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PROJECT MUMBER 88533 \
STATE USE ONLY CasES: 1)

""INI‘H!IST!DY""'

> CQOUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING

-  GINERAL INFORMATION
um,Case Date: __12-08-88 staff vaoer: _COOK
Thomas Suide: |27 Vo= 7«8 uscs quad: SAN FERNANDD
Location: A -
Y, (4

Description of Project:

/

. /
DNON-HAZARDOIS WASTE LANDFILL AND APPURTENANT
Gross area: Lm B

oviwomea seccios: SITE_ IS, IN A NATUIRAL, UNDEVELOPED
STATE:_AMD CAN BE DESCRIBED AS A MOUNTAINOUS

mmwumm_mmml

zeirg: A2=| [A2-5 General Plan: NON I/RBAN ¥ OPEN SPACE
. iD
LS IDE HABMY
Camunicy/Areavide Plan: SANTA CIARITA )‘ﬂ LEY=- oOmsN SPACE
. .. ’ .
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Ca: projects in area: - . -
Tiect Mmbers ~ Descriotien

\

' OTE: For EIR's, above projects are not sufficient for cumulative analysis.

REVIEWING AGENCIES

.
\

ssponsible Agencies Special Reviewing Agencies - Regional Significance
7 None [/ Nane /7 None
s : : : r
CJ, Regional Water Quality /7 Topanga-Las Virgenes /7 oAG Criteria
Control Board : Conservation District .
- . /7 Air ouality
E’ Los Angeles Region /7 santa Monica Mountains
i : Conservancy [/ vatsr Resources
/7 “Lahontan Region . '
- /7 National Pparks /7 Santa Monica Mtns
7 Coastal Camission Area
- . _/_7’ National Forest
7 )
= /7 Edwerds Air Force Base
-ustee Agencies [V~ CITY OF SANTA CIARTA
-7 None - ¥  counTyY PARKS
77 State Fish and Game v~ COUNTY pEDLTH
7 State Parks ADDED V1 =
7 or ngr8. o ca WASTE MOGMT BD.
7 .

v lﬁuguc wWORKS, WASTE MOMT. ©
(. | | ADDED 9/26- ¢
L C€OUNTY 2N TATION

v sSTATE CLEARINGHOUSE
—— U.S. PIS ~ V\/’LDL'F&



DETEMINATION: On the basis of this Initial Stuly, the Department of Regional Planning f£ids
tat tis oject qualifies for the following envirommental docunents

relizizary TINAL -

7 4 KEGATIVE DECIARATION, inasmuch as the proposad project will rot have a
‘ sigraZicant effect on the eavirommant. ‘

Y4 /7  YVEGATIVE DETIARATION, inasmch as the changes requirad for the gojg
will radice izpacts to insignificant levels (see "Conditicns®, page 4

E/ ﬂ/ o DWIRNGVAL DOACT REPORT, {nasmxch as there is substantial evidence
N" that the project may bave a significant impact dus to factors listad
< above as "significant®, - . :

/7 Detaminatiocn apfesled—see attached shest. -
Envirormantal Pinding (Negative Declaraticns)s

g An Initial Study was prepazed on this groject {n compliance wvith the State CIA- .

Quidelines and the envirommental regorting procedures of the County of Los Amgele .
It was detemined that this project will not exceed the established threshold cri-
taria for any eaviromental/service factsr and, as a zesult, will ot have a sigri-
ficant effact on the plysical enviroment. .

An Initial Study was prepared on this xoject in canpliance vith the Stats CIDA
g Quidelires ard the envirormmntal reporting procedures of the County of Los Angele-.
It was originally detamined that the progosed project may excesd establishad thr &
2018 critazia. The applicant has sgreed to modification of the project 80 that it
can oov be detemined that the fxoject will not have s significant effect on thw
physical environmant. The modification to mitigats this impact(s) is identifiad ¢\ -
the Acceptance Letter ircluded as part of this Initial Study. :

NOTZ: Pindings for Bvirormental Dmpact Reports will be peepized as a upuit.n daemt!D
9 folloving the pblic bearing ca the o  n A
Dates [~ -C-F%
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PROJECT CRANCIS/CONDITIONS

/7 prior to | ) recordation of the finsl msp { ) dssuance of & building permit and as & mesns
= of pitigating potential environmental impects, it myst be desonstrated to the satisfaction .
of the ignal Planning Cosmission thst Sever connection permits can be obtained from
() ty Sanitation District dMo. ( ) Las Virgenes runicipal Water District or its

1egal successor that meet the requirements of the Californis Regional Weter Ouality Control
- poard pucsuant to Division 7 of the Water Code.

. /‘l?/vuor to alteration of any streasbeds, and as & means of mitigating potential environmental
T T impacts, the applicant shall enter into an agresment with the Californis Stete Departaent of
Pish and Gase, pursuant to Sections 1601 through 160) of the State Pish and Came Cods.

/7 ®rior to ( ) tentative approval ( ) echeduling before the Zoning Board ( ) scheduling before

T the Regional Planning Caxmission, and ss & means of mitigating potential envigommental i
pacts, the applicant ahall sutmit an archaeclogy report for the entire project site (unless

v . -othervise noted) prepared by & qualified archaeologist, and camply with sitigeticn seasures
~suggested Dy the archaeclogist and approved by the Departsent of Regicnal Planning. .

.o

T LU

o @ ——

<= the Regionsl Planning Comission, and as & msans of aitigating potential envi

. ispacts, the applicant shall ogree to suspend construction in the vicinity of e cultural
‘zesource encountered during development of the site, and leave the resocurce in place unti)

a qualified archaeclogist can examine them and determine appropriste mitigation measures.
“he applicant shall agree to camply vith mitigation msasures tecammended by the azchesole-
915t and approved by the Department of Regicnal Planning.

/7 -As & condizion of ( ) f£inal approval ( ) the grant ( ) spproval of the zoning ordinance,

==  and as s means of aitigating potential envirormental impacts, the applicant shall dedicate -
to the County of Los Angeles, ( ) the right to prohibit construction over an area desarcated
on the ( ) tentative map ( ) plot plan, ( ) construction cf sore than one residence of com-
sercial unit and related acctessory bullding on any one lot on the project site. A note to
thas effect shall be ( ) placed on £inal sap or on the Crant Waiver ( ) recorded on the tisle

L gl g eperemney -

N

Prior to ( ) tentative approval ( ) recordation of the £inal map ( ) scheduling before the
: Zoning Board ( ) scheduling before the Regional Planning Cosmission, and as » means of
| mitigating potential envirormental impacts, the applicant shall dzill and test flew »
) " well(a) to the satisfaczion of the Department of Public Works/Bngineering Division. A
wvarning note shall be ( ) placed on the £inal aap and in the CCIRs ( ) recorded on the
. title, indicating that the ares bas & limited groundwater supply and that water msy mot be
, svallable duting pericds of severe drought. A copy of the { ) CChRs shall be sutmitted to
the Departsent of Regional Planning and subsequently recorded with the final msp ( ) title
shall pe sutmitted to the Departsent of Regional Planaing for approval.

/7 As a condition of ( ) final approval ( ) the grant ( ) approval of the soning ordinsnce, snd
¥= a3 » means cf m:tigazing potential envirorsental impacts, » wvarning note shall ( ) be placed
* in the CCRs () recorded on the title, indicating that the ares has 3 limited groundwater
SUPply duzang peciods of severe drougnt. A copy of the ( ) CCiRs shall be sutmitted to the
Departsent of Regicnal Plamning for approval and subsequently tecorded vith the £inal mep
( ) title shall De submitted to the Departsent of Regional Planning for sppecoval. .

/7 Peior to recordation of the £inal map, the subdivider shall be reguired to enter imo an

== sgresment with the County to pay to the County & Sul not to exceed $3,500.00 pesr residential
unit, and not to be less than $2,000.00 pec residentisl unit for the purpose of eentributing.
to the proposed Moad Benefit District prior to octupancy o upon demand of peyment by the
County Road Commission. Security for the pecformance of said sgresment shall be gustantesd
by the filing of & bond by & &uly authotised surety. .

Vare

Pzioz to scheduling for pudlic hesring, and as s means of uuaw{q any enviransental ispect!
associsted wvith the distance Of the project to the nesrest fire station, the applicant shall
agree to camply with recammendations of the Camty Porester and Pire Marden.

C

. /77 See attached paged for ac¢2itional) Project /Changes/conditione

/7 Prior to t ) tentative spproval ( ) wcheduling before the Zoning Board { ) scheduling before

1y



ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS - A .
1.0 Hazazd Factors . . : . _ )

1.1 Geotechnical

SETTING/IMPACTS: = °

Y N

a. . 18 the project site located in an active or potentially v
active fault zone? : :

141 TIVE FAULT / < = <

b. [J 37 1s the project site located in an aczea containing a major
landslide(s)? _ -

C. E’D Is the pzéject site located in an area having high slope
instability? .

MO0 FALLT 2ONE  MODERATELY I NSTAELE T UNSTARLE

d. [J[3” 1s the project site subject to high subsidence, high
groundwvater level, oi hydrocompaction?

.. E’ﬁ I3 the proposed project considezed a sensitive use . )
~ (schoel, hospital, publiec assembly site) located in
Close proximity to a significant geotechnical hazazd?

f. IO other factors? _LILISIDE MANAGEMENT AREA

MITIGATION MEASURES: | | -
Standard mitigation measuzes are: [ ] Building Ordinance No. 2225--
: Sections 3088, 309, 310 and
- 311 and Chapters 29 and 70.

Other considerations: D Lot Size  [T] Project Desiga:

€@ L .

