, Appendix C. 

The revisions are identified by section number, page number, and paragraph number that correspond to the 
Draft SEIR.. The paragraph symbol ·(,o is used to further assist the reader in locating the corresponding text. 
For example, reference to 13 indicates the third paragraph on the page cited. Paragraph numbering 
commences at the top of the referenced page and includes both partial paragraphs (i.e., those commencing 
on the previous page) and "bulleted" items (i.e., those portions of the text that commence with either a 
graphic or numeric symbol) as separate paragraphs. 

The errata, revisions, changes, and other modifications to the Draft SEIR do not result in the introduction 
of(1) any new significant environmental impacts not previously disclosed in the Draft SEIR that result from 
either the proposed project or new or amended mitigation measures proposed for implementation, (2) a 
substantial increase in the severity ofan environmental impact identified in the Draft SEIR, and/or (3) the 
introduction of a feasible alternative or mitigation measure that would clearly lessen the environmental 
impacts ofthe project below those levels previously indicated in the Draft SEIR. As a result, the additional 
information presented in the Final SEIR neither warrants the re circulation ofthe Draft SEIR nor a revision 
to the preliminary findings presented in the Draft SEIR nor necessitates substantive revisions to the 
information previously presented. 

2.2 Errata 

The Errata section is included as Section 2.2 of the Final SEIR and contains corrections and clarification to 
text and figures that have been identified in the Draft SEIR by the project proponent and comments received 
on the Draft SEIR. 

2.3 Changes/Revisions/ Additional Information 

The following section is a summary ofkey changes and revisions which are incorporated into the Final SEIR 
based on comments received on the Draft SEIR by the Lead Agency, Responsible Agencies, and Other 
Interested Parties. These changes are contained in their entirety in Section 2.3 of the Final SEIR. They 
primarily address air quality, landfill disposal capacity, daily cover, stockpile material, landfill liner and 
cover, groundwater monitoring, hazardous waste load checking, the provisions for establishing a Citizens 
Advisory Committee, and traffic mitigation. 

Section 1.7 .1, Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts, p. 1-10. ,16 

Air ·Quality. As defined by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook, residual air quality impacts are expected to remain significant for criteria pollutants~ 
nitregeR e,ciaes (P'lOJ, reaetwe ergaaie gases [&OG], anel s1:1speaeleel partie1:1late matter [PM1t1]) el\:le te prajeet 
iffll'lementati6ft. Regienal emissi6fts efaH eriteria peHtttana (i.e., eMhen rnenexiae [CO], l-lO"' ROG, s\:llfur 
exiaes [SOJ, anel ~~) w4U aeerease by reB\:leeel mileage tra•,zeleel within the S01:1th Ceast .Air Basia. 

Sunshine Canyon Landfill October 1998 
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Emissien ·1e'lels fer CO and SO.x are Jlrejeeted te remain hele..v their aJJJlliaahle thresheld lev:el_s. 

C 
Furthermere, CO emissiens ftfC net pre-jeeted te e:K:eeed either State er federel ameient air qttality stanfflds 
er create "het spets." 

Refer to Response 68 (Letter 3.4-4, South Coast Air Quality Management District) in Section 3.0, Response 
to Comments. 

Section 1.9.1, Alternatives Not Evaluated, p. 1-12, ,J6 

Mission/Rustic-Sullivan Landfill 

Although the Mission/Rustic-Sullivan Landfill was originally mentioned as a proposed-new solid waste 
landfill in the Solid Waste Management Status and Disposal Options in Los Angeles County, City Action 
Plan, City ofLos Angeles Solid Waste Management Plan, Integrated Solid Waste Management System for 
Los Angeles County, City ofLos Angeles Solid Waste Management Policy Plan, County of Los Angeles 
Source Reduction and Recycling Element, and Los Angeles Com1ty Countywide Siting Element, it was not 
included in the City of Los Angeles Source Reduction and Recycling Element. The City of Los Angeles, 
Department ofPublic Works, Bureau ofSanitation has recently stated that "development of these canyons 

0 

is no longer considered a feasible alternative ..."1 

Refer to Response 122 (Letter 3.5-3, Department ofPublic Works, County ofLos Angeles) in Section 3.0, 
Response to Comments. 

Section 2.3.1, Statistical Information in Connection with Solid Waste Generation and Permitted Capacity 
within the City of Los Angeles, p. 2-4. ,J4 

Based en the abeYt'e data, appre:K:imately S,665,909 tens of solid .. aste were generated within the 
City ifl 1995. The Califemia DepftfflHent efFinanee estimates that appre:K:imately 3,593,729 peeple 
li·t1ed ifl the City in 1995. Based en the waste generefien teta-1 of 5,665,909 tens fer 1995, 
apprmcimately 1.S8 tens efselid Ytastelpersefb'year was generated in the City ifl 1995. This eqttates 
te a 'NB:ste generatieR per eapita ef 10.13 pel:tftds/persenlday ef selid ·.vaste generated in the City. 

0 

1
/ Final Supplement to the 1991 Subsequent Environmental Impact Report Lopez Canyon Sanitary Landfill 

Operation Through 2001, Volume 1, p. 6-5. April 1995. 

l/ Los Angeles County Countywide Siting Element, Volume/: The Element, Los Angeles County, Department of 
Public Works, Environmental Programs Division, p. 7-5. June 1997. 

Sunshine Canyon Landfill October 1998 
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..□ Refer to Responses 115 and 116 (Letter 3.5-3, Department of Public Works, County of Los Angeles) in 
Section 3.0, Response to Comments. 

l Section 2.3.2, Remaining Permitted Landfill Capacity in Los Angeles County, Table 2.3-1, pp. 2-5 and 2-6 

C A revised Table 2.3-1 (Remaining Permitted Disposal Capacity ofExisting Solid Waste Disposal Facilities 
in the County of Los Angeles) is included in this section. 

0 Refer to Responses 119 and 120 (Letter 3.5-3, Department of Public Works, County of Los Angeles) in 
Section 3.0, Response to Comments. 

0 
Section 2.3 .3, County of Los Angeles Daily Disposal Capacity Projections, p. 2-9. ,i2 

For example, and as noted in Table 2.3-1, In JBHuary l996~6fflef-~. the remaining permitted 
capacity at all Class m landfills within Los Angeles County was estimated at -¼-8t.-l-9-million tons ( or 

0 ~million cu. yd.). This capacity included the operational County Landfill. Based on the 1995 
average disposal rate of 35,800 tpd (6-day week), excluding waste being imported into the County, this 
capacity is expected to be exhausted in less than 9 years. Mlfflmtl-

[ 

L Refer to Response 121 (Letter 3.5-3, Department ofPublic Works, County ofLos Angeles) in Section 3.0, 
Response to Comments. 

C Section 2.6.3, City/County Landfill Design, p. 2-45, ,is 

... At the end ofeach working day, the final daily slppes would be graded to 3H: 1 V, and 9 fi inches ofclean, 
ij.fi@Mffl daily cover material would be placed over the disposed refuse. 

u 
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❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ 

Table 2.3-1 -
REMAINING PERMITTED DISPOSAL CAPACITY OF EXISTING SOLID 

WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITIES IN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

Antelope Valley I9-AA-0009 Palmdale 

Hradlcy West 19-Al'-0008 Los Angeles 

- 7 

6 

1,400(1>) 0.17 0.17 2.13 3.55 Proposed expansion not rully permilled as or#f-1% WI 
BJ. 

7,000 +,-m 9 4;484 +,48 0.003 +:-18 ~ ~ LUP expires 4/1312007.1' 1-

SolldWasll! 
Facllll)' 
Permit 

L1ndntl Faclllly (SWFP) 
Facllll)' 

Location 

Operation 
Da)'I/ 
Week 

J■ 1111■,, 19. 

~ 

SWFPDally = 
Capacity 

(Ions) 

LUP 
Dally 

Capacity 
(Ions) 

.JANUARY 1996 

1995 Average Dally Disposal 
6 Days/Werk (Ions) 

Source 

Out-of. 
In-County County Total 

In­
County 

Oass Ill La11dj1II F•clllt/1!11 

Qaanllly of MSW 
In 1995 (mllllon Ions) 

Source 

Out-or­
Counly Total 

Estimated Remaining 
Permflled Capacity 
(Effective~ 

llBll!.m> 

Mllllon 
Tons 

MUiian 
Cubic 

Vard1 1•1 Comments 

ffl ~ ml ~ RI 
Brand Park 19-AA-Clll,!!6 Glendale s 102 - .. ~ 11:8968 9:&f, 0.59 0.99 Limited to City ofGlendale Dept. orPublic WorlcJ use 

ruggg only.*28 u lWIR2 
Burbank l'>•AA-0040 Burbank s 240 +:J.4 +:J.4 9:&4 9:&4 6.36 10.60 Limited to City's use only. 

Calabasas 19-AA-0056 Unincorporated 

Chiquita Canyon 19-AA-0052 Unincorporated 

l.ancastcr 19-AA-OOS0 l.ancastcr 

6 

7 

6 

ii§ w l!aW Rl 
3,500 ~ w ~ 9:G 9:"99 ~ -K:00 ,lD,11& Limited lo the Calabasas wasleshc:d only.- 11.:m Kil§ w gag es U1!!§ ,!Wj 

S,000 ~ H+ +;4119 ~ 9:94-1 9,46 +M ~ bl:.IP eNpi,e, I 1~419=1.... ~- m - ~ eiM! 1W l!JJt'I 81D 
1,000 m i!H 596 11,f+ 11:68 9,4-9 0.47 0.69 Approximate closure date 4/98.

&al w ~! ,mg mm P1l! 

611111111er lime eopaeil) 11!!!.V!~X 
isaeulpd. 

Puente Hills 19-AA-OOSJ Unincorporated 6 13,200 13,200 ~ 7 ~ ~ 0.002 ~ 29.33 62.40 LUP limits to 72,000 1011s per week. LUP expires 11/ 
~mm (WZ ml 01/2003. No wastes from City ofl.os Angeles ormum 

Orange Counly. 

SAnClcmcmtc 19-AA-0063 lJ11i11corporatcd 2 ,.s 2 2 8,899;t 8,899;t 0.048 0.38 l.andfill owned and operated by the U.S. Navy. 
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❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ 

Table 2.3-1 - Cont.) 
REMAINING PERMITTED DISPOSAL CAPACITY OF EXISTING SOLID 

WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITIES IN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
JANUARY1996-

Landfill Faclllt)' 

Scholl Canyon 

Spadra 

Sunshine Canyon 

Two Harbors 

Whillicr 
(Savage Canyon) 

Total 

Solid Waste 
Facllll)' 
Permit 

(S\VFP) 

19-AA-0012 

19-AA-OOIS 

19-AA08S3 

19-AA-0062 

19-AH-OJ!9.I 

Faclllt)' 
Location 

Glendale 

Unit1eorporalcdl 
Pomona 

Unincorporalcd 

Uni11eorporalcd 

Whillicr 

Operallon 
Dayal 
Week 

6 

6 

6 
. 

s 

6 

d ■ nH"3 191 
P.mm»fflll!I 
SWFPDally -Capacity 

(tons) 

3,400 

3,700 

6,600 

-
350 

67,527 

1995 Average Dally Disposal 
6 Da)'I/Week (Ions) 

Source 

LUP 
Dally 

Capacity Out-or-
(tons) ln•Counl)' County Tolal 

- +rf&;I 0.39 +rf&;I 

!M 
- 4,994 HQ - ~ 

w •• 

6,600 -- - -

9,§.+ 9,§.+- -
!!iM ~a 

- ~ - il29 
m ~ 

~ -11'66 *,9511 
WIS ms nu 

Quanllly or MSW 
In 1995 (mllllon Ions) 

Source 

In- Our-or-
Counl)' County Tolal 

8,-46 0.0001 9M4-I-
mn w.u 
9,Q 9:IM(I ~ 

P.lB l!ilWI Im 
- - -

~ - ~ 

IWSm Ql911!'Jl 

0.0~1 - 9:9+1-4 
rul1a. 

+f,,R 11,ff ++n& 
1~.H 27lA mm 

Esllmaled Remaining 
Permllled Capacity 
(Effective hth-+996 

,mmm, 

Mllllon 
Mllllon Cubic 
Tons Yards 1•1 Commenll 

-Hl:99 ~ Limilcd lo lhe Scholl Canyon wasleshcd only. 
mu mii 
~ ~ LUP limits lo I 5,000 Ions per week. No wastes from 
au.a ml Cily of Los Angeles or Orange Counly.1" 

16.90 23.72 >let epereti11111I ■, er I1119,. Facility~~ 
~peni"I date 8/5196• 

- - Facilily closed~ 11l!Wl!W 

2.66 4.44 Limited lo the City ofWhittier use only. 

ffM9 ffM,4 

WI! WlM 

~: l.os Angeles Cou111y Department of Public Works, Selid Wa,le t.la11ai:e111e111 Eli, i1ie11 ~~..JP.!!!fflU, J111H11') 1996 ~.ft.Ri,/,,~J/i 

Noles: 
-..- Di5110sal quantities arc based on actual 101111agcs reported by landfill owncrslopcrarors lo lhc DPW as part ofmonlhly n1011ilori11g reports and/or solid waste 111anagcmc111 rec invoice payments 011d ■ written survey conduclcd by Ille DPW. 
2. Eslimalcd remaining pcnnilled capacily based 011 la11dlill owncr/opcralorrcspo11scs lo a wri1te11 survey comlucled by lhe DPW, i11 Ja11H11') I 99,, as well as ■ review ofsile•spccilic pcm1il crileria eslablishcd by local land use agencies, Lil.As, LARWQCB, and SCAQMD. 

Footnotes: 
~011vcrsK>11 faclorbascd OIi in-place solid waste density, if provided by landfill opcralors; olherwisc, a conversion facloror 1,200 pou11dslcu. yd. ,vas used. 
(bl Pen11it1ed eepaeil) eF6,S00 11111 eotl!li919 eF6,000 lfld oFrelllse 111d 500 lpd orineit 11 ■,le. Relllse dispesel is limiled le ll1e Class Ill poitim1 eFlhe la11dfill. II P.9l1l!lW; 
C) Tiic Bradley Wesl l.a11dfill is anticipaled to reach capacity in lhe year 2000, as slalcd in lhc revised SWFP 19-AR.0008, Bradley Wesl La11dlill and West E,ucnsion, p. I, Augusl 13, 1996. 
(d) 111e GhiqHil1 6111) 011 b111dfill has Ileen 1ppre, ed I a111ieipeled eepaeil) e11pe111ie11 eFi!~ 111illic111 10111, e11te111li11i: tl1e life eFthe landfill eperelie11 Hnlil lhe) ear 2019. 
@~~ 

(e) ThcSpadra_ ia_nclfiiflsiiiiiiclpaiccfiii close 111 1999 as staled ill lhc Prelimilllll)' Draft C011111j• Ca11111ywide Siti11g Elem,:11/, fl. 3-32, January 1996. 
(I) The Su11shb1e Ca11yo11 La11dfill (Counly) is a11ticipaled lo reach capacily in 2006, based on landfill opcralions in the curre11t foolprinl area. 
(gl Ba,etl on SWFP limit eFi!,800 Ian, per .. eelt, e11p,e,sed es a dail) 1,erege, 6 d1)s.lueel1. 
Ehl Based e11 SWFP limit eF 1'11,000 1e111 per )Hr, e11pressed 191 dail) a.erege, 6 d1)1o' .. eeh. 