— e

CONCLUSION S

Considering the above information, could the project have a ' . "
significant impact on, or be impacted by, geotechnical factors? D :

-7 T & tes O e e -

BT TS | |
B 1Y V. S SR
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SETTING/IMPACTS:

b.

1.2 Plood

r N .
g’ ] 1s a majer drainage course, as identified on USGS
quad sheets by a dashed line, located on the project

site?
APPRDY . 10 ELU‘ELJNE S‘TEEAMQ. EDS

Is the project site located within or does it
D B a floodway or floedplain? contain

O O 1s the project site located in or subject to high’
mudflov conditions? , '

, UNENOWN
E’ D Will the project contribute, or be subjoet to, high

erosion and debris deposition from -
S " b tun-0f£?

O E/Othc: factors?

MITIGATION MEASURESS

Standazd nitigation measures age:

O
O

Building Ordinance No. 2225--Section 308A
Plood Control District Drainage Concept
ozdinance No. 12,114 (Floodways)

Othez considezations: D Lot Size [ Pprzoject Design
Bler « AME CONDITION '

CONCLUSION: - ' -

Considering the above information, could the project have a
:ignifican: impact on, or be impacted by, flood (hydrological)
actors?

m/ Yes O we




1.3 Pire

SETTING/IMPACTS
Y N

s. X O 1s the pr site located in a high fire hazazd
area Fire Zone oz Quinton/Redgate fire

classification)?

. OO & 1s the project site in a high fize hazard area and
sexved by inadequate access due to length, width,
surface material, tuznarounds, or grade? .

c. [0 [ 1s the project site in a high fize hazazd azea and
has moze than 7S dwelling units on a single access?

4. D 27 1s the project site located in an area having

"inadequate water and pressuze to meet fire flow
standazds? :

e. [0 [@ 1s the project site.located in close proximity to
potential dangerous fire hazard conditions/uses (such
as zefineries, flammables, explosives manufacturing)?

£. [ [i2" Does the proposed use constitute a potentially
dangezous fire hazazd condition/use? T

g. [ B/Othoé Pactors?

MITIGATION MEASURES:

£:cadard mitigation measures are: [] ?ire Ordinance No. 2947

[ Water ozdinance Mo. 783¢ [] Pire Prevention Manual
Regulation No. 12

Other considerations: [[] Project Design

CONCLUSIONS

Considering the above information, could the project have a
significant ;p)et on, or bes impacted by, fire hazaxd f.ac_eo:s?'

Yes: - O we.

7
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1.4 miu"

SETTING/IMPACTS

.-t u . - ) ’ .
a.[] &I 1s the project site located near a high noise source
' (aizports, tallrocads, freevays, industry)?

b. E’D Will the project substantially increase anbient noise
: levels, including those associated with special
equipment (such as air conditioning units) or parking
areas associated with the project?

c. D B’ Is the propesed use considered sensitive (school,
hospital, senior citizen facility)?

a. [] [T other factors?

MITIGATION MEASURES:S
gtandard mitigation measures are: O Building Ozdinance No. 2225--
) Chapter 38

.

[ wuoise ozdinance No. 11,778

. other considerations: [0 vot size  [] Project Design
[0 compatible Use

CONCLUSIONS: | | ' -

Considering the above information, could the project have a
significant impact oan, ©of be adversely impacted by, nocise?

,g!_gs 4Dua




2.0 Natuzal Rescurces

2.1 Water Quality

SETTING/IMPACT:

b 4 N
a. B/D Will the proposed project requize the use of a
private sewage d;sposu system?

T, TANIK v =T -—l;_":—: . |z_=_'T'-_’-.

E’D If the ansver is yes, is the project site located in
. an area having known septic tank limitations due to
high groundwater or other geotechaical liniuttono?

STYERE SEFPTIC LMITATIONS

E/D. Is the project proposing on-site systems located in
close proximity to a drainage course?

b. [J[J will the proposed project place industrial waste
(cozzosive or toxic matezials) into a private sewage .
disposal system oz a community sys:m?

WINKNCAN

O[3 1s the project site located in an area having kanown
water quality problems and proposing the use of
{ndividual wvater wells?

a. O X other factors?

HITIG&T!OU uusmu:s:

Standard mitigation measures are: [0 Pilumbing Code--Ozdinance
: . No. 2269 -

-[C] uealth Ozdinance

[0 1odustzial Waste Pemnit
No. 7583-cuptu S .

Other considerations: ~[] Lot Size ~ O Lot Design

- -— L8 .. cona

CoNCLUSIONS: B
Considering tha above information, could the ptojoct have a
significant impact on, or be impacted by, water quality problems?

E/!u O wue

e

o omar e
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SETTING/IMPACT:

..:'D [ other factors:

2.2 Air Quality

- PO

Y N ’

Qe E/D " Will the proposed project exceed the State's criteria
for regional significance (generally (a) 500 dwelling
units for residential uses or (b) 40 gross acrces,
650,000 squace feet of floor ares, or 1,000 employees
nan-:eciden:xal uses)?

b. D g 1s the proposal considered a urisiuvc use (schools,
hospitals, parks) and located near a £tccwly ot heavy
iudusttial use? - .

c. E/D will thc project increase local emissions to a
significant extent due to increased traffic
congestion or use of a parking structure?

d. E’D Will the project generate or is the site in.close
proximity to sources which create obncxiouo odozs
and/or hazardous emissions?

METHANE AS OCCRE.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Standard mitigation measures are: [_]| Health and Satety Code,
. - ' Section 40506

Other considerations: ] Project pesign [] Air Quality
Management Plan

ey

-2

CONCLUSIONS:

Considering the above information, could the project have a
significant impact on, or be impacted by, air quality?

E{!es 0O we

ey



2.3 Biota

SETTING/IMPACTS oL .

a. D E/Il the project 'site located within a Significant.

Ecological Azea or Significal Ecological Azea Buffez?

b. IZ([:[ Does the project site contain a major riparian habitat?

T Ce B/D Does the project site contain oak.or other unique
native trees?

d. [J X" other factors?

cenm s P

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Other considerations: 0. Lot stzo'w | D Project Design

0 oak Tzee Permit.

~

OAk TREF REFORT OR |=TTER STATING THAT

CONCLUSIONS:

Considering the above 1ntomtioa. could -the project have a
significant impact on biotic tesources?

- E/!u . 3 we

-_ -
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3.0 Cultural Resources/Visual

,3.1 Archaeological/Historical/?alcontological

SETTING/IMPACTS - .o e

Y/ N L B
a. EEI/}:j 1s the project site in or near an aczea containing
' known archaeclogical resources or containing
featuzes (¢rainage course¢) spring, knoll, rock out-
-exoppings, OE Y. Sak_freesD which indicate potential
arcnaeological sensitivity?

b. [:I'IZI' pbes‘thc project site contain rock formations
indicating potential paleontoclogical resources?

e. [ E{ Does the project site counih known historic
stzuctures Or sites? .

. O ml Other factors?:

MITIGATION MEASURES:
other considerations: [] Lot Size [ Prroject Desiyn

CONCLUSIONS:

CQnsiﬁo:ing the above infoinatiou, could the project nave a’
significant impact on archaeological, historical, or paleontolojical

resoucces?
Er Yes J we

« "y

- -“l



.2 Visual Qualities

SETTING/IMPACTS:

d.

L.

X

BT [0 1s_the project site substantially visible from or

=g m

a
(|

|
O

O ﬁ Sther factors:

will it obstruct views along a scenic highway (as
shown on the Scenic Highway Element) or located
within a scenic corridor?

MAY L yISIELE FRCM THE ANTELOPE VAL. FWY.

Is the project substantially visible from or will it
obstruct views from a regional riding or hiking trail?
RIM OF T TIA e

(4" 1s the project site located in an undeveloped or undis-

turbed area which contains unique aesthetic features?

Is the proposed use out-of-character in comparison to
adjacent uses because of height, bulk, or otherz
features?

Will the project obstruct unique views from surrounding
tesidential uses?

Will the project create substantial sun shadow or
glaze problems? . )

MITIGATION MEASURES

Other considerations: [] Lot Size  [] Lot Design

"7 [ compatible Use

CONCLOUSIONS.

Considering the above information, could the project have a
significant impact on scenic qualities.

D -~ e RN —

m/!u ' O we

13
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4.0 Services
- 4.1 Traffic/Access

~ - -

SETTING/IMPACTS: , ' Ce . .

Y N
a. [ E{ Does the project contain 25 dwelling units, or more
v and located in an arzea with known congestion problems
(mid-block or intersections)?

b [ [ will the project cesult in any hazardous traffic
conditions?

Ly

c. B/ Will the project result in parking problems with a
subsegquent impact on traffic? .

a. [ E/Du:ing an emergency (other than fire hazards), will
inadegquate access result in problems for emergency
vehicles or residents/employees in the area?

e. [ [0 other factozs? _TRIZ ZEN I ERATION IMBACT

MITIGATION MEASURES:S

Other considerations: [0 Project Design

CONCLUSION:

.Considering the above information, could the project have:a

significant impact on the physical environment due to =
czaffic/access?

, B/!es . O we



fm—————— o ——— ——

4.2 Sevage Disposal

SETTING/IMPACTS:

b 4 N
a. [4 O 1f served by a community sewage system, are there
any known capacity problems at the treatment plant?

Ef 0 Aze there any known capacity problems in the sever
lines serving the project site?

m/ [CJ other factors?

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Standazd mitigation measures are:
| [0 Plumbing Code--Ordinance No. 2269
[] sanitatry Sewers and x.udu:t:ial Waste Ozdinance No. 6130

Othez considezations:

CONCLOSION:S ‘ |
Ctaus-ide:ing the above information, could the project have a

significant impact on the physical eavizomment due to
sevage disposal facilities?

O] Yes ' E/uo‘

13
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4.3 Education

SZT?ING/IHPAC?S:

- .
‘u—v>

Y N -
a. O O gu :t;e:e known capacity p:oblus at the dutzict
. leve

N/ A

b. [ [O are there known capacity problems at individual
schoolr which will sezve the project site?
N/ A

Lo D g’_-uc there any known student transpoztation problems?

d. D E( Other factors?

MITIGATION MEASURES:S

Other considerations: [[] SB 201 Funds [[] Site Dedication (
PRAECT IS A WASTE LANDFILL = wWitL NOT |

IMPACT — SCHOOQLS

CONCLUSION:

Considezring the above information, could the project hav. a
significant impact on the physical environment due to
educational facilities/services?

. O -~ e



e.4 Pire/sheriff Services

SZTTING/IMPACTS:

Y _N, _
, :':::b::? any known staffing or response time
a e fire station or sheriff' ‘i
serving the project site? eriff's substation

b. D ﬁa:c there any special fize or law enfor
p:ob%us associated with the project “cg:n;““u
azea - '

c. OJ tz(ozm: factors?

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Other considezations:

CONCLUSION:

Considering the above information, could the project h )
significant impact on the physicai anizomcng e?.'f:o ave ¥
fize/sheziff services?

O Yes : dg,

17
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4.5 Utilities/Other Services

‘SETTING/IMPACTS:
! N < . e ) . B .
a. I Is the project site in an area known to have an

inadequate wvater supply to meet domestic needs?

b. [ [ 1s the project site in an area known to have an
inadequate water supply and/or pressure to meet fire
. . . fighting needs? "

c. [ g Are there any known problems with providing other
. “utility services, such as electricity, gas,_propane?

d. O3 E/An there any known service problem areas?

e. [ [J other factorsy.

Rl S AN

[

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Standard mitigation measures are:

0 elumbing Code (Ordinance No. 2269)

[0 water ordinance lo. 7834 ]
Other considerations: [] Lot Size [C] Project Design

CONCLUSION:

: -
-

Considering the above information, could the project have a
significant impact on the physical environmeat due to

utilities/servigés? ,
Yes O we




S.0 Other Pactors

S.1 General Pactors

SETTING/INPACTS:

¥ N

a. D E/wxn the project result in an inefficient use of
energy resources?

b. E/D Will the project result in a major change in the
pattern, scale, or character of the general area ez.
comaunity? = . '

Ce. Will the project result in a significant increase in
B/D light and/oz glare?

e v

d. B/D Will the p:oj;ct result in a significant reduction in
o the amount of nq:i_cultunl land? '

.. dg Other factors? °°‘.&'/ LoD FILL. CrAT

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Standard mitigation measures aze:

State Adninistrative c;{de. Title 24, Pazt 5, T-20 (Enezgy

Conservation)
Other.considerations: [] Lot Size [J Project Design
[0 compatibie use

Considering the above information, could the project have a
significant impact on the physical envizomment due.to .

E’!cs - a !lo"

-9
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United States Forest Angeles 701 North Sants Anits Anm;o

- Depertusnt of Service National Arcadla, CA 91006
Agriculture Forest

Reply to: 1990
(Your: 88573)

Date: January 13, 1989

Frank Kuo, Supervising Regional Planner
impact Analysis Section

Department of Regional Planning

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, Callfornia 90012

Dear Mr. Kwo:

We welcomed your Notice of Preparation of a.Envirommental Impact Report for
conditional use permit for construction and operation of municipal
non=hazardous vaste landflll and appurtentent support facllities.

The Eismere Canyon site Is partially located on the Angeles National Forest.
The Forest Service Is already working with Eismere Corporation on the required
environmental and public reviev process for a possible transfer of Natlonal
Forest System lands in upper Eilsmere Canyon for privately held lands of equal
or greatar value.

The Angeles National Forest Land and Resources Management Plan (LMP) identifles
the conditions whereby such an exchange may occur. A eopy of the LMP s

enciosed for your reference ¢(semppepmciesly: puge 4«37

We would be pleased to participate In your study to the extent you belleve It
would be appropriate and helpful. Rlichard Borden of my staff will be available
- to assist you. He may be reached at (818) 574-5255,

. Slnaroly;

e L e

l-'orosf Supervi

Enclosure

¢
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DATE: \] o 13, 178

National forest .

: Angeles .
TO: County of Los Angeles ‘ FROM: 702 N. Saré:a ;r{ggz Ave
Department of Regional Planning “ arcadia. MeDonald
320 West Terple Street ATTNS Charles

Los Angeles, California 90012

Attention: Impact Analysis. Section

. JULIE COOK

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

rrosecz DBOFS

The above-mentioned project qualifies for/requires the following type of
environmental document:

C7 Negative Declaration

/-7 Negative Declaration with the following changes
to the project:

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) addressing our specific concerns.
Our agency feels that there is substantial evidence that the project
may have a significant effect on the environment (after considering
appropeiate mitigation measures). The scope and content of the
environmental information required for full evaluation in an
evaluation in an EIR is as follows:

N

ct £ i 88 io‘\ox\ TN .
The contace parag fox o somney a8 Berdan




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Pete Schabarum
First District
Kenneth Hahn
Second District
Edmund Edelman
Third District

Deane Dara
Fourth District

Mike Antonovich
Fifth Diserict

PARK AND RECREATION
COMMISSION
James Bishop
Arturo Chayre
Gloria Heer
George Ray
Douglas Washington

FISH AND GAME
COMMISSION

J. Bradford Crow
Bradley Nuremberg
Richard Knerr
George Kobayashi

David Lippey .

1

COUNTY OF 10S ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

433 South Vermont Avenue - Los Angeles, California 90020-1975 - (213) 738-2956
James |. Okimo'to . . . Acting Director
January 27, 1989

Ms. Julie Cook

County of Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attention: Impact Analysis Section
Dear Ms. Cook:

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION
PROJECT 88573

The above named document has been reviewed by our
Department. Our main concern focuses on any potential

ngRiyw yifusk inpactgrcreated by the proposed landfill.

A study is underway on the Whitney Canyon OHV Park,
which is studying off-highway vehicle use of the adjacent
property and an alternative means of access to the National
Forest area. We consider this a potential compatible use
with the proposed landfill.

One possible access to the National Forest is the existing
road along the northeast boundary of the property
proposed for the landfill. Also, an equestrian staging
area and trail that was part of the Whitney Canyon OHV
Park has been proposed to the developer but not
developed. The developers have indicated their
willingness to work with Parks and Recreation to implement
that facility, which may also have an impact related to this
project. In addition, there may be visual impacts on the
Rim of the Valley Trail from this project.

The Department appreciates the oﬁportunity to review this
project. . If you have any questions about these comments,
please contact me at (213) 738-2964.

Sincerely,

Wendy Murphy
Park Planning Assistant

tls/jan89

¢

. (‘\



DATE: .Jmeky as, /1789 ~
L.A. County Parks & Recs.
433 S. Vermont Av., 4th Pl.
T0: County of Los Angeles FROM: Los Angeles, CA 90010
Department of Regional Planning ATTN: Jim Park
320 West Terple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012 ' ' ’
Attention: Impact Analysis Section
JULIE COOK
SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION
rraecT_ 88533
The above-mentioned project qualifies for/requires the following type of
' environmental document:

E Negative Declaration

é‘ 7  Negative Declaration with the following changes
to the project:

5'7 Environmental Impact Report (EIR) addressing our specific concerns.
Our agency feels that there is substantial evidence that the project
may have 2 significant effect on the environment (after considering
appropriate mitigation measures). The scope and content of the
environmental information required for full evaluation in an
evaluation in an EIR is as follows:

Ag amc/%/b@

The contact person for our is: Umdu )%u/rﬁ,‘.q '
telephone mumber: - - . 4 I 7
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/ STATE OF CALFORNIA—SUSINESS AND TRANSPORTATIUN AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 7, 120 $SO. SPRING ST. | rpempeees
108 ANGELES, CA 90012 LI LG |
10D (213) 620-3350

Mt NG e [t
(213) 620-2376

. -, e es -

el Vi cmeel
-

October 18, 1989 RERiC L pfs s

NOP - DEIR

Project No. 88573

Los Angeles County
Old San Fernando Road
and Hwy 14

Waste Landfill

vic. LA-14-R27.05
SCH No. 89010017

Ms. Julie Cook

Los Angeles County Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Cook:

Thank you for including the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) in the environmental review process (‘
for the above-referenced project. Items which should be
covered for the project include, but are not limited to:

A. Myip géneratien/distribution including the method used tof
develop ths percentages and assignment.,

B. WPYF AN WP Deak-our volumes for.hati-EheAxist
and future conditions. This should also inciud¥ 't

Rout@ 1¢ (Antelopé Valley) Freeway and its {nterchange
with San Fernando Road. , ‘

C. .Ap analysis-oe-future conditions which include. project »
traftic.and -the cumulative traffic generatad fég"i Iy
ats in . the ares.,p
D. Any mitigation proposed should be fully discussed in the
docunent. These discussions should include, but not be
limited to, the following: - :

financing

scheduling considerations
implementation responsibilities
monitoring '

. % %%



Ms. Julie Cook
Page 2
October 18, 1989

We look forward to reviewing the DEIR. We expect to receive
a copy from the State Clearinghouse. However, to expedite
the review process, you may send two copies in advance to the
undersigned at the following address:

Gary McSweeney

District 7 IGR/CEQA Coordinator
Transportation Planning & Analysis Branch
120 So. Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. If you have any
questions regarding these comments, contact me at (213) 620-
2376.