Abbre,•lallons: 
LARWQCD Los A11geles Regional Waler Qualily Co111rol Board 
orw Los Angeles County Department ofPublic Works 
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Table 2.3-1 lll.lDJQDI Cont.) 
REMAINING PERMITTED DISPOSAL CAPACITY OF EXISTING SOLID 

WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITIES IN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ 

JANUARY 1996 

l.l!A Local Enfon:cmcnl Agc1icy 
LUP Land Use Pcnnit 
MSW Municipal Solid Wasle 
SCAQMD Soulh Coast Air Qualily Ma11agcmc11I Dislricl 
SWl'P Solid Waste l'acililics Penni! 

Tons per day, 6 days/weekr:·6 
Denotes closed landfill facilities (i.e., Azusa, BKK, 111d Lopez Canyon Landfills)ZLLLI 

Sunshine Canyon Landfill October t998 
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❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ 

0 
0 
D 

0 
D 

u 
0 

Refer to Response 84 (Letter 3.4-5, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California) in Section 3.0, 
Response to Comments. 

Section 2.6.3 City/County Landfill Design, p. 2-50, 1)5 

... When operational, it is anticipated that this same canyon area would be used as a stockpile area~ 
~~. until landfill footprint development occurs in this area. Once development 
occurs, the stockpiled area would be moved northwest t~~j~7!$~6f 

a:leng fla:t aeek a:rea:s ef the exisang la:naiiH. ~~g~7!:~ This a:rea ean 
aeeefftffleae:te steekpilea material, fer ex8ftlf)le an extensive dual line subgrade drainage system was 
installed. This system includes dual, perforated high-density polyethylene (i.e., plastic), drainage lines, 
surrounded by an aggregate drainage blanket and geotextile filter fabric. The subgrade drainage system was 
installed within a collector trench along the lowest point of the canyon area, prior to stockpile placement. 

Refer to Response 5 (Letter 3 .3-1, California Integrated Waste Management Board) in Section 3 .0, Response 
to Comments. 

Section 2.7.4, Leachate Collection and Removal System, Figure 2.7-3, p. 2-59 

Figure 2.7-3 (Preferred Waste-on-Waste Liner) has been revised as Figures 2.7-3a (Monolithic Cover for 
Sunshine Canyon City Landfill Closure) and 2.7-3b (Preferred Waste-on-Waste Liner and Re-compacted 
Monolithic Final Cover) to reflect the proposed monolithic final cover and the waste-on-waste liner. 

Refer to Responses 198, 199, and 201 (Letter 3 .6-6, Environmental Affairs Department, City ofLos Angeles) 
in Section 3.0, Response to Comments. 

Section 2. 7 .8. Groundwater Protection, p. 2-70, ,i 1 

► deposited waste would be compacted and then covered daily with approximately 9 ~ nches of leese, 
clean, ~ soil prjijffimJ:~ - ,- , .~ 

Refer to Response 84 (Letter 3.4-5, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California) in Section 3.0, 
Response to Comments. 

Section 2.10.3, Unloading Waste Materials at the Landfill Working Face, p. 2-74, ,is 

During the unloading process, onsite landfill personnel ( or landfill spotters) would observe the waste-hauling 
vehicles to ensure that safe disposal occurs. ~...m_-~ 
~~wEW~itffllsiffl~~~ 
Random loads would be periodically inspected by landfill personnel tma the ensite aesignatea LEA to 
prevent the unauthorized disposal ofhazardous wastes. 

Refer to Response 203 (Letter 3.6-6, Environmental Affairs Department, City of Los Angeles) in Section 
3 .0, Response to Comments. 

D 
D 
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❖ EXECUTIYE SUMMARY ❖ 

Section 2.10 .4, Spreading and Compacting Daily Cover on Refuse, p. 2-75, ,4 

All solid waste deposited in the proposed landfill footprint would be compacted and then covered on a daily 
basis with appre,timately 9 §inches ~e,teeeeing the State minifflttffl feqttifement of6 inches) of¼eese;- clean, 
EP!ffl!$!! onsite soil ·. • •O¥C'<il ~vi-. that wottM be spread and appliee ovef the top of 
each cell. 

Refer to Response 84 (Letter 3.4-5, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California) in Section 3.0, 
Response to Comments. 

Section 2.11.3. Vector and Bird Control Measures, p. 2-84, ,2 

... All waste materials brought to the site would be unloaded at the active working face of the landfill, 
compacted, and covered with at least9 §inches ofcleang.q}W.!e~ soil ~]m~~,~~&I 
by the end of the working day. 

Refer to Response 84 (Letter 3.4-5, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California) in Section 3.0, 
Response to Comments. 

Section 4.1.1, Grading Activities, Figure 4.1-1, p. 4-5 

This figure has been revised to delete the previously proposed stockpile area on the top deck ofthe existing 
inactive City Landfill. 

Refer to Response 5 (Letter 3 .3-1, California Integrated Waste Management Board) in Section 3 .0, Response 
to Comments. 

Section 4.2, Air Quality 

Several components of the air quality analyses in Section 4.2, Air Quality of the Draft SEIR have been 
revised to incorporate comments received by the SCAQMD, County LEA, and LAUSD. Many of the 
comments resulted in more refined emissions estimates and modeled impacts than shown in the Draft SEIR.. 
Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft SEIR. has now been revised to incorporate these changes in one 
location, rather than simply reporting the revised estimates in the responses to comments. This information 
is incorporated into this Final SEIR as Appendix D2, Revisions to Draft SEIR, Section 4.2, Air Quality. 

Since the Draft SEIR was prepared, certain reference documents and analytical tools relied upon to conduct 
the air quality analyses have been updated. Specifically, the Draft SEIR. circulated for public comment in 
July 1997 used a standard reference document (the 1985 version of AP-42) to calculate emissions from 
certain operational and construction activities and to quantify the effectiveness ofsome mitigation measures. 
However, AP-42 was updated in 1995 and includes more refined emission factors for fugitive dust emissions. 
In the revised air quality analyses, the construction and operational emissions have been updated to reflect 
these new emission factors. This has resulted in an increase in emissions from some sources and in other 
cases estimates were reduced. For example, the emission factor for dust from vehicles driving over paved 
roads was reduced, and, as a result, the estimate ofPM 10 emissions dropped substantially. 
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[ 
❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ n In addition, the Draft SEIR used the SCREEN 2 model to perform the Health Risk Analysis for the flares 

and EMF AC7ED to model vehicle emissions. The SCAQMD in its comments recommended the use ofthe

C ISCST3 model and the 1998 version of EMFAC7G. Additional modeling studies were run using the 
suggested models and the results are included in the Final SEIR, Appendix D2, Revisions to Draft SEIR, 
Section 4.2, Air Quality; and in the Final SEIR, Appendix D3, Revisions to Draft SEIR, Appendix B6, Low­
Level Health Risk Assessment. 

.C 
Landfill gas generation and gas composition rates have been revised to reflect current conditions at the 
project site. Based on experience gained from the gas collection system at the existing inactive City Landfill 

0 

and the County Landfill, gas generation from the proposed project is now expected to be substantially lower 
than originally projected. Accordingly, the project proponent anticipates only five flares will be required 
to flare gas generated for the entire City/County Landfill. The information on gas composition was also 
updated to reflect onsite data from the gas flared by the two flares already in operation. The revised 
modeling study now uses the maximum permitted capacity of five flares for the worst-case analysis and 
onsite gas composition data. As a result, emissions estimates from the flares have increased and SOx 
emissions now exceed the SCAQMD' s CEQA significance threshold. These results are included in the Final 
SEIR, Appendix D2, Revisions to Draft SEIR, Section 4.2, Air Quality; and the Final SEIR, Appendix D3, 
Revisions to Draft SEIR, Appendix B6, Low-Level Health Risk Assessment. 

The revisions to Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft SEIR do not identify any new emission sources or 
contaminants. These revisions provide a more accurate estimate ofemissions from landfill construction and 
operation, and impact on air quality. 

Refer to Responses 63 and 70 (Letter 3.4-4, SCAQMD), 97 (Letter 3.5.1, Department of Health Services 
County ofLos Angeles), and 252 and 257 (Letter 3.8-1, Los Angeles Unified School District) in .Section 3.0, 
Response to Comments. 

D Section 4.3.2, Groundwater, p. 4-125, ,15 

0 In addition to groundwater monitoring wells, the vadose zone is also monitored. This zone is defined as the 
area below the landfill and above groundwater where water may be present or suspended in the weathered 
bedrock or soil. The presence or absence of this water is ~ij~onitored~ 
~~till through the use of lysimeters, which are special wells m~ designed to C permit the meast1rem.eHt ~1!ofwater that may be in the pores ofthe soil or weathered bedrock above 
the groundwater zone. ~~~~- These wells 
pre•ride meaitering eftfte aH'tt'tial deposits te deteet seastfflal fl:e¥t witftin SUHshine Caeyen. 

Section 4.3.2, Groundwater. p. 4-125, ,16 

Currently, vadose zone monitoring is accomplished by ffi'e ~ lysimeters that have been installed-within 
Sunshine Canyen-3~~- Quarterly monitoring restHts 

[ 

[ 
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❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ 

xj@mffl (since lysimeter installation) have indicated that no liquid or moisture is present ~ 
CMl:siaering the hlstorieal laek ofreeo·1ery ofmoisture, it appears that ere as 

ofthe eanyon remain l:fflslrt=tft'Med yeer rotlftel eeeat1se the lysimeters hft','e ne"f•er yielded sttffieient "f'Oltimes 
ofsoil moisture fer sampling tlftel a.nalysis~~~•~~ 

~l!ll-$¥\P~-:t~ 
~~ii0i 5£ :;;;=~ ~mMonitoring at the County 

Landfill is accomplished by sampling the under drain system outfall points instead of lysimeters. For both 
areas, sampling is performed quarterly and findings are reported to the LARWQCB. ~oiild.alsoocciit 
f~~nrl@ir~~-m11. . . ~w~~ 

Refer to Response 631 (Letter 3.8-19, Anne Ziliak) in Section 3.0, Response to Comments. 

Section 4.3.2. Groundwater. p. 4-132. ,i2 

Unsaturated Zone Monitoring Program (UZMP). Under this program the unsaturated zone is monitored 
to detect waste constituents that may escape from the waste management unit prior to reaching groundwater. 
The l.JB,,fl? eonsists of iflste:lling lysimeters withifl the vadose Eene. ~9.jjlq9iffil~ 
~...-.M!l!l!.tt~!ffiY!~T~.eml-'~~~~ 
ffl_p_gJ§~~..@m~~zan~omtormg_p;eoes..-S~_g~onnea._ . • · ..~. · ......rrr,rwrPP • - , .:..~ ~ ~• Ji: -5e ,r~~ . . 

~.Y'$!9-~~~~~ 

Refer to Response 631 (Letter 3.8-19, Anne Ziliak) in Section 3.0, Response to Comments. 

Section 4.9.1, Hazardous Materials, p. 4-293, ,i2 

Similar to the program that is etiffCHtly Hsea at the Cotlftty Lanafill, it is anticipated that ofthe total amount 
of incoming solid waste brought to the landfill each day, one waste~ load ~er 1,000 tons of solid 
waste would be unloaded in a segregated (isolated) area of the landfill site for visual inspection. 

Refer to Response 222 (Letter 3.6-6, Environmental Affairs Department, City of Los Angeles) in Section 
3.0, Response to Comments. 

Section 4.9.1, Hazardous Materials. p. 4-297, ,is 

• The landfill operator shall implement a hazardous waste load-checking program. This program shall 
include inspecting random loads for hazardous wastes in a segregated area of the landfill, and 
landfill employees shall scan waste materials as they are being unloaded at the active working face. 

ij_,@.t99g~c~~1~~J!~ 
.mt~ 

Refer to Response 222 (Letter 3.6-6, Environmental Affairs Department, City of Los Angeles) in Section 
3.0, Response to Comments. 
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C 
❖ EXECUTWE SUMMARY ❖ 

Section 4.9.2. Vectors. p. 4-299. ,16 

C ... Similar to the existing County Landfill vector control practices, all waste materials brought to the site 
would be unloaded at an active working face area, compacted, and covered with at least 9 § inches ofclean, 
~ soil ~~~¥SP.by the end of the working day . . c 
Refer to Response 84 (Letter 3.4-5, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California) in Section 3.0, 
Response to Comments. 

C Section 4.9.3. Litter. p. 4-305. '12 

• Toe landfill site shall be operated to minimize litter generation through implementation of the 
following measures: compaction ofwaste at the working face (i.e., 1,400 pounds ofcompaction per 
cu. yd.) :periodic a:p:plieation of eo·1er material dttring tnc day &nd at the end ef the working day, 
~~r~•iiiiflffiitffii!iiaiQ'iiralr~t;.AA'ti-~ mm\i,i;;;r,;.a,co-;.--n;; -·~t;;iir~in"liz
Mrn!:&e~?~#i½.~~.1.1;<~P.m?1~~!~ 

) 

r C@b-<fi~j9 and maintenance of the active working face areas as small as 
safely possible given the type and quantity oflandfill equipment. u Refer to Response 226 (Letter 3.6-6, Environmental Affairs Department, City of Los Angeles) in Section 

3.0, Response to Comments. 

Section 4.9 .5. Human Health. p. 4-317. '13 

• A citizen's advisory committee shall be establishei~~~~a~A~~0 ~~~~.@~7:lj!~ to address area resident health concerns about 
the existing inactive and proposed City/County Landfill Project. Toe committee's mandate shall 
include discussions with appropriate technical experts and regulatory agencies responsible for the 

·O on- and offsite monitoring activities at the project site. Toe advisory committee would be 
responsible for presenting information and discussions of these regulatory agency members back 
to area residents through planned informational meetings. 

Refer to Response 917 (Letter 3.8-24, LASER) in Section 3.0, Response to Comments. 

0 Section 4.13.1. Traffic. Table 4.13-9. p. 4-372 

A revised Table 4.13-9 (Project-Specific Mitigation Measures) is presented in this section to include

C mitigation measures and corrections identified by LADOT. 

0 Refer to Responses 138 through 147 (Letter 3.6-4, Department ofTransportation, City of Los Angeles) in 
Section 3.0, Response to Comments. 

C 

C 
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❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY •:. 

Table 4.13-9 (Revised) 
PROJECT SPECIFIC MITIGATION MEASURES 

0 
Key Intersection Mitigation Measure J No. I 

C Roxford Street at the 1-5 Freeway Restripe Sit~ approach on Roxford Street to provide dual left­
(SB ramp) turn lanes and one through lane. 