Sincerely,
Y E
IGR/ cerdin
Tran ation Plafining & Analysis Branch

cc: State Clearinghouse



’ .. ’.'qooo.—...'

MR. GARRETT ASHLEY =t s e d November 2, 1989
State Clearinghouse _. e e e e =

1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 . .. 79 i v -/ 1GR/CEQA
Sacramento, CA 95814 .--- .----= NEG DEC

SL .. o0 -4 mile to Peaceful
N Valley Road
Project #89477
Vic. LA-14-R58.17

bad ]
(X2}

GARY MCSWEENEY - District 7
Project Review Comments

SCH No. 89082306

Caltrans has reviewed the above-referenced document. Based on
the information received we find no apparent impact on the State
transportation system. )

If you have any questions regarding this response, please call me
at (ATSS) 8-640-2376 or (213) 620-2376.

GARY MCSWEENEY

IGR/CEQA Coordinator
Trangportation Planning and
Analysis Branch

cc: -Ms. Julie Cook, County of Los Angeles
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TE OF CALIF
STATE OF CALIFORNIA GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN. Governor

@ CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BORRD— L2 Car =
. L0S ANGELES REGION e
107 SOUTH BROADWAY, SUITE 4027 r F== _n '
LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90012-4596 AL
1213} 6204460 . I 12
February 3, 1989 File : 700.306

Julie Cook, R.P.A. II

County of Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning
Impact Analysis Section

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

NOTICE OF CONSULTATION OF A DRAFT EIR TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE A
MUNICIPAL/NONHAZARDOUS WASTE LANDFILL AND APPORTENANT SUPPORT
PACILITIES AT THE INTERSECTION OF OLD SAN PERNANDO ROAD AND HIGHWAY
14, PROJECT NO. 88573: PLACERITA CANYON

We have reviewed the subject document regarding the proposed
project, and have the following comments:
Based on the information provided, we recommend the following:

D We have no further comments at this time.

D/“l‘he proposed project should address the attached
comments.

O Negative Declaration. See attached comments.
D lutiqated Negative Declaration. See attached comments.

@/zm. See attached information on scope and content.

In addition to the attached comments, the Draft EIR must discuss
and contain mitigation measures that will prevent potential water
quality impacts from occurring in the major streambeds located
adjacent to (i.e., Placerita Creek) and on the project site. The

' existing beneficial uses of these streambeds must also be protacted
from any potential water quality impacts resulting from the
proposed project. S



JULIE COOK/PROJECT NO. 88573
Page 2 of 6

The Draft EIR must contain a geologic assessment ©of the site
including depth to bedrock, type of bedrock (fractured,
impermeable, etc.), type and depth of soil (including structure and
permeability), depth to ground water, and annual precipitation.
The location and age of all known faults within the area must also
be included in the Draft EIR.

Thank you for this opportunity to review your document. If you have
any questions, please contact Arthur Heath at (213) 620-5433.

ANNE SAFFELL .
Environmental Specialist IV

cc: Mr. Keith Lee, State Clearinghouse
Attachment(s): EIR, ST, SE

/“""y‘



JULIE COOK/PROJECT NO. 88573

Page 3 of 6

1. The Draft EIR must include the following:

o,
1o

Draft EIR
(09/09/88)

Description of the proposed project.

Description of the present environmental setting
of the project site.

An estimate of the quantities of wastewaters to be
contributed to the sanitary sewer system and.the
treatment plant that will serve the proposed

- development. The DEIR must demonstrate that the

sanitary sewer system will have adequate capacity
to collect, transport, treat and dispose of the
additional flow in a satisfactory manner.

An analysis of the cumulative flows generated by
all proposed, pending and approved projects within
the service area of the designated treatment plant.
If expansion of the treatment plant facilities will
be required to meet projected wastewater demand, the
DEIR must demonstrate that additional capacity will
be available prior to new connections for proposed
development.

uvantity, quality, and location |
than to the sanitary sewer
cts of these discharges on

groundwater and receiving - qugls must be
discussed. , f oo ad :



JULIE COOK/PROJECT NO. 88573

Page 4 of 6

1. Septic Tank Concerns:

The Regional Board generally opposes the use of septic tanks
unless other reasonable options are not available or viable.
In the absence of a sewer system, we support the formation of
a public on-site wastewater management entity to operate and
maintain the septic systems. Purthermore, septic systems must
conform to all applicable rules and regulations of the local
health department.

©/,

R

A\

J R

Septic Tanks
(09/09/88)

The project is located in an area known to have
septic tank limitations. These limitations (slope,
depth to ground water, percolation rate and a
mandatory 100% replacement area for the leaching
system) should be considered when demonstrating that
private sewage disposal systems can be installed and
operated properly on each lot. These limitations
should be in conformance with all applicable rules
and regulations of the local health department.

Septic tanks must have adequate lot size, and must
be installed and operated properly.

Identify the type(s) of waste(s) to be discharged.
Specify thp quantity of waste(s) to be discharged.

The installation and operation of septic tanks for
the proposed project would be subject to Waste
Discharge Requirements issued by the Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control Board. A permit
application should be submitted to this office at
least 120 days prior to the projected opening of
this facility.



JULIE COOK/PROJECT NO. 88573
Page 5 of 6

1.

Septic Tank Concerns (cont.):

o ..

o,

Septic Tanks
(09/09/88)

The

project is located in an area known to have

severe septic tank limitations. Therefore, a report
of septic tank plans which addresses the following
concerns must be submitted to this Regional Board
before your planning agency grants approval for
constructions

1.

The number and location of current and proposed
water supply wells in the vicinity of the
project.

The existing ground water quality and depth to
ground water.

A geologic assessment of the site including
depth to bedrock, type of bedrock (fractured,
impermeable, etc.), type and depth of soil,
and the results of percolation tests run on
each lot.

The quantity of sewage expected to be generated
by the project. ,

The impact of the completed project on the
quality of the ground water in the area, both
individually and considering the cumulative
effects of present and proposed projects in the
vicinity.

The provisions which will be made to connect
the project to a possible future community
sewer system.

If this is an area where rapid development is
expected to occur, we recommend that dry sewers be
installed so that connections can easily be made to
a community sewer system when it becomes available.



JULIE COOK/PROJECT NO. 88573
Page 6 of 6

1. Soil Erosion Concerns:

[E}(/a. Every precaution should be taken to prevent water
quality impacts resulting from soil erosion and
increased surface runoff, especially during grading
and construction activities.

« Adequate storm drainage facilities should be made
available to minimize soil erosion.

A

--..’“‘ﬂ“?‘" eV eew ew wEe e ———— —
%sgiiténéliyimpermeggzé surfaces, which could

increase the volume and intensity of storm water
runoff and accelerate soil erosion. Thevefare,
ide mitigatiop neqsures that will
quality. impacts. surrounding the

Soil Erosion
(09/09/88)



COUNTY OF 1OS ANGELES ® DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES

313 NORTH FIGUEROA STREET @ LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90012 @ (213)974-

Refer reply.2o: 2615 S. Grand Ave. Ra. 430
- Los Angeles, Ca 90007
(213) 764-3251

January 23, 1989

Frank Kuo, AICP

Impact Analysis Section
Department of Regional Planning
320 Uest Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Mr. Kuo:

RE: NROTICE OF CONSULTATION - PROJECT NO. 88573

This Department has revieved the environmental information submitted with the
notice of consultation regarding the conditional use permit for the construction
and operation of sunicipal/non-hazardous vaste landfill and appurtenant support
facilities at the intersection of Old San Fernando Road and Highway 14.

We believe that the project requires the preparation of an environmental impact
report and the scope and content of the EIR should include:

- A cowplive” discussion of ' landfill. gas collection and migratipn
control . mystss, including method for collection, — LYVNEMYhCE™ and

- - A complete description of the geology of the site with particular

emphasis on ncfal ‘acgive’ faults. gCurrent regulation (Title 23
California of Regulations, Chapter 3, Subchapter 15) prohibits

the location of nev non-hazardous vaste landfills on known folocer
. 3 This description must also address the impact on gro
vater in the area. .

- A complete description of liner and leachate collection and recovery

systom to be provided in the landfill.
- A completo discussion of the possibility of accepting sewvage sludge
for disposal. . .
- . A.cmlou description of total design capacity of the facility and
: how the total capacity will be utilized (phased, step-wvise or all-
at-once).
- The source and availability of cover meterial.

1 o
- - The number and types of equipment to be used {n landfill operations.



This will include standby equipment also.

h_ et ,_ - _ - ,“t.h‘ Pro
the, h project upon Seing Loy
Chiqulu Casyom landfills. ¢

- A discussion of any ppepédivg er: TeAOUICS . FECOVery. activitieg that
vill be part of the routine daily #perhitich of the landﬁ.ll."

ect’ s benefits and,

- Canyon - and

- A discussion of plans for closure and post-closure maintenance of
the facility as well as source(s) of funding for those activities.
Preliminary closure and post-closure plans are required to be
subaitted with the application for the facility permit.