2 Roxf ord Street at the Encinitas/ Restripe VIB throttgh lane ~ on Encinitas A venue to 
1-5 Freeway (NB ramp) leftfthfottgh option l~ell@(qjlJ!~~~ 

"ffl!@mt-dffi!~_!S-

0 San Fernando Road at Balboa 6 
Boulevard 

0 

0 
0 

8 San Fernando Road at Sierra Highway 

San Fernando Road at project 
driveway 

9 

C 

This key intersection features two through lanes in each direction 
on San Fernando Road and two NB approach lanes, striped as an 
exclusive left-tum lane and an option left-right tum lane, 
provided on Balboa connector. A separate WB left-tum lane as 
well as protected left-tum phasing is provided. Existing 
pavement widths and physical constraints (i.e., hillside 
encroachment) do not allow for any physical improvements, such 
as providing an exclusive EB right-tum lane on San Fernando 
Road for heavy existing and anticipated right-tum volumes. 

Gi ,en the leek of a, ailable physical i.m:Pro , ements, it is 
reeommended that atttomatie traffic 9ttf'teiHanee and eontrel 
signal eqttipment be installed at this interseetion. LADOT 
belie't'es that the o tereH eitpaeit, of an interseetien increases 7 
percent by allowing a eompttter signal eentrol system to ifflt,ro , e 
the effieieney of operations. Preliminaf) disettssions with 
LAD OT staff ind:ieate that this is a possible mitigation measme 
that eottld be implemented to off3et the im:Paet of Sttfl:Smne 
Canyon Landfill Pl'Ojeet traffie. 

Restripe liffi throttgh lane-~ on San Fernando Road to 
threttghlright option lane~ 

~~--t~ 

d to pro·tide a seeond northbo1:tDd 
left tttm lane. The installation of atttomatie traffic sttl"feillanee 
and eontrol signal eqttipment is reeommended at this 
interseetion. 

[ 
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❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ 

Table 4.13-9 (Revised) (Cont.) 
PROJECT SPECIFIC MITIGATION MEASURES 

0 
0 
n 

C 

0 
-□ 

C Although no significant impacts are anticipated, the following mitigation measure is proposed by the project 
proponent to alleviate fffiY potential safety concerns resulting from truck traffic at the landfill entrance: 

• Until the i:ftsmllatien ef a signal at the hmdfill eftft'fl:ftee eeel:l:fs, vehieuhtr wfl:ffling signs shall ee 
plaeed in ~tB}SB direetiens aleng San Femede Read (autherized ey LADOT) te slew tfftffie aleng 
tha-t reatt.,•ay. 

No. Key Intersection Mitigation Measure 

Section 4.13.4, Parking and Safety Concerns, p. 4-379, ,!7 

CITY MITIGATION MEASURE 

• 

Refer to Responses 143 and 147 (Letter 3 .6-4, Department ofTransportation, City ofLos Angeles) in Section 
3.0, Response to Comments. 

Li 
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❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ 

2.4 Revisions and/or Additions Requested by Project Proponent 

The following revisions and/or additions have been requested by the project proponent since the completion 
of the Draft SEIR to incorporate revised information related to the proposed project and to respond to 
comments received on the Draft SEIR. These issues include expansion ofthe County Landfill in the upper 
reaches of Sunshine Canyon, proposed uses, and the deletion of the public drop offand buyback recycling 
center. 

0 Section 1.5.1. Prior Environmental Record Pertaining to the Proposed City/County Landfill Project and 
Existing Inactive Landfill. p. 1-4. ,is 

... With respect to that condition, if the City denied necessary entitlements for landfilling in the City, the 
Board would consider approving the extension of landfilling into higher elevations in the County area of 
Sunshine Canyon, pro"ltaing fer aevelopment of tfle 70 miHiMl ton bmafill eneompassing ±542 eeres.

,[ ~-fflw 
$>SD5~,----~-~<?:~j. The 
purpose oftliis CUP condition (by the.Board) was to minimize the destruction ofover 1,363 ~~ 
~ oak tre~ and-J;bssignificant biological resources in the tipper 
reaches ofSunshine Canyon S:Ha to pre•1iae eaaitienel 1£tnafiU aisposel eepeeity •.v1tfliH Sl:fflsniHe 68:ft)'on 8fla 
tfle City'9 jttrisaieti6fl !?B!H8-'i!~f~§V'~@9.~1,g~J~~]!m~tfi$
me@~a~--
Refer to Response 165 (Letter 3 .6-5, Hal Bernson, Councilman 12th District, City ofLos Angeles) in Section 
3.0, Response to Comments. 

Section 1.9.3. No Project, p. 1-19. '16 

► expansion of the County Landfill within the upper reaches of Sunshine 
Canyon ( consistent with the current County Landfill CUP, with a disposal capacity of 70 million 
tons) resulting in significant impacts on biological resources (specifically, the loss of8:fi eaaitieH&I 
-l-;3S !i,Jl?m;.j-.@~~Cffl oak tree~,t,ig-cone Douglas fir trees, as well as ~ significant 
eeologieel ~ resources within the project site); 

Refer to Response 165 (Letter 3 .6-5, Hal Bernson, Councilman 12th District, City ofLos Angeles) in Section 
3.0, Response to Comments. 

D Section 1.9.3. No Project, p. 1-20. '17 

► recover, recycle, and/or reuse waste materials that would otherwise be disposed of in landfills by 
providing a puelie "tifop off' 8:fta "ettyhaek" 8:fe& for reeyeli:ng S:na an onsite green waste/wood 
waste recycling area; 

U Refer to Response 190 (Letter 3.6-6, Environmental Affairs Department, City of Los Angeles) in Section 
3.0, Response to Comments. 

0 
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[l 
❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ 

C 
Section 2.2.3. Solid Waste Objectives, p. 2-3 , ,4 

C ► recover, recycle, and/or reuse waste materials that would otherwise be disposed of at the City/ 
County Landfill by providing :pl:lblie "Me:p off," "'bttybeek," ena ! green waste/wood waste recycling 
areas· fer loeel resieett~s; 

Refer to Response 190 (Letter 3.6-6, Environmental Affairs Department, City of Los Angeles) in Section 
3.0, Response to Comments. 

[ 
Section 2.4.4, Surrounding Land Uses, Figure 2.4-5, p. 2-19 

D Revisions to this figure, made by the project proponent, are not in response to any ofthe comments included 
in Section 3.0 of this document. 

Section 2.5.1, Proposed City/County Landfill Footprint. Figure 2.5-1, p. 2-27 

Revisions to this figure, made by the project proponent, are not in response to any ofthe comments included 
in Section 3.0 of this document. .-0 
Section 2.5.1, Proposed City/County Landfill Footprint Figure 2.5-2, p. 2-29 

Revisions to this figure, made by the project proponent, are not in response to any ofthe comments included 
in Section 3 .0 of this document. 

Section 2.5.1, Proposed City/County Landfill Footprint, Figure 2.5-3, p. 2-31 

Revisions to this figure, made by the project proponent, are not in response to any ofthe comments included ··□ 

0 
in Section 3 .0 of this document. 

Section 2.5.1, Proposed City/County Landfill Footprint, Figure 2.5-5, p. 2-35 

0 
Revisions to this figure, made by the project proponent, are not in response to any ofthe comments included 
in Section 3.0 of this document. 

Section 2.5.6, General Design Features of the City/County Landfill Facility, p. 2-39, ,4 

C ... Onsite ancillary facilities or proposed environmental pollution and control features in the City include, 
but are not limited to, an access road; gate, scales, checker facilities, and general maintenance area; general 
administrative office; caretaker building; lunchroom/locker storage; employee parking; flaring stations; 
plant materials center; environmental learning center; green waste/wood waste recycling area ena 'btl)'beek 
eentef; leachate treatment facility and storage tanks and control building; sedimentation basins; and water 
storage tanks. 

Refer to Response 190 (Letter 3.6-6, Environmental Affairs Department, City of Los Angeles) in Section 
3.~, Response to Comments. u 
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❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ 

Section 2.5.7, Proposed Landfill Ancillary Facilities, p. 2-42, ,i4 

As a eempenem: effuis geHeral Mea, a dfep eff&He 1'tty¼)aek reeyelmg eentef v1ettle l,e esta1'1ishee fer use 
l,y fue leeal eefflfflU:flity. Settree sepffl'fl:1:ee mMerials 'Nettle l,e eelhreree te fuis Mea. Only neftflft2ftfeeus 
materials, stteh as altlfflmtlffl, metal, newsprim:, effiee paper, glass, tffle plasties aHe ·.wettle l,e aeeeptee M fuis 
eem:er fer feeyelmg. 

Refer to Response 190 {Letter 3.6-6, Environmental Affairs Department, City of Los Angeles) in Section 
3.0, Response to Comments. 

Section 2.12, Proposed Hours of Operation, Table 2.12-1, p. 2-89, ,i1 

Refer to Response 190 (Letter 3.6-6, Environmental Affairs Department, City of Los Angeles) in Section 
3.0, Response to Comments . 

Table 2.12-1 (Revised) 
OPERATIONAL HOURS 

Areas of Landfill Weekdays Operating Hours 

Gates Open Monday through Friday 5:00 a.m. 
Saturday 7:00 a.m. 

Scales Open Monday through Friday 6:00a.m. 
Saturday 7:00 a.m. 

Scales Close Monday through Friday 6:00p.m. 
Saturday 2:00p.m. 

General Office and Administrative Area Monday through Friday 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. 
Saturday 8:00 a.m. - 2:00 p.m. 

Green Waste/Wood Waste Recycling Monday through Friday 6:00 a.m. - 6:00 p.m. 
Area Saturday 7:00 a.m. - 2:00 p.m. 

Pttelie Drep eff ltrea Monea, through Friday 6.88 a.m. 6.88 p.m.... . 
- -ft ....nn -. ·-- -·--· -· -· 

Source: BFI 

Note: General maintenance activities are anticipated to take place immediately following landfilling operations 
during the hours of 6:00 to 9:00 p.m. 

Section 4.2.10, Project Consistency with Applicable Plans, 4-83, ,i4 

... The proposed project would include development ofa green waste and wood waste recycling tffle poohe 
dfep eff area to support recycling efforts. 

Refer to Response 190 {Letter 3.6-6, Environmental Affairs Department, City of Los Angeles) in Section 
3.0, Response to Comments. 

-0 
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[ 
❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ 

D 
Section 4.3.1, Surface Water, Figure 4.3-2, p. 4-107 

Revisions to this figure, made by the project proponent, are not in response to any ofthe comments included 
in Section 3.0 of this document. 

Section 4.3.2, Groundwater. Figure 4.3-4. p. 4-119 

Revisions to this figure, made by the project proponent, are not in response to any ofthe comments included 
in Section 3.0 of this document. 

Section 4.9.1, Hazardous Materials. p. 4-297, ,r4 

.o 
• A refuse inspection program that includes direct visual inspection, remote television monitors to 

inspect incoming roll off-type loads and open-top vehicles~ radiation-detecting devices,-aml 
seHsers eapaele ef deteetiflg 'fele.tHe eempetlftds shall be implemented by the landfill operator to 
prohibit the illegal dumping or disposal of liquids and hazardous wastes at the landfill. 

D Refer to Response 1424 (Letter 3.8-27, North Valley Coalition) in Section 3.0, Response to Comments. 

Section 5.4, No Project Alternative. 5-10. 1!6 

D 
0 ► recover, recycle, and/or reuse waste materials that would otherwise be disposed of in landfills by 

providing a puelie "dfep eff' e.ftd "euyl,aek" area ffif reeyeliHg t:tftd an onsite green waste/wood 
waste recycling area; 

0 
Refer to Response 190 (Letter 3.6-6, Environmental Affairs Department, City of Los Angeles) in Section 
3.0, Response to Comments. 

Section 5.4, No Project Alternative. p. 5-5, ,rs 

D ... That lfmdiiH's aatieipated eperatieftal site life is 10 years; he•v1e•1er, that site life may 'be exteftded if 
·:ft:tture laadfiH de•relepmeftt eeet1rs within the ttpper reaehes ef St:1Hsh:iHe CaayeH er if the prepesed prejeet 
•is demed. Thererere, ifautheri2ed, this 11!.ftdHH has the :ft:tture peteHtial te merease its dispese:1 eapaeity teD 10 million tens. ~9~B 
~~ 

C ~~~~U?~tP..!!l~~v.~~\~~ 
Nffl@§iWi!W~~fi.-~e.r~~S 
---~~blw;i.~•-m>w~~
~(!o~-~l@~~~~q)·-~ 
Refer to Response 165 (Letter 3.6-5, Hal Bernson, Councilman 12th District, City ofLos Angeles) in Section 
3.0, Response to Comments. 

[ 
Sunshine Canyon Landfill October 1998 
FINAL SEIR 91-0377-ZC/GPA PaieES-32 

mailto:Nffl@�iWi!W~~fi.-~e.r~~S


C 

[ 

D 

0 
C 
D 
D 
0 

( DWG: 0178F010.DWG 199806151518 RCG 

G COUNTY/ 
~ENTATIOH/
BASIN 

/ PERMITIED OAS 
FLARE STATION LEGEND 

ELEVATIONEXISTING GROUND 
--- ,aou -- PROPOSED GRADE 

-- 1800 --- TE BOUNDARY LINE 

PROJECT SI GE CHANNEL 
PROPOSED DRAINA.. .. 

NTY LINE 
_ _ _ CITY/COU WASTE LIMITS 

- - - CITY LANDFILL 

EXISTING E WATER FLOW 
OF SURFACDIRECTION 

------..- EDGE OF WASTE 
_ PROPOSED 

800 0 800 1600 

SCALE IN FEET 

G SYNTEC CONSULTAN S 

E~ITE DRAINA%60"~~y LANDFILLSUNSHINE CANYON C~ALIFORNIA
SYLMAR, 

4.3-2 REVISED
FIGURE NO. HL0178-62-1 
PROJECT NO. 15 JUNE 1998
DATE: 



------

[ 

C 

n 

C 

D 

0 
0 
0 
D 
0 

0 

--1800 --

----

EXISTING CITY 
LANDFILL WASTE LIMITS 

MW-1+ 

CM-3+ 

LY-2 E] 

LR-3 0 
S-D 

+ 

800 400 

I§ 
z 

LEGEND 
EXISTING GROUND ELEVATION 

PROJECT SITE BOUNDARY 

CITY/COUNTY LINE 

EXISTING CITY LANDFILL WASTE LIMITS 

GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELL 

EXPLORATORY BORING/ 
MONITORING WELL 

LYSIMETER 

LEACHATE MONITORING WELL 

SURFACE WATER STATION 

SUBDRAIN 

SUBDRAIN UPPER TERMINATION POINT 

SUBDRAIN OUTFALL AND SAMPLING 
LOCATION 

0 800 1600 

SCALE IN FEET 

Li 
[ DWG: 0178F004.DWG 199806181446 RCG 

C 



❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ 

[ 
Section 5.4, No Project Alternative, p. 5-9, ,i4 

C ► - . . . expansion of the Collllty Landfill within the upper reaches of Sunshine 
Canyon (consistent with the current County Landfill CUP, with a disposal capacity of 70 million 
tons) resulting in significant impacts on biological resources (specifically, the loss ofan ndditiennl 
-1-;¾3- ~ , • . • • • , oak trees, big-cone Douglas fir trees, as well a§ eeelegieal qfj.~ 
~@.~ _ · resources within the project site); 

Refer to Response 165 (Letter 3 .6-5, Hal Bernson, Councilman 12th District, City ofLos Angeles) in Section 
3.0, Response to Comments. 

Section 5.5, Reduced Volume Alternative, Figure 5.5-1. p. 13 

·O 
These changes, made by the project proponent, are not in response to any of the comments included in 
Section 3.0 of this document. 

Section 5.5, Reduced Volume Alternative, Figure 5.5-2, p. 15 

C These changes, made by the project proponent, are not in response to any of the comments included in 
Section 3.0 of this document. 

0 Section 5.6, Immediate Combined City/County Landfill Operations Alternative, Figure 5.6-1, p. 5-19 

D These changes, made by the project proponent, are not in response to any of the comments included in 
Section 3.0 of this document. 

D Section 5.11, Environmentally Superior Alternative, 5-70, ,i2 

0 
► recover, recycle, and/or reuse waste materials that would otherwise be disposed of in landfills by 

providing a pttelie "arep eff' nnd "l,uyanek" area fer recycling nne an onsite green waste/wood 
waste recycling area; 

0 Refer to Response 190 (Letter 3.6-6, Environmental Affairs Department, City of Los Angeles) in Section 
3.0, Response to Comments. 

D 
Section 6.1.2, Project Proponent's Justification for Implementing the Proposed Project Now, 6-2, '17 

► recover, recycle, and/or reuse waste materials that would otherwise be disposed of at the City/ 
County Landfill by providing pttelie "arep eff," "euyl,aek;" llftd ~~ green waste/wood waste 
recycling areas fer leeal residents; 

Refer to Response 190 (Letter 3.6-6, Environmental Affairs Department, City ofLos Angeles) in Section 
3.0, Response to Comments. 

D 

C 
[ 
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❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ 

C 
3.0 TOPICAL ISSUES 

Each comment received in the letters referenced in Section 1.0, above, was responded to individually in the 
Final SEIR. The following Topical Issues are also contained in the Final SEIR in order to provide detailed 
technical information and clarification in response to significant concerns that were received as written 
comments during the Draft SEIR public review period. The Topical Issues section is contained in Section 
3.2 of the Final SEIR and is summarized below. 

Topical Issue 1: Seismicity 

Questions have been raised regarding the design ofthe proposed City/County Landfill to resist the 
effects ofseismic ground shaking and whether potential active faults would result in the failure of..0 the landfill liner or other proposed environmental control systems. 

Response 

Several faults in the vicinity of the project site have been mapped by various consulting geologists.3 The

0 orientations and sense ofmovement of the faults on the project site, as well as their proximity to the Santa 
Susana thrust fault system, suggest that they all may be related tectonically. A group of faults with a 
northeasterly trend is clustered in the southeastern portion ofthe project site and another group offaults lies 

D in the northern portion of the site as shown on Figures 4.1-4 and 4.1-7 in the Draft SEIR. No features 
indicative of recent faulting (e.g., fault scarps or offset structures) were detected from field investigations 
and detailed analyses of aerial photographs. 

0 
D Figure 4.1-5 in the Draft SEIR depicts regional earthquake faults, and Figure 4.1-6 shows the tectonic setting 

ofthe project site. The most important active and potentially active faults that have the potential to generate 
significant strong ground motions at the site include the Santa Susana, San Fernando-Sierra Madre, and 

0 

Northridge Blind Thrust Faults (less than 6 miles from the site) and San Andreas Faults (greater than 
20 miles from the site). The Santa Susana fault is the closest to the project site at approximately 3.1 miles. 

Seismic hazards that must be considered at the Sunshine Canyon site include primary fault rupture, 
secondary ground rupture (i.e., development of folds and fractures), and strong ground shaking. The 
potential for primary fault rupture within the boundaries of Sunshine Canyon is considered minimal. TheD faults that intersect the ground surface onsite do not display evidence ofHolocene movement (e.g., within 
the last 11,000 years), indicating they are inactive. One relatively major inactive fault has been exposed to 
date during excavation for the County Landfill. This inactive fault, located in the ridge between the 
northwest and north canyons, was recognized and shown on site geologic maps prior to landfill development. 
These site geologic maps do not indicate that any major inactive faults would be exposed during construction 
ofthe proposed City/County Landfill. Extensive field investigation, including geologic mapping and logging ·□ ofexploratory trenches by both consulting geologists and CDMG representatives, indicates that fault rupture 

C 

31 Geology ofSoutheastern Ventura Basin, Los Angeles County, California, U.S. Geological Survey Professional 
Paper 334-H, E.L. Winterer and D.L. Durham, pp. 275-336, 1962. Geologic Map ofthe San Fernando Earthquake 
Area, A.G. Barrows, J.E. Kahle, R.B. Saul, and F.H. Weber Jr., in San Fernando, California, Earthquake of9 February 
1971: California Department ofConservation, Division ofMines and Geology Bulletin 196, Plate 2, ed. G.B. Oakshott, 
1975a. Geologyofthe S.E. 114, Oat Mountain Quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California, Richard B. Saul, California 
Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, Map Sheet 30, 1979; Preliminary Geotechnical 
Feasibility Study- Proposed Class I Disposal Site, Los Angeles, California, Geolabs, unpublished report, February 1981. 

D 
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❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ 

[ 

0 
from the 1971 San Fernando earthquake did not occur within the boundary ofthe project site and that lrnown 
fault traces show that there has not been fault displacement onsite in Holocene time. 

The design ofa landfill above a thrust fault accommodates the ground deformation associated with secondary 
ground rupture. The design models used for predicting the effects ofthrust faults ensure the integrity ofthe

D liner and environmental control systems. 

Seismic activity occurring in the site vicinity can produce strong ground shaking, which could result in 

0 damage to the landfill waste containment system, if these systems were designed, engineered, or installed 
incorrectly. Strong shaking can also induce landsliding in natural geologic materials that could, in turn, 
result in damage to the landfill containment and surface water control systems. 

C Seismic design of the landfill system includes providing mitigation for landslide potential by appropriate 
grading ofthe waste mass and natural slopes, designing the containment system to resist the effects ofstrong 
shaking, providing an emergency response plan to mitigate damage to containment systems that may occur ·□ 
( e.g., cracking ofpipes or drainage channels, loss ~fpower), and providing redundant systems where damage 
is not readily observable or repairable ( e.g., use of a composite liner system). 

D With the implementation ofCity Mitigation Measures identified in the Draft SEIR, Section 4.1.4, Geologic 
Hazards-Seismicity, pp. 4-40 and 4-41, no significant impacts would occur. 

Topical Issue 2: Landfill Stability During Northridge Earthquake 

D Questions have been raised regarding the performance and stability ofsolid waste landfills that 
experienced strong ground shaking during the January 17, 1994, Northridge earthquake. 
Additionally, the performance and stability ofthe inactive City Landfill in Sunshine Canyon during 

0 the Northridge earthquake have been questioned. 

Response 

C 

D The Northridge earthquake occurred on January 17, 1994 (at 4:30 a.m. local time), and the main shock of 
the earthquake was centered near Northridge. This event was assessed by the University of California at 
Berkeley seismographic station to have a moment magnitude (Mw) of 6.7. Damage resulting from the 
earthquake was widespread within Los Angeles County. Damage in the epicentral region included the 
collapse ofhighway structures, damaged and/or destroyed residential and commercial structures, widespread 
disruption of utilities and other facilities, and numerous landslides.4 

The performance of Class III nonhazardous landfills in the Southern California area affected by the 
earthquake was excellent. No landfills showed any physical signs of major instability, although several 
facilities experienced minor levels oflateral deformation and/or cracking at the surface. Additionally, many 

0 
Li 4

/ Preliminary Report on the Principal Geotechnica/ Aspects ofthe January 17, 1994, Northridge Earthquake, eds. 
Jonathan P. Stewart, Jonathan D. Bray, Raymond B. Seed, and Nicholas Sitar, University of California at Berkeley, 

C Earthquake Engineering Research Center Report No. UCB/EERC, p. I. June 1994. 

.[ 
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❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ 

landfills experienced a temporary shutdown of their gas flare systems due to the loss of power after the 
earthquake.5 

D 
The Northridge earthquake produced no significant adverse impacts on the proposed project site. No 
cracking or deformation in the waste mass was found at the base ofthe existing inactive landfill. The minor 
cracking observed was limited to the landfill' s surface cover area, and no waste was exposed. This cracking 
was repaired immediately by placing additional cover material over the cracks. During this period the 
landfill gas (LFG) extraction system was shut down for 2 days. However, no damage to the landfill's 

D ancillary structures resulted. 

The performance of the existing landfill in the Northridge earthquake and observations of the performance 
of other solid waste landfills in major earthquakes indicate that solid waste is extremely resistant to the 
effects ofstrong ground motions and is not susceptible to loss ofstrength or large internal displacements due 
to earthquake shaking. Therefore, the waste mass of the existing landfill and solid waste placed within the 
proposed fill areas are expected to perform well when subjected to strong shaking from earthquakes. 

In regard to other solid waste landfills after the Northridge earthquake, cracks were observed in all waste 
cells ofthe Chiquita Canyon Landfill and tears were discovered in the landfill liner. A smooth liner was used 
at the base of the landfill, providing inadequate shear resistance to restrain the base from sliding, thereby 
resulting in a large deformation. 

D 
The Lopez Canyon Landfill liner system performed extremely well during the Northridge earthquake and 
sustained no damage despite being subjected to stronger shaking than the Chiquita Canyon Landfill. A 
similar liner design for the Sunshine Canyon County Landfill was used. Measures used in the design ofthe 

D 
Lopez Canyon Landfill liner system that prevented rupture or tearing of the liner system included anchor 
trenches used above or outside (laterally) of the waste for temporary anchorage, no destructive samples 
collected within 5 feet of the crest or toe of a slope or an anchor trench, and a textured liner at the base of 
the landfill to limit permanent seismic displacement to less than 12 inches. Similar design methods would 
be incorporated for the City/County Landfill. For additional information, refer to the Draft SEIR, Appendix 
Cl6, Assessment of the Performance of Class III Nonharzardous Solid Waste Landfills in Recent 
Earthquakes. 

D Topical Issue 3: Landfill Fugitive Dust Emissions During High Wind Conditions 

C 
Concerns have been raised regarding the proposed City/County Landfill and the potential for 
fugitive dust emissions to occur during high wind conditions, potentially creating significant impacts 
on sensitive land uses within the community ofGranada Hills. 

[ Response 

As stated in the Draft SEIR, Section 4.2.2, California's SCAB Regional Climate Conditions, p. 4-4 7, during 
the winter.months the project area experiences a frequent wind flow from the north and northwest through 

C the Newhall Pass into the western San Fernando Valley. These winds predominate between 11:00 a.m. 
through 5:00 p.m. The speeds (16.5 mph average in the Newhall Pass) reflect the influence of Santa Ana 
winds, which are strongest during those hours of the day and blow in a similar direction. Onsite 

u 5
/ Ibid., p. 200. 

u 
Sunshine Canyon Landfill October 1998 
FINAL SEIR 91-0377-ZC/GPA Pagt!ES-41 



C 
❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ 

C measurement has shown the overall average wind speed to be 9.9 mph with a maximum I-hour measurement 
of45 mph. It should be noted that the overall average wind speed and maximum I-hour wind speed do not 

0 preclude the presence of very low or high wind speeds, especially during Santa Ana conditions. 

Dust from construction activities, including physical site disturbance, material deliveries, employee 
commuting, and potential wind erosion during high wind episodes, may create a visual and soiling nuisance 
beyond the property line. Because dust impacts are expected to be significant during the construction phase, 
standard mitigation measures (by project design) will be implemented to control fugitive dust emissions 
during construction as required by SCAQMD Rules 402 (Nuisance) and 403 (Fugitive Dust). 

In addition, fugitive dust emissions in combination with particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter 
(PM10) emissions generated from vehicular exhaust are anticipated to create a significant impact. Past 
operations have shown that the higher-elevation upper plateau and southern berm areas of the existing 
inactive landfill have experienced greater wind-generated fugitive dust occurrences than the lower elevations 
within the canyon. However, enhanced soil treatment measures have stabilized soil conditions and further 
enhance onsite revegetation. 

0 

The closest residential area in the community of Granada Hills to the proposed landfill footprint would be 
approximately 1,700 feet. During high wind events, monitoring ofweather conditions is conducted by BFI 
personnel stationed in the existing environmental control center. Weather information is conveyed by radio 
transmission from environmental control system personnel to the BFI foreman and the onsite construction 

Q 

contractors and/or operating personnel. The BFI foreman has control over construction activities and land 
filling operations, and has the authority to cease construction activities and/or close the landfill ifwarranted. 

In addition to standard dust suppression measures, the project proponent will use soil sealant to control 
fugitive dust emissions and provide erosion control. The soil sealant is supplied as a highly concentrated 
liquid catalyst and applied in dilute water solutions. A grader would be used mix and blend the soil sealant 

C 

into the soil. After soil is blended with the soil sealant solution, a compactor would be used to thoroughly 
compact the treated material. The soil sealant requires no special safety precautions in handling or storage 
and will not harm personnel or equipment. 

D 
A number of mitigation measures will reduce fugitive dust emissions during construction and operational 
activities at the project site, including daily watering of construction areas; wind speed monitoring; 
revegetation ofdisturbed areas; use ofchemical dust suppressants and soil stabilizers; use ofcrushed stone 
topcoat in addition to dust suppressants; use of cover material from adjacent areas when possible to reduce 
travel distances; and restricting operations to no more than a 10-acre active working face area. Refer to 

C Appendix D2, Revisions to Draft SEIR, Section 4.2, Air Quality and Appendix D4, Revisions to Draft SEIR, 
Appendix B8, Air Quality Modeling and Wind Speed and Direction Summary, in the Final SEIR for a 
detailed discussion of project mitigation. With the implementation of these mitigation measures for the 
proposed City/County Landfill, significant impacts from fugitive dust emissions would be substantially 
reduced. 

0 Topical Issue 4: Landfill Gas Generation and Odor Control 

Concerns have been raised that the proposed City/County Landfill would generate substantial 

C volumes ofLFG, resulting in the potential for odor migration onto sensitive land uses. 

[ 

C 
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0 
Response 

0 Odors can occur when the landfill surface, due to differential waste settlement, subsidence, or cracks, allows 

0 
the LFG to escape into the atmosphere. At the existing inactive City Landfill, cracks found on the landfill 
surface are filled as part of a continuous maintenance program. A similar procedure would be performed 
at the proposed landfill footprint area. 