- A discussion of the source of potable wvater and the disposal of
sevage on the proposed §ite. ‘

> il thil secvices: of -aa indepgndgns gnginssxing oz ™
consulting,.ﬁtl to MM ASess . the- sctivitiss - invelving migttif;

: . ‘§&8 control systeme - ete.; te assure they
‘age comp gd and-requiced. ./

This Department (LEA) will prepare and issue the State Solid Waste Facilities
Permit. The applicant/operator must complete environmental review, land use
approval, obtain Waste Discharge Requirements from the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board, receive Finding of Conformance with the Los Angeles County
Solid Waste Management Plan and submit an application to LEA for operating
permit. This application must include an acceptable Report of Disposal Site
Infomcion and Engineering chott

¥

1£ you have any questions or wish additional information, please contact Chuck *
JGotfeae SETIENE G NSS40 Vaste Management Progras at 213-744-3261.¢

Very truly yours,

febbt

Jack Petralia, Director
Bureau of Environmental Protection

JP:
vp:eir-88573

<



L.A. COUNTY

pe Jan 11 NG 30
DEPARTMENT OF

REGIONAL PLANHING
P 4Za. County Health sves.
313 N. Figueord 536002
B0 O ot nasions FROM:  LO% Mg““\'t %ﬁmez-ﬂoiae
Department of Regicnal Planning ATTN: Fran

320 West Terple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Attention: Impact Analysis Section

JULIE COOK

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

PROJECT

The above-mentioned project qualifies for/requires the following type of
environmental document:

y—
—

Negative Declaration

Negative Declaration with the following changes
to the project:

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) addressing our specific concerns.
Our agency.feels that there is substantial evidence that the project
may have a significant effect on the environment (after considering
appropriate mitigation measures). The scope and content of the
environmental information required for full evaluation in an
evaluation in an EIR is as follows:

2

— S . c——

-

The contact person for our agency is: DR. FRANK GoOMER '
telephone number: 974 - 784] . .




5.2 Environmental Safety -

SETTING/IMPACTS:

Y~ N '
a. E/D Are any hazardous materials used, produced, or
stored on-site?

b. [J [ Are any hazardous wastes stored on-site?

c. Z O Ace any pressurized tanks to be used on-site?

d. D G/An any residentiai units, schools, or hospitals
located within 500 feet? "

e. X I other factors? _HA2ARDQOYS MATTRIAL

MITIGATION MEASURES:
LONSULTATICN) WITH C(OUNTY HEA:TH T T°T

CONCLUSION:

Considering the above information, could the project have a
significant inpaEYn public safety?

Yes O we



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

0, g
. LTI

FIRE DEPARTMENT
1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES. FOR| 90083

I E) Ty > 3
A 3
P. MICHAEL FREEMAN F=
FIRE CHIEF —= 2
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN T
October 5, 1989 w0
-3

Julie Cook, RPA IT
ofhgimal?laxm.rg

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, A 90012

Dear Ms. Cook:

;
i
?
]
:
]

2.

oaktxumpwithadzu\.oramm«yfmloatd
and identified on the map by mumber (Sec. 4-22.56.2090, par.

3.

4. mmmmmmmmadm%m
oaktruoramyedoaktru's Species, size, condition, and

Proposed dispogition (Sec. 4-22.56.2090, Par. Fb, c, 4q, ¢ 1).

Very truly yoaurs,
P. MICHAEL, FREBMAN
BY ~Cese
JOSEPH FERRARA
HEAD DEFUTY FORESTER
FORESTRY DIVISION
. J¥:1lc SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:
weans SRADSURY DUARTE LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE MAYWOOD ROLLING w4
L CARSON GLENDORA LAXEWOO0D NORWALK : ROLLING m&: ESTATES
‘ CERMITOS HMAWAKAN GARDENS LA MIRADA PALMDALE ROSEMEAD
L LT ™ CLAAEMONT MDOEN MILLS LANCASTER PALOS VERDES ESTATES Ssan Oimag
COMMEnRCE MUNTING TON PaARK LA PUENTE PARAMOINT Cas®s o

Owen CUOAMY e ray

ANy



STATE OF ‘!‘! RESOURCES ANﬂ GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FiISH AND GAME ... CoLiil
330 Golden Shore, Suite 50 _ e vt , o
Long Beach, CA 90802 RN N | ER D &
(213) 590-5113 B - 4

January 13, 1989 RPN B

Frank Kuo, AICP

Impact Analysis Section
Department of Regional Planning
County of Los Angeles

320 W. Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Kuo:

We have reviewed the Notice of Consultation for Project No.-88573.
To enable our staff to adequately review and comment on this
project, we recommend the following information be included in the
Draft EIR:

1) A complete assessment of flora and fauna within the project
area. Partiéilsad éaphasis: sbould be placed ngou identifyingy
endangered, threatened, aad locally unique s 11 92)

umt. inpasts_ expecteds

do2 ;
to adversely a ological resources _within-and adjacent td

th¥ projec znte; 1&!&&&3" measurssipropogédito: offaet sueh ,
impacts; and 4] sssessment of growth-inducement -factors # : '
potentially af! ing: a;n:al opou space’ énd.btdtoaxcat‘reoource,
s&.. ~ .4.-.».,.”.; -

habitat for. aqgislpuildlite and. 1nélude- Tandscape programs; wish
native trett*iggdghxubc - to provide habxtat for-wildlife. ¢

Diversion or obstruction or changes in the bed, channel, or bank
of any river, stream, or lake will require notification to the
Department of Fish and Game as called for in the Fish and Game
Code. This notification (with fee) and the subsequent agreement
must be completed prior to initiating any such changes.
Notification should be made after the project is approved by the
lead agency.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this
project. If you have any questions, please contact Jack L.
Spruill of our Environmental Services staff at (213) 590-5137.

Sincerely,

e ooz

Regional Manager
Region S5

cc: Office of Planning & Research



| W
‘ GEORGE DEURMENAN,
' DEPARTMENT OF FOO .
L’ - 1220 N Stroeel AND AGRICULTURE
Sacramento, CA 95814 %
.‘ '«

November 1, 1989

Julie Cook _

Los Angeles County Regional Planning
320 West Tenmple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Ms. Cook, .

Thank you for the cpportunity to comment on the forthcoming Dratt
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Project No. 88573, (SCH#
89010017).

The California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) has no
comment at this time but would appreciate the opportunity to review
the completed DEIR.

The lead agency should also lolicxt coments from concerned local
agencies such as the

s%oncr's- otfice t.h !tg
Soil Conservatien:- Service. off ce, . eaus
. rederation ottigt, for potential projcct inpactd.

The. CDFA supports the right of local agencies to develop and
implement land-use policy in its area of influence, but also wants
to assure that agricultural 1land is not prematurely and
irreversibly lost due to development which is not accurately
assessed for environmental impact.

Sincerely,

Do Wbt

. Donna Mclntosh
Graduate Student Assistant
Agricultural Ruources Branch
(916) 322-5227

cc: Garrett Ashely
Los Angeles County Agricultural Commissioner
California Association of Resource Conservation Districts



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

FISH AND WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT FIELD STATION
Federal Building, 24000 Avila Road
Laguna Niguel, California. 92656

In Reply Refer To:
FWS/FWEFS

November 14, 1989

Ms. Julie Cook

Impact Analysis Section

County of Los Angeles N
Department of Regional Planning

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Ms. Cook:

This letter addresses the Notice of Preparation (Notice) of an
Environmental Impact Report (Report) for the Elsmere Canyon
Landfill, Project No. 88573, Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County.
California. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has
reviewed the Notice and provides the following comments.

The primary concern of the Service is the protection of public
fish and wildlife resources and their habitats. Our mandates
require that we provide comments on any public notice issued for
a Federal permit or license affecting the nation's waters, in
particular, Corps permits pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act and Section 10 of the River and Harbor Act of 1899..
The Service is also responsible for administering certain

. portions of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended.
Section 7 of the Act requires Federal agencies to consult with
the Service should they determine that their actions may affect
-any listed threatened or endangered species. Section 9 of the
Act prohibits the "taking” of any Federally listed endangered or
threatened animal species. Taking includes harm which may
include destruction of necessary habitat or disruption of nesting
behavior.

Generally, the Service will require for analysis the following
information:

1. A description of the proposed project, including all feasible
alternatives. This alternative analysis is important to the
Service's evaluation of the project as feasible alternatives
often have less impacts to biological resources.

2. épecitic acreages and detailed descriptions of the amount and
types of habitats that may be affected by the proposed project.



Ms. Julie Cook . : 2

Of particular concern will be the number of wetland and riparian
acres on-site and downstream of the proposed project to be
impacted. This number should be verified by the Corps and/or the
Environmental Protection Agency. Maps and tables should be
included in the draft Report to assist in evaluation of project-
related impacts.

3. Quantitative and qualitative information concerning fish and
wildlife resources associated with each habitat type.

4. A list of federal candidate, proposed or listed threatened or
endangered species, state-listed species, and locally declining
or sensitive species that are found at or near the project site.
A detailed discussion of these species, focusing on their site-
related distribution and abundance and the anticipated impacts of
the project on these species should also be included.

S. An assessment of biological impacts, including direct,
indirect and cumulative impacts. All aspects of the project,
should be included in this assessment.

6. Specific mitigation plans to offset project-related impacts,
including cumulative impacts of direct and indirect habitat
losses. If necessary, adverse project-related impacts should be
mitigated through the re-creation and/or revegetation of impacted
habitat types. The objective of the mitigation plan should be to
offset the qualitative and quantitative project induced loss of
wildlife habitat values. Avoidance of the impacts through
project modification is considered mitigation.