The proposed LFG collection and flaring system would be installed to collect gases generated by the

C decomposition ofrefuse through a series ofhorizontal and vertical gas collector wells designed to minimize 
the potential of onsite and offsite gas emissions and odors. The proposed LFG collection and disposal 
system will consist ofgas extraction wells and piping. This system will be constructed ofpolyethylene pipe, 
which will flex as differential settlement occurs at the landfill. Once LFG is generated, it will be drawn into LJ 
the horizontal collectors or wells and subsequently to the collection piping system by the vacuum blowers. 
The horizontal gas collection system will be installed when preparing each new cell area and will be

[ expanded as necessary to ensure compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1150.1 (Control of Gaseous Emissions 
from Active Landfills). 

0 The monitoring ofsurface and ambient air quality is a required by the SCAQMD throughout the site life of 
the landfill and during its closure and postclosure maintenance period. Both the LFG collection and flaring 
system and surface sampling program will require approval by the SCAQMD (to identify areas ofthe landfill 

D where gas may be escaping). 

The project would prepare and implement an odor abatement program to ensure that odor levels within the 

0 facility are kept within baseline odor standards and odors emanating form the facility would not be detectable 

D 
at the property boundaries. The best method for ensuring that there will be no odor generation is by proper 
compaction and coverage ofall solid waste materials by the end ofthe working day. Refuse received at the 
proposed landfill would be property disposed within lhour of receipt, compacted, and covered with a 

0 
minimum layer of6 inches (i.e., State standard) ofcompacted soil cover material or an approved alternative 
daily cover by the end of the working day. The odors that may be released directly from the refuse prior to 
being covered with cover material are usually at low levels and are dispersed in the atmosphere at levels of 

0 
concentration below which they do not create a nuisance to local receptors. The proposed land filling 
operations are located at sufficient distances from the potential receptors (residential) and separated by 
sufficient terrain so that no odor nuisance from refuse emplacement should occur. 

Mitigation measures that would be implemented as part of a comprehensive odor control program include 
the following: using daily and intermediate cover material over deposited wastes; filling any surface cracks 
with clean dirt as necessary; extracting LFG through the use of an LFG collection and recovery system; 
limiting the size ofthe working face; compacting solid waste within 1 hour ofits arrival at the working face; 
and continuous landfill surface sampling, collection of ambient air samples, and regular monitoring of the 
LFG collection and recovery system. 

With the implementation of City Mitigation Measures in the Draft SEIR, Section 4.2.13, Odor Impacts, 
pp. 4-94 through 4-96, no significant impacts from odors would occur. 

Topical Issue 5: Stormwater Runoff Control Measures 

Questions have been raised regarding the project proponent's ability to control and contain 
stormwater runoff so that contact between stormwater and the landfill will be avoided. u 
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Response 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in a net change (or diversion) to existing drainage 
patterns, hydrologic conditions, and quantities through alterations to and discharges from the project site. 
Construction grading and the removal ofsurficial vegetation would remove existing barriers that currently 
act to dissipate (i.e., slow down and reduce) stormwater runoff from the site. As a result, if surface water 
control measures are not implemented, the proposed project has the potential to increase the stormwater 
runoff and peak discharge, increase erosion and sediment transport, and decrease surface water quality due 
to increased sediment loads. The recommended mitigation measures provided in the Draft SEIR., pp. 4-113 
and 4-114, require the project proponent to make improvements consisting of surface water drainage 
channels, interceptor ditches, pipelines, and sedimentation basins. These proposed features will collect, 
direct, and safely convey stormwater runoff around the landfill site and route runoff into regulated 
sedimentation basins. Figure 4.3-2 of the Draft SEIR shows the proposed site drainage plan. Moreover, 
these features will be designed and constructed to minimize ponding, infiltration, inundation, erosion, slope 
failure, washout, and overtopping. The proposed City/County Landfill will be designed to accommodate a 
100-year storm event. Specifically, the sedimentation basins will handle sediment and debris flow, settle 
out suspended soil particles, prevent silting ofthe downstream channel, and maintain the natural watercourse. 

Drainage from the project site (including the main canyon and four tributary canyons) converges at the 
mouth ofSunshine Canyon near the landfill entrance. Currently, stormwater from within the upper reaches 
ofSunshine Canyon is collected in the County Landfill sedimentation basin. Water that collects in that basin 
is periodically monitored under the stormwater monitoring plan for the operational County Landfill. 
Drainage from this basin travels southerly- into a wash before reaching the mouth of the canyon near the 
landfill entrance. 

The inactive City Landfill has numerous drainage control features, such as benches, interceptor ditches, and 
concrete drainage channels (see Draft SEIR, Figure 4.3-2), to divert storrnwater runoff away from the 
landfill. These control improvements are maintained regularly and closely monitored during the rainy season 
so that any necessary repairs or maintenance can be performed in an expeditious manner. Areas ofponding 
or erosion damage on the existing inactive landfill are repaired upon discovery and as weather permits. 

To minimize potential stormwater quality impacts during construction, the project proponent will request 
coverage under the General National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the Los 
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) for nonpoint-source storm water runoff. The 
NPDES permit regulates general construction activities and industrial activities. In general, the NPDES 
permit application would describe the landfill, type and quantity ofwastes expected, effluent and receiving 
water limitations, pretreatment requirements, and monitoring programs. This permit is intended to eliminate 
nonstormwater discharge to existing stormwater systems, implement a water pollution prevention plan and 
monitoring program, and require monitoring of discharges into the localized stormwater system. 

During the operational phase of the project, various control measures and features described in the Draft 
SEIR wili be used to separate stormwater from wastes being disposed of in the proposed landfill and to 
control sediment load, debris, and erosion impacts caused by stormwater runoff. However, the long-term 
impacts associated with development and operation of the landfill could allow potential pollutant sources 
to be transported into local stormwater systems. These potential impacts will be minimized by properly 
storing all liquids ( e.g., oil, antifreeze, lubricants, or diesel fuels) necessary for the operation and 
maintenance oflandfill equipment and reducing the potential for spills. Any onsite spills will be contained 
in accordance with an approved spill response plan. In addition, any fertilizers or insecticides used for 
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G 
revegetation purposes will be stored within the plant materials center. To the greatest extent possible, the 
products used will be biodegradable and nontoxic. With the implementation of City Mitigation Measures 

·D identified in the Draft SEIR, Section 4.3.1, Surface Water, pp. 4-113 and 4-114 for stormwater runoff, no 
significant impacts would occur. 

0 Topical Issue 6: Hydrogeologic Relationship between Sunshine Canyon and the San Fernando Valley 
Groundwater Basin 

D Questions have been raised regarding the hydrogeologic connection between Sunshine Canyon and 
the San Fernando Valley Groundwater Basin. 

Response 

C 
Studies indicate that the limited groundwater that lies beneath the project site generally flows in a south to 
southeast direction. Results ofan exploratory drilling program and subsequent water level readings indicate 
that confined groundwater conditions may exist at numerous locations within the project site. Although 
groundwater in the uppermost aquifer occurs under unconfined conditions in the alluvial sediments, it 
generally occurs under confined conditions in the top weathered zone of the Towsley Formation. 
Groundwater in the lower bedrock zone was also found to occur under confined conditions. 

D The geologic structure works in conjunction with onsite topography to restrict groundwater movement within 

0 
and down the canyon axis. With the relatively low hydraulic conductivity documented in the Towsley 
Formation and the hydraulic gradients at the site, groundwater velocities are low. The bedrock units to the 
south of the main canyon generally dip to the north into the main canyon, and this minimizes groundwater 
movement to the south and southeast. Along the northern side ofthe main canyon, the bedrock units dip to 
the north, and groundwater movement is not_ likely to be impeded by the structure. 

Q 

-o Within Sunshine Canyon, groundwater follows the topography and moves down slopes, continuing toward 
the valley axis. The primary component of groundwater flow is shown to be horizontal. The vertical 
component of flow is highly variable over the project site. In the upper portions of the canyon where 

C 

recharge is likely, a downward component of flow is suspected. In the lower portion of the canyon, there 
is evidence of an upward component of groundwater flow direction. This upward component is also 
demonstrated further downstream and near the landfill entrance. 

0 

Movement ofshallow groundwater follows the direction of surface drainage. Water stored in the alluvium 
and shallow bedrock generally flows below grade within the canyon. Based on estimates of hydraulic 
conductivity using soil descriptions from boring logs, the estimated groundwater discharge velocity in the 
alluvium ranges from approximately 0.005 to 1 foot/day. Groundwater in the bottom of the canyon flows 
slowly toward the mouth of Sunshine Canyon. 

0 
Due to the nature ofthe bedrock (i.e., interbedded sandstone and shale), the flow rate ofgroundwater at the 
project site can vary significantly over short distances. However, the presence ofnonactive faults in addition 
to interbeds oflow-permeability shale and mudstone tends to restrict the flow ofgroundwater. Subsurface 

0 
water in Sunshine Canyon is effectively hydraulically separated from the San Fernando Valley alluvium by 
the low-permeability bedrock. Groundwater flow in the bedrock is not continuous between the canyon and 
valley floor area. 
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After independently reviewing published hydrogeologic reports for the Sunshine Canyon area, the 
Watermaster for the Upper Los Angeles River Area (ULARA) concluded that, other than through the 

_r alluvium, there was no groundwater connection between Sunshine Canyon and the San Fernando Valley 
Groundwater Basin. The Watermaster also concluded that the natural bedrock material underlying the 
canyon is of low permeability and has low storage capability. 

A report prepared for the City Bureau ofSanitation (BOS) on groundwater movement in Sunshine Canyon 
states:

0 Whatever groundwater movement does occur is undoubtedly complicated and slow. 
Complications include the bedding, which, although generally dipping towards the east in 

[ the lower canyon, dips steeper than the hydraulic gradient making it necessary for the 
groundwater to move across the bedding. Interbeds of siltstone and shale act as subsurface 
dams with little or no permeability. Groundwater quality is poor.6 

C 
D No contact between deposited refuse and alluvial soils would occur as a result of proposed landfill 

development. Additionally, any possibility for groundwater migration has been effectively cut offsince the 
installation of the groundwater extraction trench across the bottom of Sunshine Canyon. This trench also 
serves to intercept drainage from the County Landfill. Subject to Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs), 
liquids can be subsequently used onsite for landscape irrigation, dust control, or other non emergency uses. 

0 
It is anticipated that the proposed City/County Landfill would not impact imported drinking water or 
domestically produced drinking water ( e.g., from local area wells) since the nearest spreading ground is the 
Hansen Spreading Ground located approximately 5 miles southeast of the project site. In addition, surface 
water runoff from the project site is safely conveyed into the City's flood control system, which connects 
with the County's flood control system. No significant impacts to beneficial uses ofgroundwater ofthe San 
Fernando Groundwater Basin would occur as a result of the development of the proposed City/County 
Landfill. 

D Topical Issue 7: Groundwater Protection 

0 
Questions have been raised regarding whether the monitoring systems required for the proposed 
City/County Landfill would be sufficient to ensure groundwater protection. 

Response 

[ Currently, 22 groundwater monitoring wells are installed at the project site to monitor groundwater 
conditions and water quality. Both shallow and deep groundwater monitoring wells have been installed. 
The shallow wells are screened exclusively within alluvial material and bedrock to properly evaluate and 

C compare groundwater quality up gradient and down gradient in similar geologic formations. Up gradient 

0 
wells were installed and designed to monitornatural groundwater conditions present within the water-bearing 
strata. These wells are intended to supplement monitoring ofgroundwater conditions around the perimeter 
of the existing landfill and to monitor for possible offsite pollution migration. Down gradient wells (i.e., 
deep monitoring wells) were installed to monitor potential impacts resulting from the existing inactive 

C 
61 Hydrology ofSunshine Canyon North Valley Landfill Site, Robert T. Bean, Consulting Geologist. Unpublished 

report, July 28, 1978. 
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landfill. Of the 22 wells installed, 13 specifically monitor groundwater down gradient from the existing 
landfill. The County Landfill is hydrogeologically up gradient of the existing inactive City landfill. 

In addition to groundwater monitoring wells, the vadose zone is also monitored. This zone is defined as the 
area below the landfill and above groundwater where water may be present or suspended in the weathered 
bedrock or soil. The presence or absence ofthis water has historically been monitored at the City Landfill 
through the use oflysimeters, which are special monitoring points designed to permit the collection ofwater 
that may be in the pores of the soil or weathered bedrock above the groundwater zone. These wells are 
shown in the Draft SEIR, Figure 4.3-4. 

Currently, vadose zone monitoring is accomplished by four lysimeters that have been installed in the vadose 
zone ofthe existing inactive City Landfill. Quarterly monitoring records (since lysimeter installation) have 
indicated that no liquid can generally be collected from the lysimeters. Monitoring ofthe vadose zone is also 
conducted using a series of gas sampling probes installed around the waste mass. These probes are 
monitored on a monthly basis for the presence of LFG as required by the SCAQMD. One groundwater 
sample is collected in one of the probes exhibiting the highest LFG concentration, as required by the 
SCAQMD. Monitoring at the County Landfill is accomplished by sampling the under drain system outfall 
points instead of lysimeters. For both areas, sampling is performed quarterly and findings are reported to 
the LARWQCB. This would also occur for the City/County Landfill. 

As indicated in Topical Issue 6, any possibility for groundwater migration has been effectively cut offsince 
the installation of the groundwater extraction trench across the bottom of Sunshine Canyon. With the 
implementation ofCity Mitigation Measures identified in the Draft SEIR, Section 4.3.2, Groundwater, pp. 4-
135 and 4-136, and the design and installation of the comprehensive monitoring system, no significant 
impacts to the beneficial groundwater uses of the San Fernando Valley Groundwater Basin would occur. 

Topical Issue 8: Landfill Liner Design 

Concerns have been raised that the proposed design for the landfill liner system would not provide 
sufficient protection against the degradation ofexisting groundwater resources. 

Response 

As stated in City Mitigation Measures identified in the Draft SEIR, Section 4.3.2, Groundwater, p. 4-135, 
in compliance with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), the proposed development ofthe 
City/County Landfill would include the installation ofa composite liner system which will be placed under 
the entire landfill footprint, including the canyon bottom and side slopes. Design details ofeach site-specific 
liner system will be described in the project proponent's Report ofWaste Discharge (ROWD) for the landfill 
facility. The liner systems will be constructed and field tested in accordance with strict quality assurance/ 
quality control (QNQC) procedures submitted to and approved by the LARWQCB prior to construction. 

Areas ofnatural groundwater seepage will be intercepted by the installation of a sub grade gravel drainage 
blanket. A series of under drains will be placed in areas where seeps and springs have been identified and 
will collect and convey any water from these sources to the sedimentation basin. The nature and source of 
the seep will be investigated including sampling and laboratory testing.With the proper installation of the 
proposed liner system, no significant impacts on groundwater resources are anticipated with development 
of the proposed project. 
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C Topical Issue 9: Leachate Generation, Collection, and Treatment 

0 Concerns have been raised that the proposed City/County Landfill would result in substantial 
leachate generation, which could result in surface or groundwater contamination. 

n Response 

C 

The potential for leachate to form when water passes through deposited waste could occur from excess water 
use, water spreading for irrigation or dust control, or heavy rainfall. Leachate generation rates are primarily D dependent on the amount ofliquid the waste originally contained and the quantity ofprecipitation that enters 
the landfill through the cover and falls directly into the waste. The leachate's chemical composition will 
change as the proposed landfill goes through the various phases ofdecomposition, similar to the changes that 
occur in LFG production. 