7. Identification of construction methods to be employed to
prevent soil erosion, along with specific erosion and
sedimentation control plans to be carried out throughout the life
of the project. :

8. A discussion concerning proposed open space and the
continuation of that open space to existing and/or proposed
adjacent open space to provide maximum wildlife use of the
project site. -

We look forward to reviewing your draft Environmental Impact
Report. Should you have any additional questions, please contact
ahny stwfl o (714) 643-4278+ -

Sincerely,

ook Wy

_— Brooks Harper '
Acting Field Supervisor
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DATE: January 29, 1989

70: County of Los Angeles FROM: m@ L.A. DISTRICT,

Department of Regional Planning 1 1atory . v

320 West Temple Street P.O. Box 2711

Los Angeles, California 90012 Los Angeles, CA 90053

. ATIN: Liz Varnhagen )
Attention: Impact Analysis Section Environmental Engineer
<. COOK
SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION
PROJECT

The above-mentioned project qualifies for/requires the following type of
environmental document:

L'_'_7 Negative Declaration

/7 Negative Declaration with the following changes
to the project:

/ 2 7 Environmental Impact Report (EIR) addressing our specific concerns.
Our agency feels that there is substantial evidence that the project
may have a significant effect on the environment (after considering
appropriate mitigation measures). The scope and content of the
environmental information required for full evaluation in an
evaluation in an EIR is as follows: .

The- apnlicant will need to consult wiMMWuin
a Section 404 permit for fill placed in any streambed found on the property.

Early consultation is advised to evaluate project alternatives and propose

adequate mitigation for any unavoidable adverse impacts sio thsds-arsas.

The contact person for our agency, is: .fiz Varnhaoeh '
telephone number:__ (213 894-56064 .




February 1, 1988

T0:

N. C. Datwyler

Planning Division /I/
FROM: Kenneth R. Kvammen

Waste Management Division ( A(Ca /I/é/lc WO’kﬁ)
NOTICE OF CONSULTATION

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION - INITIAL STUDY
PROJECT NO. 88573 - ELSMERE CANYON LANDFILL

The subject report dated January 11, 1989, was transmitted to . this office
directly by the County Regional Planning Department (RPD). We have reviewed the
subject report fin reference to our area of responsibility and offer the
following comments:

1.

2.

3.

4.

The County of Los Angeles {is 1n the midst of a solid waste crisis.
According to current estimates, Los Angeles County generates approximately
50,000 tpd of solid waste. Recent studies {indicate that even with the
implementation of recycliing, composting, and other resource recovery
options, a large amount of waste will still need to be disposed of at
landfilis. If no landfills are sited or expanded, the County will exhaust
the disposal capacity of its existing landfills by mid 1993, and a landfill
capacity shortage will occur by 1991. As such, the proposal will address
the need for additional capacity.

The proposed facility is one of the six best landfill sites {dentified in
the report entitled "Solid Waste Management Status and Disposal Options in ,
Los Angeles County", dated February 1988. At this time, a Programmed'’
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) is under preparation for the sites. AJ"
such, the appliicant should contact this office to ensure data consistency of
the project's EIR and PEIR.

The proposed project will require a Finding of Conformance with the
Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Plan (CoSWMP). '

The proponent should address provisions for the handling of hazardous
wastes. While 1t s the intent of the facility to process only
municipal/non-hazardous wastes, procedures for the identification, handling
and disposal of hazardous wastes should be addressed. A load checking
program 1s a condition for the issuance of a Finding of Conformance with the -

: CoSWMP,

The proposed project, {if implemented, will generate 1leachate and gas
condensate. The proponent should address 1f they will be collected and
treated on-site and, if so, how. If they are to be treated at an off-site
facility, the proponent should address the need for an on-site storage
capacity.



N. C. Datwyler -2- February 1, 1989

6. Environmental Analysis, General Factors Section S5.1(e)

The proponent needs to address the {ssue of landfill gas migration ‘into
support facilities. Appurtenant support facilities should be protected
against landfill gas migration in accordance with Section 308(c) of the
Los Angeles County Building Code.

7. 'Environmental Analysis, Environmental Safety Section 5.2(e)
If the proposed project will result in the installation of underground tanks
for the storage of hazardous materials or the discharge of industrial waste
to the sewer system and/or septic tank, this office must be contacted for
1ssuance of the necessary permit(s).

Also attached is the evaluation sheet to be returned to Ms. Julie Cook of the
RPD on the project.

MA:kt(ts3)/NOTICE
Attach.



DATE: PFebruary 2, 1989

70: County of no: Ang:lul FROM: ?M womea .
Department of Regional Planni
320 West Temple Street ™ Waslt mm . bw .

Los Angeles, California 90012
Attention: Impact Analysis Section

JULIE COOK

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL ATION
PROJECT

The above-mentioned project qualifies fo::/requires the following type of
environmental document:

C7 Negative Declaration

{7 Negative Declaration with the following changes
to the project:

Z ! 75 Environmental Impact Report (EIR) addressing our specific concerns.
Our agency feels that there is substantial evidence thet the project
may have a significant effect on the environment (after considering
appropriete mitigation measures). The scope and content of the
environmental information required for full evaluation in an
eveluation in an EIR is as fclloe:

(See attachment)

The contact person for our agency is:’¥){ Michael Mohajer )

telephone mumber:. (818) 458-3561 ( — .




1020 NINTH STREET, SUTTE 300
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNW 95814

Ms. Julie Cook

Impact Analysis Section
Department of Regional Planning
County of Los Angeles

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA' 90012

Bubject: Notice of Preparation (NOP), Project No. 88573
Proposed Elsmere Canyon Landfill

Dear Ms. Cook:

In your Notice of Preparation you had requested that this Board
provide input in terms of environmental impacts that could be
created by the project (a new landfill) and the scope and content
of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

All comments concerning the appropriate environmental document
and potential impacts and mitigation measures of the project that
were included in the attached March 3, 1989 letter previously
sent to your office are still relevant. That letter with a
Disposal EIR Checklist is attached for your information.

Sincerely,

orge H. Larson, Manager
ource Conservation and
Local Planning Divisions

Enclosure
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; ’ STATE OF CALFORMNIA t GEORGE DEURMENIAN, Governer
! CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD e g
! 1020 NINTH STREET, SUITE 300 mee STUTITY
SACRAMENTO, CALFORNIA 93814 .
MAR 031989 P

Ms. Julie Cook

Impact Analysis Section
Department of Regional Planning
County of Los Angeles

320 West Temple Street.

Los Angeles. CA 90012

Subject: Notice of Consultation, Project No. 88573 (Proposed
Elsmere Canyon Landfill

Dear Ms. Cook:

In your Notice of Consultation you had requested that this Board

‘ provide input in terms of environmental impacts that could be
created by the project (a new landfill) and the scope and content
of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), if it is required.

California Waste Management Board (CWMB) staff has carefully
reviewed the notice and offers comments in three areas; type of
environmental document, scope and content of environment document
and the CWMB's regulatory authority over the project.

Appropriate Environmental Document

It would appears from the information provided in the Notice and
the attached 1Initial Study that an EIR would be the most
appropriate document for this project.

Scope and Content of EIR

To assist you in the preparation of the EIR staff has enclosed the
following:

1. - A "Disposal EIR Checklist

@ ™o tables, one identifying potential enviromnmental impacts

which could be caused by the establishment and operation of

‘ various solid waste facilities, and another that describes
mitigation measures for each impact.

3. A copy of the CWMB's Minimum Standards for Solid.Waste
Handling and Disposal



sout the information provided, please
MB's Local Planning Division at ¢
'ill be the Board's contact person for

Sincerely,

iéfzim )7{/ ﬁ?ﬁ}\

H./Larsgn, Manager
rce Conservation and Local Planning Divisions

Enclosures

cc: Keith Lee
State Clearinghouse
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COWMB Regulatory Responsibilities

Information on both CWMB and local requirements that must be met
before the landfill can be established is provided below.

CWMB Actions

1.

2.

Determination of Conformance (Government Code
gsection 66784) ‘

Before the landfill can be established (this includes
construction), the CWMB must determine whether or not the
proposed landfill conforms to the County Solid Waste
Management Plan.

Solid wWaste Facilities Permit (Government Code
section 66796.41)

Prior to the commencement of landfill operations at the
site, the CWMB must concur in a Solid Waste Facilities
Permit prepared by the Local Enforcement Agency.

Local Actions

’ 1.

2.

Finding of consistency with the General Plan (Government
Code section 66796.41)

Before the CWMB can concur in a Solid Waste Facilities
Permit, the local government, in whose jurisdiction the
facility 1is 1located, must make a finding that the
proposed facility is consistent with General Plan.,

Before this finding can be made, two conditions néed to
be met:

a. the facility must be désignated in the General Plan,
and

b. the adjacent land uses must be compatible with the
site

Distance Finding (Government Code section 66784.2)

This action requires that the local government, in whose
jurisdiction the proposed landfill is to be located,
makes a finding that the distance from the landfill to
the nearest residential structures is sufficient to
ensure compliance with the CWMB's State Minimum Standards
prior to its establishment. -



II.

DRISPOSAL SITE EIR CHECKLIST

GENERAL BACKGROUND INFORHATION

I.

Project Location

Need tof the Project

Area Served

Population Served

Population Projections

Bxisting'racilitics

Conformance to County Solid Waste Management Plan

Regional Map

Designation in General Pian

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A.

Site Description

1.
2.
3.

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.

Topographic map shdwing site location
Size of the site (acres)

Site layout map (showing areas to be filled, sequence of
£illing, and property boundaries) .

Total capacity of the site

Average quantity of waste to be received daily
zxpecicd site life (Years)

Current land use

Current zoning

All land use within 1000 feet of site boundaries -See
Gov't Code Section 66784.2

Oowner/operator of the Landfill
Classification of site (Class I, II, III etc.)



12.

13.
14.
1S.
16.

Classification of wastes to be received (Group 2, 3,
etc.)

Ultimate end use of site
Maximum height of fill
Public and/or private use

Permits required by local and state agencies to implement
the project - in sequence

Operations Description

1.

6.
7.
8.

10.
11.