0 

Based on local average precipitation data, combined with the assumptions ofan operating landfill designed 
with interim covers in place, an engineering model indicated that approximately 5.2 to 9.2 inches of 
precipitation may percolate through the landfill in 1 year. It is anticipated that after closure, and with an 
engineered final cover placed on the landfill, only minimal amounts ofprecipitation would percolate through 

0 
the landfill in 1 year.7 The steeper slopes of the City/County Landfill would be built with surface drainage 
systems that would not be subject to significant percolation due to the rapid rate ofsurface water runoff. As 
such, the major contributor ofpercolation is expected to be the top deck surface area of the landfill, which 
is relatively flat. Preliminary design of the project site indicated that infiltration would be lessened by 
reducing the area of percolation in the canyon. 

0 
0 
D With regard to the long-term contamination potential of a "typical" landfill permitted to accept municipal 

solid waste, an extensive review of published material conclusively demonstrated that landfill leachate 
possesses a trend of decreasing pollution loads over time.8 By using the engineering model, the County 
Landfill had an estimated leachate production rate of 120 gallons per minute (gpm). No leachate has been 
detected in the groundwater monitoring wells at the County Landfill, and all extracted, treated alluvial 
groundwater has been approved for onsite irrigation and dust control use by the LARWQCB. 

To address potential environmental impacts resulting from leachate formation, the proposed City/County 
Landfill is mandated by State and federal laws to install a leachate collection and removal system (LCRS). 
The LCRS will be installed on top ofthe liner system in all areas ofthe proposed landfill footprint including 
side slope and waste-on-waste areas ofthe existing inactive City Landfill. This system will be constructed, 
maintained, and operated to collect and remove twice the maximum anticipated daily volume of leachate 
from the landfill. The LCRS will be designed of sufficient strength and thiclmess to withstand pressures 
exerted by overlying wastes, waste cover materials, and equipment used during land filling activities. 

The LCRS will be of the blanket type and overlay the liner, and it will collect and direct the intercepted 
leachate toward leachate sumps where it will be collected and removed from beneath the waste. The blanket 
system will be sloped toward the sumps to prevent ponding of leachate. The proposed LCRS drainage 

7
/ Report ofDisposal Site Information, Proposed Sunshine Canyon Landfill Extension Site, Volume I, PRA Group, 

C p. 72, August 16,1991. 

u 
8/ M. Reinhard, Ph.D., Stanford University. Unpublished letter to Purcell, Rhoades & Associates, December 21, 

1987. 
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D network will be designed and engineered to withstand the potential effects of seismic events. The pipe 
selected for the proposed LCRS drainage network will have the ability to deform (be flexible) without

[ leakage during potentially strong earthquakes. 

In addition to design features described above, operational practices will be performed by the landfill 

D operator to minimize leachate generation. These include diverting stormwater runon around the landfill, 
diverting surface water runoff away from active landfilling areas, minimizing the size ofthe landfill working 
face area, compacting disposed waste to decrease its permeability and increase its ability to shed water, 
grading the landfill surface away from active landfill areas, and applying daily, intermediate, and final cover ·O material to minimize moisture infiltration into the waste mass. Additionally, the proposed City/County 
Landfill will not accept liquid wastes or wastes with high-moisture content (i.e., wastes containing greater 

0 than 50 percent water by weight). 

A description of the components of the leachate treatment system is provided in the Draft SEIR, Section 
2.7.4, Leachate Collection and Removal System, p. 2-61. Leachate treatment processes and the reuse of 
treated liquids would be conducted in accordance with applicable permit conditions of the LARWQCB. 

0 

The project site is also located in a relatively dry area (average annual rainfall is estimated at approximately 
10 inches);9 a typical rainstorm has a short duration and high intensity. Rainfall would tend to run off the 
landfill surface and not infiltrate the surface area, minimizing the potential for leachate formation. The 
design and operational characteristics of the proposed landfill, the installation ofnumerous environmental 

[ 

protection and control systems, and the continuous monitoring during landfilling operations and the closure 
and postclosure maintenance period will ensure the integrity of groundwater resources within Sunshine 
Canyon. It is not expected that this resource would be impacted by the proposed project development. 

With the implementation of City Mitigation Measures identified in the Draft SEIR, Section 4.3.2, 
Groundwater, pp. 4-135 and 4-136, for leachate generation, no significant impacts would occur. 

Topical Issue 10: Sensitive Biological Habitats 

0 Statements have been made that the removal ofVenturan coastal sage scrub at the site would result 
in unavoidable significant impacts on endangered and sensitive animal species. 

0 Response 

The development of the proposed City/County Landfill within the City portion ofSunshine Canyon would 
result in the direct loss of approximately 82.2 acres of Venturan coastal sage scrub habitat (identified as 
"highly" threatened) and resulting loss ofsmall mammals, reptiles, amphibians, and other small animals of 
slow mobility. This impact is considered significant. More mobile wildlife species would be forced to move 
into remaining areas of open space or other habitats. 

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) has identified a list of Species of Special Concern 
(SSC). Several SSCs were located during field surveys or have the potential to occur onsite. (Refer to the 
Draft SEIR, Table 4.4-4, p. 4-159, for a status of sensitive wildlife species.) 

C 
l 

9/ Based on County Department of Public Works Oat Mountain Hydrologic Map (1969), closest SO-year isohyet 
(maximum 24-hour amount) located within project site boundary. 
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Suitable habitat exists within the Venturan coastal sage scrub habitat for the California gnat catcher 
(Polioptila californica californica) that is federally listed as threatened and is an SSC. Although the species 

0 was not observed during numerous field surveys conducted onsite, the project site is located within this 
species' historic geographical range; consequently, the species could possibly move onsite prior to project 
implementation. Mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts on the California gnat catcher to a less 

[ than significant level. Surveys for the California gnat catcher will be conducted prior to obtaining grading 
permits to determine the status of the species within the proposed development areas. If grading activities 
occur during the nesting season, a federally permitted biologist will survey areas to determine whether the 

C species is present. Ifgnatcatchers are present, grading activities will cease until proper officials are notified, 
and additional habitat restoration or purchase of suitable offsite habitat will be required. 

L 

The existing Venturan coastal sage scrub also provides suitable habitat for reptiles such as the San Diego 
homed lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei), the coastal western whiptail (Cnemidophorus tigris 
multiscutatus), and the silvery legless lizard (Aneilla pulchra pulchra), considered an SSC, and the coastal 
rosy boa (Lichanura trivirgata roseofusca). Because suitable habitats are available in the vicinity of the 
project site, impacts on these species are considered adverse but not significant. The removal ofVenturan 
coastal sage scrub would also affect the following SSC bird species that were observed onsite and could 
potentially breed onsite: Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophilia ruficeps canescens) and 
loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus). Because suitable habitat exists for these species in the vicinity of 
the project site, impacts on these species are considered adverse but not significant. 

C 

D Coastal sage scrub habitat also provides winter foraging habitat for the northern harrier (Circus cyaneus) 
(SSC), which was observed on the adjacent site. The prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus) (SSC) was also 
observed onsite. The golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) is a California FulJy Protected Species, an SSC, and 
protected by the federal Bald Eagle Act. A golden eagle was observed onsite during previous field surveys. 
Because of the large amount of foraging habitat available for this raptor species in the vicinity of the site, 
impacts on raptor foraging habitat are not significant. If habitat removal is proposed during the raptor 
breeding season (i.e., March to July), a survey will be conducted for active nesting areas. Ifactive nests are 
found, no construction activities wilJ occur within 500 feet of an active nest until the young have fledged. 
The 500-foot perimeter around each nest will be fenced. Trees containing nests will only be removed during 
the nonbreeding season. 

D Proposed project mitigation includes the restoration ofVenturan coastal sage scrub onsite, which will include 
a detailed conceptual mitigation plan containing information on planting, maintaining, and monitoring 
revegetated coastal sage scrub habitat. The implementation of this plan will provide greater than a 1: 1 
(replacement: removal) ratio to offset loss ofhabitat. Surface soils and seed sources ofVenturan coastal sage 
scrub will be gathered from areas of the project site and spread within onsite mitigation areas. 

After the incorporation of the City Mitigation Measures identified in the Draft SEIR, Section 4.4.1, 
Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat Assessment, pp. 4-179 through 4-181, no significant impacts on endangered 
and sensi~ve animal species due to the removal ofVenturan coastal sage scrub would occur. 

[ Topical Issue 11: Oak Trees and Douglas Fir Trees 

Questions have been raised regarding why the project proponent would perform offsite rather than 

C onsite big-cone Douglas fir and oak tree mitigation for those resources that would be disturbed 
within Sunshine Canyon. 

[ 

C 
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Response 

Both onsite and offsite planting areas are being proposed for big-cone Douglas fir and oak tree mitigation. 
The proposed project (including closure activities) would result in the direct loss of545 coast live oak trees, 
19 canyon live oak trees, and 2.7 acres of big-cone Douglas Fir trees. Direct project impacts on these

0 resources will be mitigated to the greatest extent possible by implementing replanting programs and 
performing phased restoration on the landfill site. Mitigation tree planting will primarily occur within 
O'Melveny Park and the ±100 acre open-space area located south of the existing landfill. Walnut and oak

0 trees will be planted in suitable barren portions ofthe open-space area between the existing City Landfill and 

.c 

Granada Hills, O'Melveny Park, in East Canyon, and on the canyon ridge areas above the clearing limits. 
Sycamores and willows will be planted along Bee Canyon and East Canyon Creek. Appropriate planting 
locations will be selected based on soil types, steepness of the slope, and aspect (i.e., location and or.D direction ofthe sun). City Mitigation Measures for the loss ofoak tree resources will comply with the Los 
Angeles City Oak Tree Ordinance and include replanting native trees at a 2: 1 (replacement:removal) ratio, 
consisting of 15-gallon or a 5: 1 ratio of 3-gallon container trees. Mitigation trees will be planted prior to 

0 

removal of impacted trees, and all mitigation trees will need to be specimen size within 1 year after tree 
removal. (A specimen tree is defined as a 15-gallon tree with a minimum trunk caliper of I inch measured 
1 foot above the ground.) A total of one hundred 24-inch box and twenty-five 36-inch box size coast live 
oak trees will be planted in areas identified by the City. The trees planted will be required to be in natural 
form. The total mitigation tree count obtained using the 5: 1 replacement ratio will be reduced by 125 trees 
to account for the inclusion of these larger trees. To assure successful establishment and survival of the 
mitigation trees, a 3-year monitoring and maintenance program will be implemented. • Each year, the 
mitigation planting will be monitored for growth and survival. 

C Native tree seed stock will be obtained from the onsite plant materials center. The center will include a 
greenhouse and shade house that will be used for the germination ofnative tree seed stock (e.g., coast live 
oak, canyon live oak, big-cone Douglas fir, sycamore, maple, and black walnut) and native vegetation -o gathered in and around the Sunshine Canyon area. Once germinated, these species will be used as part of 
the revegetation programs within Sunshine Canyon . 

.o The existing nursery (located in the City) is recognized as one of the largest growers ofcoast live oak trees 
in the Southern California region. The project proponent, in conjunction with its consulting forester, has 
advanced the growing techniques for both the coast live oak and the big-cone Douglas fir tree species. A 
cooperative research program has been established at this nursery with Oregon State University, Department 
of Forest Sciences. Future onsite revegetation programs that are being proposed will be established in 
cooperation with the City's Chief Forester (Street Tree Division). The current tree planting and mitigation u program at the existing City Landfill is achieving a near 90-percent average success rate, and trees planted 
in the open-space area are increasing in height by 6 inches or more per month. 

After the incorporation of City Mitigation Measures for Douglas firs and oak trees identified in the Draft 
SEIR, Section 4.4.3, Native and Nonnative Tree Resources, pp. 4-197 and 4-198, no significant impacts on 
these resources would occur. 

-0 
Topical Issue 12: Wetlands 

Questions have been raised regarding why the project proponent would perform offsite rather than 
onsite wetlands mitigation for impacts on resources that would be disturbed within Sunshine 
Canyon. 
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Response 

C Onsite mitigation for the loss ofwetlands is not practical due to unsuitable conditions for establishing both 
wetlands and riparian habitats. As a result of this determination, the project proponent will provide 
mitigation that will result in no net loss ofwetland habitat. Development ofthe City/County Landfill would 
remove both wetland and riparian habitats from the project site. It is expected that the stream zones and 
wetland areas located within the proposed landfill footprint and some areas external to those areas ( i.e., used 
for ancillary facilities) would be graded, filled, or disturbed as a result oflandfill development. Because the 
landfill would remain indefinitely (as a constructed fill area), wetland habitats would not be reestablished 
within these areas. 

n Potential candidate mitigation sites have been identified by the project proponent in conjunction with 
resource agencies include Bull Creek, Bee Canyon, and East Canyon, which are located either adjacent to 
or in proximity to the project site. If neither of these potential candidate sites are available, the project 
proponent will purchase wetland credit through an established mitigation bank (one that is already·D established by a developer, public, nonprofit, or private entity) in consultation with regulatory agencies as 
compensatory mitigation for impacts on wetland and riparian resources. 

D 
After the incorporation ofCity Mitigation Measures for wetlands identified within the Draft SEIR, Section 
4.4.2, Wetlands and Riparian Habitat, pp. 4-189 through 4-191, no significant impacts on this resource would 
occur. 

Topical Issue 13: Closure of Existing Inactive City Landfill 

Questions have been raised regarding the required closure ofthe existing inactive City Landfill, and 
revegetation activities. 

D Response 

The proposed engineered equivalent ofthe required final cover (pursuant to California Code ofRegulations

C [CCR], Title 27, §21090) would consist of a monolithic soil layer placed on the landfill's top slopes, side 
slopes, and bench areas. The vegetative layer would be placed on top of the final cover for closure of the 
existing inactive City Landfill on those portions ofthe landfill' s top slopes, side slopes, and bench areas that 

C are not part of the proposed City/County Landfill project design. Vegetative cover would be placed on an 
estimated ±125 acres of the ±205 acre existing inactive City Landfill. 

The vegetative layer would provide long-term erosion control caused by potential surface water runoff. 
When revegetated, a permanent grass and legume cover will provide an effective means to control fugitive 
dust emissions. Selected plant species would be chosen for rapid establishment. Due to the existing terrain, 
the seed mix chosen would be comprised of shallow-rooted (less than 12 inches) drought- and pH-tolerant 
plants. Native and nonnative seed mix would be applied. It is anticipated that the vegetation cover soil 
would eventually evolve into a mosaic of shrubs interspersed with annual grasslands. Once established, 

C selected plant species are intended to be self-propagating and not require excessive irrigation or long-term 
maintenance. 