Compliance with CWMB standards for handling and disposal
(Title 14 CCR)

Method of disposal (area/trench/canyon)

a) Construction of cells - height of cells, compaction
Depth of excavation

Maximum height of completed f£ill

COvef types - daily, intermediate

a) Frequency of cover

b) Thickness of cover

¢) ' Suitability of cover material

d) Volume of cover material needed for the entire
project

e) Source and supply of cover - to end of site life
Anticipated waste compaction (1bs./cu. yd.)
Number & Job Titles of employees

Equipment - e.g. compactor, water truck, scraper, track
dozer .

Hours/days of operation - days/weeks of operation per
year

Fire control provisions - on-site: nearest fire dept.

Vector control provisions - flies, rodents, birds,
mosquitoes e .



la2.

13.

Al‘.
1S.
16.
17.
18.

19.
20;

21.
22.

Litter control provisions - fences, litter pick-up
schedule

Traffic

‘a) Access routes

bf Present loading - project induced load

c) On-site roads

Scales - number, weight limits, computerized recording
Odor control provisions

Dust control provisions

Record keeping

Erosion controls for wind, vehicular, run-on, run-off -
e.g. berms, conduits, levees

Sedimentation controls - e.g. silt collection ponds '

Landfill gas monitoring and quality assurance/quality
control systenms

Groundwater/Vadose zone monitoring sytems

Leachate controls

- a) ‘Liner (if applicable)

1. Permeability of liner (cm/sec)

2. Sensitivity of 1line to acidic or caustic
-+ compounds '

3. Quality Assurance/Quality Control -
: installation

b) Compaction of underlying soils

1. Permeability achieved ati:er compaction (cm/sec)

- e) Collection systenm

1. Maxinum gpm or gpd the system can handle:
‘pumping, storage, disposal (

| d) Recirculation

e) Inpermeable barffers



23.

24.

25.

26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.

1. Permeability of barrier (cm/sec)
Leachate monitoring system

gcscripticn of storage or disposal areas for bulky
tems

Provisions for special wastes handled (e.q.,
liquids, sludge, etc.)

Resource recovery provisions - salvaging
Fencing and provisions for site security

Police protection

. Drainage facilities and surface water routing

Flood protection facilities
Site improvements

a) Water '

b) Bathroom and Shower

c) Telephone

d) Electricity and Gas

e) Sewage disposal system - septic, sewer

Closure Procedures

1.

Final cover

a) Thickness

b) - Pernoabiliﬁy (cm/sec)
c) . Grading

Revegetation

Responsibility for maintenance

Responsibility for monitoring

Length of maintenance -

Closure/Post-closure maintenance fund



Lo,

III. EXISTING ENVIRONMENT

A.

c.

Climate

1.

2.

Alr
1.
2.

4.

Average precipitation

a) Seasonal

b) Annual

Seasonal temperaute range
Wind |

a) Direction - seasonal
b) Velocity - seasonal
Evaporation rate

a) Seasonal

b) Annual

Baseline air quality data
Existing vehicular emissions
a) Landfill equipment

b) Refuse vehicles
Projected vehicular emissions
a) Landfill equipment

b) Refuse vchiélbs

zvapérativc emissions (from wastes disposed at site)

Surface Water

» ¥
2.

3.
4.
S.

Existing surface waters (streams, rivers, etc.)
Drainage courses

Average seasonal flows

Greatest anticipated 24 hour or 6 day.rainfall amount

Beneficial uses of waters - portable, agricultural,
recreational



D.

7.

Water quality analysis - physical, organic, inorganic
analyses

Watershed characteristics - sources, outflows

Subsurface Water

1. Existing subsurface water (aquifer, aquiclude, etc.)
2. Water quality analysis (from site specific tests)
3. Beneficial uses of waters
4. Location of private & public wells within 1 mile of site
S. Mininum depth of groundwater (from site specific tests) -
seasonal
Geology
1. Description of subsurtace strata (in place)
a) Unified Soil Classification (CH, OH, etc.)
b) Percent passing #200 sieve-
¢) Liquid limit
d) Plasticity index
e) Underlying geologic formation - e.g. igneous,
metamorphic, sedimentary
2. Permeability of soil (trom field sanples and not textbook
figures)
3. Seismicity
a) - Faults underlying the site
b) Estimate of seismic risk at the site (distance to
nearest fault, maximum projected earthquake of the
fault, etc.)
c) Distance to nearest fault system
4. Boring logs (including boring locations)
s. Mineral deposits



J.

Land

1. Descriptions of the site surface

2. Visibility from surrounding area

3. Maximum slopes on the site

4. Slope stability (recommended allowable cut)

Flora

1. Description of site flora:

3. Relation between vegetation and slope stability and

- 2. Vegetation which will require permanent removal

erodability

4. Rare and endaqgered flora

Fauna

1. Description of site fauna

2. Resident population of rodents and other vectors

Noise

1. Background noise levels at and adjacent to the site

3. Rare and endangered fauna

2. Location of noise receptors

3. Noise levels generated by landfill operation - peak and
8-hour maximum dB exposures in relation to OSHA

regulations

. Social

1. Gtowﬁh inducenment

2. lLand use compatibility

a)
b)
c)

d)

Zoning

' General plan compatibility

Regional plan compatibility

Adjacent land use



Iv.

3. Aesthetics

a) Viewshed impact
Historic
1. Archaeological sites

2. Historical sites

IMPACTS, MITIGATIONS, AND IRREVERSIBLE IMPACTS

A. Climate

B. Air

c. Surface Water

D. Subsurtacé Water

E. Geology

F. Land
G. Flora
H. Fauna

I. Noise

J. Social

K. Historic

L. Human Health & Safety

ALTERNATIVES

A. tions reviewed (not an in depth analysis but

a gpncr.; dosctiptian)r
B. Transfcr station for waste transport to another landfill
c. Resourcc recovery and/or processing, and disposal of residual
. wastes
D. Other altcrngtivcs
E. No project

Larger & smaller project



-

VI.

VII.

SUMMARY 4

A. Brief summary of project and existing environment

B. Identification (by use of matrix, outline, table, etc.) of
all projects impacts and their respective mitigation measures

ORGANIZATION AND PEOPLE CONSULTED

A. Public meetings

B. Public response to the local project

c. Persons contributing to the report and their qualifications

D. Persons cop.ulted



TABLE II-2
MITIGATION MEASURES FOR
PROBLEMS WITH SOLID WASTE FACILITIES

—TYPE oF FACILITY
NASTE-T0-
ENFRGY .TRANSF!R COMPOSTING
MITIGATION MEASURES LANDFILL FACILITY STATION FACILITY

Seisaic Safety

8. Reinforce Facility
Structures X X ) X

b. Avoid Placing Disposal
Sites in Steep
Valleys and Over
Water Basins

€. Avoid Placing Facility

Structures Over

»
*
»
E

Active Faults
Personal Injury
a. Install Directional Signs X X X X
b. Install Fencing X X X X
€. Direct Traffic X X X X
d. Separate Loading Areas X X X X
e. Properly Maintain Equipament X X X X
£. 1Install/Use Proper
"Protective Devices X X X X
g. Install Street Lights/
' Night Lighting X X X X
h. Send Public
: Avareness Mailers X X X X
i. Institute a X X X X
- Safety Progras
Litter
a. Use Litter Patrols X X X X
b. Cover Wastes X
C. Install Lii:ter Fences X X
d. Liait Bours of Operation X
. @« Enclose Operations X X
£. Construct Beras X
g. Cover Vehicles X X X
h. Sead Public :
X X X X

Avareness Mailers

10



ACTLTTY —

WASTE-TO- TRANSFER
ENERGY COMPOS
MITIGATION MEASURES LANDFILL FACILITY STATION !‘ACII.Ig‘iNG
Degradation of Air
a. Install Proper Air .
Enission Control ,
. Equipaent : , X
b. Flare Gas Enissions : b 4
c. Install Gas Collection
Systeas.
Gas Emissions
a. Use Imperaeable Covers and
Liners - X
b. 1Install Gas Collection
and Control Systeas X
c. Install Gas
Extraction Systea X
d. Flare Gases X
Dust
a. Wet Down Site end
Vehicle Loads X X X X
b. Install Fans . X X
c. Liait Bours of .
Operetions X X
d. Enclose Grinding :
: Cperations X X
Visual’
a. Contour or Sculp
Landfill Face X
b. Use Natural Barriers X X X
c. Landscape and
. Revsgetete X X X
d.. Construct Beras X X X X
Traffic )
a. Iaprove Access and
Egress Roads X X X
b. Restrict Bours of
Operation b 4 X X X
c. Install Signal Lights
-and Directional _
. Signs X X X X
d. Institute Split
Operations
e. Increase Size of
Receiving Area X X X X

14
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WASTE-TO-
- ENERGY TRANSFER' COMPOSTIN
MITIGATION MEASURES LANDFILL FACILITY STATION PACILITY ¢

Traffic (continued...)