D To ensure successful revegetation, a 3-year monitoring and maintenance program would be implemented. 
Periodically, revegetated areas would be monitored for growth and survival rates. A maintenance and 
monitoring program would be implemented during the 30-year postclosure maintenance period. 

C 
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0 A±lOO acre open-space area is located southeast ofthe existing inactive landfill within the City jurisdiction. 
This area is maintained as open space and will be enhanced by the project proponent with additional natural 
vegetation to promote wildlife in this area. Appropriate planting locations will be selected within this area 
based on soils, slope steepness, and aspect. The external abutting slopes and peaks of the inactive landfill 
site will remain undisturbed. The upper portions ofthe ridgeline (i.e., 50 vertical feet below the ridge line) 
will also be left undisturbed. The upper perimeter ridges of the inactive City Landfill will be planted with 
native trees in order to minimize visibility of the inactive landfill and proposed City/County Landfill. 

0 The project proponent proposes that the City/County Landfill would be planted with a variety of trees, 
shrubs, and grasslands to provide wildlife habitats. As operating landfill areas are completed, it is proposed 
that the finished slope will be covered with both amended soil and recycled green waste material. This soil 
cover will provide rooting material for the final vegetation. The project proponent also proposes thatD revegetation would take place concurrently with filling operations as the landfill progresses up the canyon; 
only the active filling areas and other operational areas oflandfill would not be vegetated. The remainder 
ofthe inactive disturbed areas onsite would be planted with either temporary vegetation ( on areas that remain D inactive for a period longer than 180 days) or permanent vegetation. 

0 Revegetation of slopes and fill areas with appropriate native flora will be accomplished to support local 
fauna. As part ofthe proposed revegetation plan, the reestablishment ofvegetation will focus on using native 
species from local seed sources. Nonnative species may be used only if it is approved by the consulting 
biologists for areas where quick cover or a nurse crop is needed and would be removed later ifappropriate.D Replacement cover material will be obtained from within Sunshine Canyon to retain soil composition 
compatible with native flora and leave the surrounding topography undisturbed. 

D Topical Issue 14: Noise 

Concerns have been raised that the proposed City/County Landfill operations would create
D significant noise impacts on sensitive receptors within the area. 

Response

D 
During construction, the nearest residential unit (located 1,700 feet southwest of the nearest point of the 
construction area onsite) would be exposed to a noise level of54 decibels on an A-weighted scale (dBA). 

D Because the existing ambient noise level near the closest receptor is 52.4 dBA, a construction noise increase 
to 54 dBA at that location would not be a perceptible audible increase and therefore is not significant. In 
1995, noise readings were taken at five different locations in proximity to the landfill to determine existing u ambient noise levels. The proposed City/County Landfill would not significantly impact existing ambient 
noise levels at any of the selected noise reading locations. 

D The noise generated from landfilling operations is expected to be similar to the noise produced during 
construction activities because construction and landfilling activities would use similar types ofequipment. 
The noise emanating from the inactive City Landfill (associated with routine maintenance) is not audible to 
the residential developments located south ofthe project site unless the maintenance equipment is operating 
near the top deck area of this landfill. All operational activity related to the proposed project would take 
place within the boundaries ofthe project site and well below existing perimeterridgelines. Therefore, any 

D sound emanating from landfilling operations would be effectively blocked by the existing landfill, 
intervening terrain, and the existing landscaped berm near the ± 100 acre open-space area. Any landfill 
operation noise that may be audible at the trailers located across from the landfill entrance would be 

D 

D 
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attenuated by the extended distance and masked by existing noise from the 1-5 Freeway, railroad, and wood­
chopping business. 

Any additional increases in traffic-generated noise would be largely masked by traffic traveling on the I-5 
Freeway. Ambient noise increase due to the proposed project near the trailers located across San Fernando 
Road is only projected to increase by about 1 dBA. When additional ambient noises are considered (e.g., 
the railroad and existing firewood chopping operation), the community noise equivalent level (CNEL) 
increase would be further reduced. Based on the presented significance criteria (i.e., City Noise Ordinance), 

C a noise impact is considered significant when it exceeds a 3-dBA CNEL increase; therefore, project­
generated traffic would not result in a significant noise increase at this location. 

0 With the incorporation of City Mitigation Measures for noise identified in the Draft SEIR, Section 4.5.2, 
Operational Noise Impacts, p. 4-220, no significant impacts would occur . 

Topical Issue 15: Land Use .o 
Comments have been made that the proposed City/County Landfill would not be consistent with the 
Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan. 

Response 

D 
Development of the proposed City/County Landfill would require an amendment to the Granada Hills­
Knollwood Community Plan from Open Space to Heavy Industrial and a zone change from A 1-1-0 to 
M3-1-O. A portion ofthe proposed City/County Landfill, comprising ±42 acres, is already authorized in the 

D 
County portion of Sunshine Canyon under existing County General Plan and zoning designations. The 
majority of acreage within the City portion of Sunshine Canyon is substantially disturbed from previous 
landfilling operations that occurred from 1958 to 1991. 

D 
0 

Development ofthe proposed City/County Landfill would have minimal impacts on adjacent land uses. The 
operational County Landfill is located northwest ofthe proposed landfill footprint area. Other surrounding 
uses include open space to the north and west, gas storage fields to the west, an oil field to the southwest, 
and several freeways to the north and east of the project site. The nearest residential dwelling in Granada 
Hills is located approximately 1,700 feet from the proposed landfill footprint area. An existing ridge line and 
a±100 acre open-space area separate these uses. The existing perimeter ridge line separates O 'Melveny Park 
to the southwest, effectively blocking views from ground-level, park-related uses. Trailers and industrial uses 
located across San Fernando Road to the east are 700 feet from the proposed landfill footprint area. These 

Li uses would not have views of proposed landfill operations. In addition, landfill operations would be 
regularly monitored by City, State, regional, and federal agencies for compliance with conditions of 
approval. There is a caretaker onsite 24 hours a day, and the telephone numbers of the District Manager of

C the landfill and SCAQMD are posted to immediately resolve any concerns due to landfill operations. 

Following the direction of City staff, the project proponent is pursuing a General Plan Amendment/Zone 
Change (GP A/ZC) to accommodate the operation ofa landfill facility. Maintaining the current Open Space 
designation on the project site would be inconsistent with future heavy-construction activities that must occur 
as part of State-mandated closure and postclosure maintenance of the existing inactive City Landfill. In 
addition, maintaining the Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan Open Space designation for the site 
would not be compatible with the adjoining operational County Landfill. Implementation of a GPA/ZC 
would also remedy these existing inconsistencies. u 

C 
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Several ofthe Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan objectives would be achieved through designating 
a facility to provide disposal capacity to meet the needs of the City's population and by preserving the 
ridgelines that surround the landfill. The Citywide General Plan Framework goals would be achieved by 
provt mg a equate 1sposal capacity, ensuring an environmentally sound and cost-effective solid waste 
management system, creating job opportunities, and preserving the existing perimeter ridge lines. In

0 addition, development ofthe proposed City/County Landfill would conform to the criteria stated in the City­
Collected Refuse Disposal Plan. The proposed landfill would also implement the solid waste management 
goals and policies ofthe City and County ofLos Angeles by providing needed solid waste disposal capacity 

0 within the County. 

Topical Issue 16: Hazardous Materials 

C Comments have been raised that the proposed City/County Landfill would have the potential to 
accept hazardous waste materials, thereby resulting in risk-of-upset conditions. 

Response 

0 The proposed project will be designed as a Class Ill nonhazardous solid waste landfill facility. No 

0 

hazardous, acutely hazardous, radioactive, infectious medical, or liquid wastes will be accepted at this 
facility. The project proponent will implement a hazardous waste load-checking program at the project site 
similar to the program that currently exists at the operational County Landfill. This program will include D employees visually inspecting incoming waste-hauling loads at the scale house area and using remote 
television monitors to inspect incoming rolloff-type loads and open-top vehicles. Radiation-detecting 
devices and sensors capable ofdetecting volatile organic compounds (VOCs) will also be used at the scale 
house area to prevent the unauthorized disposal ofhazardous waste materials. 

D Hazardous waste load checks at the proposed City/County Landfill will be 1.5 load checks per 1,000 tons 
ofsolid waste received during the first year . After the first year the load check frequency may be decreased 
to one per 1,000. Solid waste would be unloaded in an isolated area for visual inspection. 

D During random load checks, unacceptable wastes that are safe to handle will be picked out of the waste 
stream and placed in a sealed holding bin that is currently located adjacent to the landfill access road south 
of the scale facilities. Materii;il from this bin will be removed by a contracted hazardous waste hauler and 
replaced with an empty, sealed bin. Ifa hazardous waste that may pose a serious risk to facility workers or 
the public or ifunidentifiable material (that may be hazardous) is discovered during random load checking 
by one ofthe spotters at the active working face, the area will be immediately cordoned off. The spotter will 

0 
[ immediately notify a landfill supervisor who will have the vehicle driver detained and inform the LEA 

inspector assigned to the landfill. In addition, the supervisor will call the California Environmental 
Protection Agency (Cal-EPA), Department ofToxic Substances Control (DTSC), to correctly identify the 
material and, ifnecessary, take preventive steps to guarantee the highest level of safety. 

C 
If the duty officer at the DTSC states that the material is safe to handle, the refuse will be removed and 
temporarily stored onsite. The project operator will obtain an identification number from Cal-EPA. All 
containers used for storage ofhazardous waste material will be clearly marked to indicate the date ofwaste 
accumulation. A label will be placed on all nonstationary containers in which hazardous wastes are stored. 

Ifthe material has the potential to pose a serious threat to facility workers, waste haulers, or the public ( e.g., 
radioactive or acutely hazardous material), the immediate project area will be evacuated, and a contracted 
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0 
hazardous waste hauler will be called to remove the material from the project site and transport it to a 
permitted Class I hazardous waste landfill. The landfill supervisor will then inform the City ofLos Angeles 

[ Police Department (LAPD) and the County of Los Angeles Office of the District Attorney, Environmental 
Crimes Unit, so that proper criminal action can be taken. In addition, the City of Los Angeles Fire 
Department (LAFD), City ofLos Angeles Department ofEnvironmental Affairs, and the LARWQCB will 

[ be informed of the incident and all necessary reports completed. 

The County Landfill operation currently has signs at the landfill entrance informing waste haulers that the 

C facility is designated as a Class III nonhazardous landfill site. Signs inform waste haulers of the rules and 
regulations governing the disposal of hazardous waste. 

D 

It is expected that small amounts of household hazardous waste (HHW) would remain undetected and be 
disposed ofat the proposed landfill. These wastes are generally inadvertently mixed in with residential solid 
wastes by residential customers. However, it should be noted that approximately 46 percent of all refuse 
entering the project site would be delivered via transfer trucks. These transfer trucks would haul residual 

0 
(i.e., nonrecyclable) waste materials from transfer stations/material recovery facilities (MRFs). All transfer 
stations/MRFs have existing load-checking programs in place. At these facilities, HHW, if found, is 
manually sorted and picked out of the waste stream and disposed ofproperly. In some cases, this material 

0 
can be recycled. For those HHWs that are land filled, environmental control systems (e.g., landfill liner, 
LCRS, and leachate treatment) will reduce this potential risk-of-upset conditions to a less than significant 
level. It is expected that any trace contaminants in the LCRS will be collected and removed through that 
system. 

D With the incorporation of City Mitigation Measures for hazardous materials identified in the Draft SEIR, 
Section 4.9.1, Hazardous Materials, pp. 4-296 and 4-297, no significant impacts would occur. 

D Topical Issue 17: Vector Prevention and Control 

Li 
Comments have been raised that the proposed City/County Landfill would attract vectors andspread 
disease and litter ojfsite. 

Response 

D The proposed City/County Landfill has the potential to attract several different types ofvectors to the project 
site. Certain types of vectors, such as rodents and insects, can be transported to the site via collection 
vehicles or self-haul trucks. General compaction densities would inhibit vector migration and destroy some [ existing vectors that may be present in these vehicles. 

0 Effective operational procedures and quality assurance will be provided to ensure that the proper coverage 
of land filled waste materials will be performed on a daily basis, similar to the existing County Landfill 
vector control practices. All waste materials brought to the site will be unloaded at an active working face 
area, compacted, tarped, or covered with clean soil by the end of the working day to reduce potential food 

-□ source or habitation for vectors. To reduce fly nuisances at the green waste site and wood waste recycling 
area, all wastes would be processed within 24 hours. 

Many items that would be stored and used at the landfill facilities have the potential to attract vectors (e.g., Li 

0 
food, seed, office supplies). These items will be stored in closed containers and within an enclosed structure. 
In addition, insect breeding will be minimized by preventing the ponding ofsurface water at the project site. 

D 
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[ 
By following such procedures, the project proponent will ensure that potential food sources for common 
scavenging birds, such as pigeons, crows, and sea gulls, will not result in potential impacts, such as food and 

C other wastes being carried to nearby properties, as well as deposited feathers and excrement that could 
potentially support ticks, mites, lice, and fleas. 

-o All buildings, paved surfaces, landscaped areas, and perimeter areas will be inspected regularly for signs of 
vector activity. Any structural defects will be repaired following discovery or during routine maintenance 
inspections. This will help prevent the intrusion ofany ground-dwelling rodents. Additionally, both landfill 
operations and onsite ancillary facilities will be inspected routinely by the LEA. 

With the incorporation ofCity Mitigation Measures for vectors identified in the Draft SEIR, Section 4.9.2, 
Vectors, pp. 4-300 and 4-301, no significant impacts would occur. 

Topical Issue 18: Litter Control 

C Comments have been made that the proposed City/County Landfill would result in substantial litter 
generation beyond the project site boundary and within the adjacent community. 

Response 

D 

Solid waste landfills have the potential to generate high volumes of litter. Litter generation can result in 
potential nuisance or aesthetic impacts. Sources of litter associated with operation of a landfill facility 
include waste materials blown from or dropped by refuse hauling vehicles, litter blown from the active 
working face by the wind or by the movement of landfill equipment, and unauthorized or illegal dumping. 

0 
Because the project site is located in the eastern edge of the Santa Susana Mountains near the entrance of 
the Newhall Pass area, wind conditions could potentially transport litter offsite. The strongest winds 
generated within this area are during short-term episodes ofSanta Ana wind conditions. During high wind 
conditions, the project site manager will designate confined and shielded portions ofthe landfill for disposal. 

D 

Currently, for the operational County Landfill, the project proponent uses an extensive litter control program 
with specific preventive and response measures to control windblown litter and debris onsite and, if 
necessary, within the vicinity of the landfill site. These measures include placing waste materials within 
confined working face areas, using proper compaction techniques and daily cover material, using portable 
litter fences adjacent to the daily operating area, and installing a 25-foot-high secondary litter fence along 
the southern boundary ofthe landfill' s perimeter. In addition, the project proponent provides cleanup along 
San Fernando Road and its frontage road to the Roxford Street exit of the 1-5 Freeway, Balboa Boulevard 
to Sesnon Boulevard, and within O'Melveny Enforcement of litter control practices at the operational 
County Landfill is under the authority ofthe County ofLos Angeles, Department ofHealth Services (County 
LEA). 

0 Vehicles transporting waste loads to the project site that are not covered, as required by law, are also a 
contributor of onsite litter at the project site and within the general vicinity of the project area. Currently, 
haulers with uncovered waste loads are informed at the scale house area that all future waste loads must be 
tarped and covered. If a specific refuse hauler continues to bring solid waste to the project site in vehicles 

D that are not fully covered, the project proponent has the option to refuse delivery ofthe load and will impose 
fines and/or surcharges upon the violating waste-hauling company. 

LJ 

C 
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❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ 

Large-volume customers currently comply with these requirements at the operating County Landfill. Ifthese 
large-volume customers do not comply, there is a mechanism (via their existing contract) to enforce a fine(s). 
Also, the project proponent is presently working with the County LEA to encourage small-volume haulers 
to use proper tarping. 

The proposed City/County Landfill will incorporate litter control measures similar to those described above 
for the operational County Landfill. The potential for litter migration into O'Melveny Park or residential 
areas within Granada Hills is very unlikely due to existing topographic features and the separation distance 
from the working face areas to these areas. However, should fugitive litter reach these areas, the landfill' s 
litter control crew will be dispatched immediately to clean up any migrating litter from the landfill project. 

With the incorporation of City Mitigation Measures for litter identified in the Draft SEIR, Section 4.9.3, 
Litter, pp. 4-305 and 4-306, no significant impacts would occur. 

Topical Issue 19: Traffic Conditions at Landfill Entrance 

Comments have been made that the proposed City/County Landfill would result in unacceptable 
level ofservice (LOS) conditions on San Fernando Road during the morning and evening peak 
hours. In addition, it has been suggested that the proposed project would result in unsafe turning 
movements on San Fernando Road at the landfill entrance. 

Response 

The improvements recommended at the landfill entrance on San Fernando Road, listed in the Draft SEIR, 
Table 4.13-9, p. 4-372, will mitigate the impacts ofthe proposed project traffic at this location to a less than 
significant level. The San Fernando Road/Project Driveway intersection is expected to operate at LOS C 
during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours with the implementation ofthe recommended mitigation measures. 

In addition, intersection improvements have been made to the landfill entrance (adjacent to San Fernando 
Road) as a result of developing the County Landfill. These improvements were required pursuant to the 
adopted Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the County Landfill. Improvements were also authorized under 
a "B" permit granted by the City ofLos Angeles, Department ofPublic Worlcs, Bureau ofEngineering (City 
BOE). The installation of a new signal at the landfill entrance on San Fernando Road will alleviate any 
potential safety concerns resulting from truck traffic entering or exiting the project site, as well as improve 
access. 

Topical Issue 20: Planned Haul Routes 

Comments have been made that waste-hauling vehicles traveling to and from the proposed project 
would adversely impact the local circulation system, including Balboa Boulevard. 

Response 

Regional access to the project site is provided via the following freeway systems: Antelope Valley (SR-14), 
Foothill (1-210), Simi Valley-San Fernando Valley (SR-118), Golden State (1-5), and San Diego (1-405) 
Freeways. 
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-D 

Immediate ingress to and egress from the project site are provided via San Fernando Road. Project-generated 
traffic is expected to use the following local area roadways in proximity to the site: Sepulveda Boulevard, 
Roxford Street, Balboa Boulevard (limited use only), Foothill Boulevard, and Yarnell Street. All traffic will 
enter the project site via San Fernando Road from one ofthe eight main access routes, including (1) north 
along the I-5 Freeway, (2) south along SR-14, (3) west along the I-210 Freeway, (4) southeast along the I-5 
Freeway, (5) north along the I-405 Freeway, (6) east and west along the SR-118 Freeway, (7) north on San 
Fernando Road, and (8) north on Balboa Boulevard to San Fernando Road (this route is restricted to vehicles 
weighing less than 6 tons, except for refuse collection vehicles that serve the local cornmunities). 10 

C The Draft SEIR, Section 4.13.1, Traffic, p. 4-348, identifies the general distribution pattern for the proposed 
City/County Landfill. The vast majority of daily traffic generated by the landfill would be truck traffic 
(approximately 94 percent truck traffic, 6 percent from employee-related vehicles). Project-generated traffic 
was distributed and assigned to the local area system based on expected origins and destinations ofthe refuse 
truck traffic. Because the project is envisioned to serve the local and regional area, the following distribution 

0 patterns are assumed for traffic distribution and generation: 

C 
► Twelve percent ofthe project-related traffic is expected to be distributed north ofthe project site on 

the I-5 Freeway (10 percent) and Sierra Highway (2 percent). 

0 
► Sixty-eight percent is expected to be oriented to the south on the 1-5 Freeway (45 percent), San 

Fernando Road (21 percent), and Balboa Boulevard (2 percent). 

► Twenty percent is expected to be distributed east of the site on the I-210 Freeway (5 percent), 
Foothill Boulevard (5 percent), and Roxford Street (10 percent). 

C 

Generally, three types of trucks would be used to transport refuse to the project site: transfer trucks 
(approximately 46 percent) that bring in materials from transfer stations, curbside collection trucks 
(approximately 92 percent) that obtain wastes from the local collection routes, and pickup and small stake bed 
trucks (approximately 2 percent) that are primarily used by private contractors to bring in refuse (such as 
gardening and landscaping green wastes). 

Mitigation measures that would reduce cumulative impacts resulting from development of the proposed 
project are identified in Table 4.13-9 (Revised) in this document. These measures are intended to offset the 

C cumulative impacts due to project implementation. The Draft SEIR, Table 4.13-7, p. 4-369, Column 5, 1998 
w/Mitigation, depicts the expected volume-to-capacity (V /C) and LOS values for the impacted intersections 
after implementation ofmitigation measures. As shown in Columns 5 and 6, Project Impact Post Mitigation, 
therein, all cumulative project traffic is not expected to impact either local area streets or freeway systems 
within the region on either a project-specific or cumulative basis with the implementation ofthese mitigation 
measures. Therefore, no significant impacts are anticipated as a result ofproject implementation. 

After the implementation of project-specific City Mitigation Measures for transportation and circulation 
listed in Table 4.13-9 (Revised) in this document, no significant impacts would occur. 

u 10
/ City Ordinance No. 161,201. 
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❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ❖ 

Topical Issue 21: Fire Prevention and Control 

Comments have been raised that the proposed project could create a major fire that could spread 
into the adjacent community. 

Response 

The project site where the proposed landfill footprint is planned is disturbed due to extensive landfilling 
operations and would be adjacent to current County Landfill operations. However, much of the surrounding 
terrain is mountainous and in a natural state. The portion of the project site located within the City is 
designated as a Mountain Fire District. Areas adjacent to the site are covered with chaparral and coastal sage 
scrub that, in combination with high winds, have the potential to create an extreme fire hazard. 

Brush fires have the potential to occur at or near the project site. Small onsite brush fires will be controlled 
by using landfill equipment such as tracked dozers, scrapers, and water trucks. In the event that a brush fire 
encroaches onto the project site, landfill operations would immediately cease until either the LAFD or Los 
Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) is notified. All landfill personnel are trained to handle small 
fires and, if necessary, could provide assistance to fire personnel extinguishing small brush fires in and 
around the project site. The threat of a fire igniting onsite and then spreading off site would be considered 
rare because most areas around the landfill' s footprint area would be graded and surficial vegetation 
removed, thereby eliminating combustible brush. 

The primary fire concern at a landfill site is associated with a "hot load." A hot load is defined as a truck 
that brings ignited refuse to the landfill site. If a hot load is brought to the project site, landfill personnel will 
direct the load to an isolated area of the site where it would be properly extinguished with either tracked 
dozers, scrapers, or other fire-suppression measures, including water, dry chemical extinguishers, or 
smothering. 

Another potential fire source is a subsurface refuse fire. This fire is triggered by the burial of a hot load 
igniting other refuse materials, the improper operation of the LFG collection system, or the inadvertent burial 
of chemical waste. Subsurface fires are dependent on waste composition, moisture content, available 
oxygen, ambient soil-air pressure, and the insulating characteristics of the surrounding fill-and-cover 
material. This type of fire is minimized by landfill design features, in-place control features used during the 
operation of the LFG collection and flaring system, and the proper application of cover material. The 
proposed design of the landfill and environmental control features will alleviate this hazard. 

The potential for a subsurface fire ignited by a surface fire is also extremely remote because cover soils 
isolate surface fires, preventing them from igniting subsurface waste materials; the amount of waste 
materials above the surface is limited to the amount deposited on any given day; and landfill personnel can 
quickly extinguish surface fires with fire-suppression equipment. Open flames in a landfill as a result of a 
subsurfa�e fire are highly unlikely. 

The inactive City Landfill, access road, and operational County Landfill serve as a partial firebreak from 
surrounding brush areas. Located near the western perimeter ridgeline of the site is a 100,000-gallon water 
tank that supplies water to the inactive City Landfill and provides necessary onsite fire flow capability. 
Existing water lines distribute water throughout the project site. In addition, within the County, another 
265,000-gallon water tank and three fire hydrants are provided to meet fire flow demands for the County 
landfill. 
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❖ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY❖ 

A fire response plan has been prepared for all landfill personnel. This plan details procedures to follow in 
the event of a fire or explosion, designates an emergency coordinator, and establishes safe havens for 

employees. All landfill personnel are trained in where the nearest fire extinguishers are located, how to 
extinguish small fires, and who to contact in case of an emergency. 

With the incorporation of City Mitigation Measures for fires identified in the Draft SEIR, Section 4.14.1, 
Fire Emergency Medical Services, pp. 4-398 through 4-400, no significant impacts would occur . 

Topical Issue 22: Compatibility with Residential Uses 

Comments have been raised regarding the proximity of the site to residential uses. 

Response 

The project site has undergone extensive revegetation and has been planted with over 11,000 trees. Many 
of these trees are native and are over 15 feet high. This open-space area is elevated several hundred feet 
higher than existing residential areas located to the south. 

Six trailers are located immediately east of the landfill entrance, across San Fernando Road. At final fill, 
the proposed landfill footprint would be located ± 700 feet from these uses. Additionally, the proposed 
landfill footprint would be located ± 1,700 feet from the closest residential house located on Timber Ridge 
Drive in Granada Hills. The existing perimeter ridgeline, open-space area, and portions of the existing 
inactive landfill form an effective transition between residential use and proposed landfill operations and 
activities. 

The proposed City/County Landfill footprint's maximum vertical height at build out would result in a final 
fill elevation (at its top deck area ) of 2,000 feet mean sea level (MSL). This top deck area would be 
contoured to blend into the surrounding natural terrain. Due to its physical location within the interior of 
Sunshine Canyon, the top deck of the landfill footprint will be effectively shielded from public views within 
Granada Hills. However, the following landfill locations would be visible: a comparatively small portion 
of the landfill footprint near the mouth of the canyon, along the northern perimeter ridge line, and adjacent 
to the mountainous areas near O'Melveny Park (where trails exist) that are higher in elevation than the 
landfill. 

The perimeter ridgeline along the southern boundary of the project site (near the City/County boundary) rises 
to a maximum elevation of about 2,150 feet mean sea level (MSL). The existing southern fill limits of the 
inactive landfill range in elevation from 1,725 to 1,950 feet mean sea level (MSL). Elevations in this area 

would effectively block interior views of the final fill areas from the south and southwest, especially 
residential uses located in the community of Granada Hills. 

Topical I_ssue 23: Immediate Combined City/County Landfill Operations Alternative 

Comments have been raised regarding which of the alternatives considered in the Draft SEIR would 
be the environmentally superior alternative. 
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Response 

Under the Immediate Combined City/County Landfi)l Operations Alternative, project development would 
immediately result in landfilling operations being commenced within one landfill footprint located in 
Sunshine Canyon. In comparison with the proposed project, this alternative would have a similar landfill 
footprint configuration encompassing ±451 acres. Also, like the proposed project, this landfill footprint 
would connect with the operational ±215 acre County LandfiJI. Refer to Figure 5.6-1 (Revised) for the 
conceptual base grading plan for this alternative. 

This alternative would provide a net disposal capacity of 90 million tons, and unlike the proposed project, 
landfilling operations would occur immediately at one single working face during the first 18 to 24 months 

0 rather than at two separate working faces, and there would be a single, joint intake area with a single set of 
scales and supporting administrative facilities. Approximately 11,000 tpd ofwaste would be received at one 
landfill footprint. The site life would be approximately 26 years. 11 

Development sequencing for this alternative would result in three sequences similar to the proposed project, 
as shown on Figure 2.5-5 (Revised). Under this alternative, development of the landfill footprint would 

0 initiate in the City jurisdiction, abut and overlay portions of the inactive landfiJI (Sequence A), proceed in 

u 
a northerly direction across the City and County boundary, and connect to the operational County LandfiJI 
(Sequence B). Once interim fi)l elevations are reached, the landfill footprint would extend back into the City 
jurisdiction (Sequence C). 

0 
Similar to the proposed project, implementation of this alternative would require some form of agreement 
between the City and the County to authorize common power over the entire project site. This agreement 
would recognize existing discretionary approvals, contractual agreements, or other arrangements that were 
approved by the County Board of Supervisors and regulatory agencies in connection with the approved 
County Landfill. Therefore, existing permitting requirements and regulatory obligations in connection with 
that landfill would effectively be maintained and, ifnecessary, modified or amended to reflect the resulting 
provisions established under the subject agreement. 

Development of this alternative would reduce the long-term capital outlay necessary for infrastructure 
improvements because in-place infrastructure would be used immediately. Byreducing the long-term capital 
costs for the project, the project proponent would be able to provide cost-effective tipping fees for the City, 
County, and private haulers at a centrally located, high-volume landfill facility. 

0 In comparison with the proposed project, this alternative would meet all development and solid waste 
objectives. Implementation of this alternative would facilitate the waste planning efforts of the City and 
County necessary to meet their short-, mid-, and long-term planning needs. 

The Immediate Combined City/County Landfill Operations Alternative would have less significant impacts 
than the proposed project for the first 18 to 24 months. Specifically, this alternative would result in less 
significant impacts on air quality (e.g., dust emissions), create less potential risk-of-upset conditions 
(windblown litter and worker safety associated with onsite vehicle routing), improve public services response 
(fire and emergency service access), and generate less potential demand for onsite water consumption. 

11/ Based on 90,000,000 tons ofdisposal capacity+ 11,000 intake tonnage x 312 operating days= 26.22 years of 
anticipated site life. 
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Implementation of this alternative would not result in any area-wide or regional impacts that would be 
greater than the proposed project. Overall, this alternative would be considered environmentally superior 
to the proposed City/County Landfill Project because environmental impacts would be less for up to a 2-year 
period . 
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