£. Liait Residential Users

to Certain Days X X X X
g. Locate Pacilities Close

to Major Freeways,

Major Arteries x - x X X
h. Locate Away froa
" Residential Areas X X X X

i. Segregate Loading Areas
for Residents and

Coamercial Users , X X X X
Archaeological/Bistorical
Artifacts :
8. Research Literature/ .
Records : X X X X

b. If Unearthed during
Construction, Balt
Construction and
Notify Proper
Authorities X X X X

15



“ENERGY  TRANSFER
- GY T COMPOS
MITIGATION MEASURES LANDFILL FACILITY STATION !nCILI§§NG
Destruction of Flora
a. Revegetate X
b. Transplant X
c. Avoid Operations in
Sensitive Areas X X X
Destruction of Fauna
a. Relocate Rare Animals X X
b. Avoid Operations in
Sensitive Areas X X X
Fire
a. Obtain Pire.
Suppression Equipaent X X X X
b. Cover Wastes Daily X
c. Frequently Aerate anad
' Monitor Teaperatures X
d. Coapact Wastes X
e. Excavate, Spread,
and Extinguish
Wastes
£. Secure Adsquete Water
Supply on or near Site X X X
Odor '
a. Enclose Facility X X X
b. Cover Material X '
c. Coapact Waste X
d. Install Negative
' Ventilation Systea X X X
e. Mask Odors X X X X
£.- Maintain Aerocbic :
: Conditions/Frequently
Aszate X

- - C———



\)

y TYPEOF . JTLTTY

_ WASTE-TO- . :
ENERGY TRANSFER COMP
MITIGATION MEASURES LANDFILL FACILITY STATION ncxgggm
Erosion
a. Install Proper Drainage
Mechanisas X
b. Revegetate X
c. Properly Compact X
d. Properly Design Waste _
Cells and Lifts X
Degradation of Water
a. Pave Ground
b. Install Liners X
c. Provide Proper Drainage b X X
d. Provide Drainege Sumps X X
e. Divert Water froa
Operating Pace b4
. Provide lapermeable
: Cover X
g. Recirculate Leachate X
. h. Purify Contaminated
Water X X
i. Cor -truct Dikes X X
j. Insctall Monitoring
Systea X
k. Cover WNaste Storage and
Processing Areas X X X
1. Correctly Design
Irrigation Equipaent X
a. Avoid Overwatering X

WNindrows

n. Liait Amount of Liquid
Entering Cell or .

: Final Cover . X

0. Treat Leachate and Divert
to Sewer. or Traasport
of£-Site ¢

13



—_TYPE OF .. SILTTY

WASTE-TO- . '
. ENERGY TRANSFER COMP
MITIGATION MBASURES LANDFILL FACILITY STATION ncxggim
Noise
a. Use Land Buffers X X X X
b. Construct Beras or Walls X X b4 X
c. Enclose Operations X X X
d. Limit Hours of
Operations X X X X
e. Ianstall Noise Attenuation
Equipaent on
Machinery X X X X
£. Locate Facility or
Operation Fer
from Residential
Areas X X X X
Vectors
a. Cover Waste X
b. Use Insecticides X X
c. Compact Wastes X
d. PFrequeatly Aerate
Wastas X
e. Frequent Removal of
Wasta X X
£. Shorten Storage Tiae X X X X
g. Enclose Storage
Pacilities
h. Maintain Proper
Processing Tempera-
tures X
i. Avoid Overwatering
Windrows X
j. lastitute a Vector
Control 'Prograa X X X X
Bazardous Materials '
a. Periodically Check X X X X
Loads :
b. Inspect Incoaing Wastes b X X X
c. Require Druas To Be
Punctured and Cut X b X X
d. Immediately Reaove )
Materials . X X X X
e. Institute a ‘Publie
- Awvareness Prograa X X X X

11

¢



TABLE 11-1

’ POTENTIAL PROBLEMS WITH
UNREGULATED SOLID WASTE PACILITIES
“TYPE OF FACILIT™Y —
WASTE-TO-
ENERGY TRANSFER COMPOSTING
_POTENTIAL PROBLEMS LANDFILL PACILITY  STATION FACILITY
Seisaic Hazards X  x X X

Personal Injury

a. Eaployees X X X X
B, Facility Users X X X X
Litter
8. On-Site X X X
b. Routes Leading to '
and froa Facility X X X X
€. Adjacent Property X X X X
‘. Noise |
a. Site Construction
Activity X oX X X
b. Site Equipment
Operation X X X X
c. User Traffic X X X X
Vectors X X X X
Unauthorized Receipt of
Hazardous Materials X X X X
Destruction of Flora p ¢ X X X
Destruction of Fauna X X X X
Fize ' X X X X
Odeor X X X X
Explosion ¢ X X X
Erosion .
a. Soils X
b. Waste X :
' €. Windrows X



TYPE OF FACILITY

. WASTE-T0-
ENERGY TRANSFER . COMPOSTING
POTENTIAL PROBLEMS LANDFILL FACILITY STATION PFACILITY
Degradation of Water
a. Ground Water X X
b. Surface Water. X X X X

Degradation of Air
a. Vehicular PFuel :
Enissions X X - X X
b. Egquipaent Fuel Emissions
1. During Site

Construction X X X
2. During Operations X X X X
c. Landfill Gases :
d. Dust
1. Froa User Vehicle ;
Activity X , X X X
2. Site Equipment Activity
(a) During Site
Construction X X X X
(b) During Operz-
ations X X X x
. 8. Stack Emissions X
Visual
a. Change in Landfora
b. Unsightliness of
Operation or PFacility X X X
c. Aesthetics X X X X
Increased Traffic
a. At Facility X X X X
b. Leading to and froa
Facility X X X X
Loss of Archaeological/
Bistorical Arztifacts X X ' X X



23920 Valencia Bivd. Phone )
’ Suite 300 (80S) 259- 2489 .ﬂ{
; City of Santa Clarita Fax
| - Catifornia 91355 (eos;‘zss-mzs RUIPPRNY
City of June 26, 1990
Santa Clarita
Mr. James Hartl
Director of Planning
Los Angeles County Department of Regioul Planning
320 West Temple Street
Room 1390
_Los Angeles, CA 90012
Subject: Hydrogeologic Considerations for Proposed Elsmere
Canyon Landfill Environmental Study
Dear Mr. Hartl:
w“ Y The City of Santa Clarita, the Upper Santa Clara Water
Committee and the Castaic Lake Water Agency employed a
Cri Boyer. 3rd Croundvater Geologist to prepare a letter report. This report
leyor Pro-Tem delineates those specific hydrogeologic items that should be
20 He addressed to properly -evaluate potential hazards to the local
Cancamember groundvater supply, should a landfill be locatcd at zlnerc
wvmember :
: Since approximately one half of our wvater comes from local
wd “Buck™ McKeon groundvater supply, any degradation of this supply would have a

negative impact on the quality of life of our residents, a

quality vhich ve have all been charged to maintain. We believe

that the EIS being prepared for this project should address all

issues outlined in the enclosed report so that a better

understanding of the impacts of the landfill on our community
" will be gained.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please
contact Mr. John Medina, Director of Public Works, City of
Santa Clarits at (80%5) 255-4970. Any comments or responses,
hovever, should be directed in written form to each of the

ucnciu listed delov.
s:l.nanly
/ "7'4 E ‘ ’%

/ o v
George A. éanulho Robor: ’c. Sageho
~ City Manager General Manager

. . Castaic Lake Water Agency
. Dan Masnada

Chairman
Upper Santa Clara Water Committee

GAC:hj:hds .
cc: Pam Holt

Pralannes
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CONSULTING GROUNDWATER GEOLOGIST
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Mr. John E. Medina, Director of Public Works
City of Santa Clarita

23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300

Santa Clarita, California 91355

Re: Sxonadsitinglinicorsidesaniony. £o
Proposed.EIRx+Elsmere Ganyon Ligd.till

Dear Mr. Medina:

This letter-report has been prepared to delineate speci-
" fic hydrogeologic items that should be considered for the Envi-
ronmental Impact Report (EIR) that is being written by others for
the proposed Elsmere Canyon Landfill. The 1landfill site, as
identified by the landfill proponent (BKK, Inc.), is -reportedly
to be located within the upper portion of Elsmere Canyon in
northern 1os Angeles County (refer to Figure 1 - Location Map -

for the roughly estimated limits of the proposed landfill prop-
erty). :

Among the key items at this time that should be addressed
within the EIR for the proposed landfill are:

1. Geologic Issues

2. Adequate mnmapping of the different geologic formations
should be provided. . '

E. It is expected that original field mapping will be per-
forrmed for the EIR.

c. Validation and verification of geologic conditions cn
published maps should be performed by independent maprinc
for EIR.

é. Identification of the various rock types and formations
in the area should be made.

e. Geologic mapping of thick and continuous sandstone and/crT
conglomerate beds across the landfill site is important.

£. Geologic mapping of thick and areally extensive shale
beds near the landfill is. important.
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g.

Identification of geoclogic data gaps such as additional
types of data needed or where those data gaps may exist
in the region should be provided.

Mitigation measures for any of these geoclogic data gaps
that may exist should be detailed in the EIR.

Provision of a detailed geologic map with the EIR: re-
viewing available aerial photographs for additional input
to interpretations of surficial geology, geologic struc-
ture, and hydrogeclcgy 2re czonsidered impcortant.

Exploration, identification, and method of identification
of any landslides or landslide conditions inside and out-

side the proposed refuse "footprint" should be provided
for and discussed in the EIR.

10gi .

Collecting a sizable number of new geologic attitudes for
bedding and joint systems in all the geologic formations

in and around the landfill property is considered essen-
tial.

Plotting newly obtained attitudes, along with others from

existing maps, on their geologic map in the EIR should be
performed.

Preparation of several detailed geologic cross sections,
showing accurate contacts, bedding and joint attitudes,
faults, property lines, location of proposed refuse, pro-

posed cut areas, etc. is necessary to understand subsur-
face conditions. ' . .

Location of faults in the area, especially where these
faults cross the landfill property and/or the "footprint"
of the proposed refuse placement areas should be pro-
vided. In particular, one such fault needing further
evaluation is the north-trending Whitney fault which pos-
sibly transects the property.

Determination whether any of these faults are active or

potentially active together with the methods for this de-
termination should be included in the EIR.

Identification of geclogic structural data gaps that may -
exist and where such data gaps exist on the property
should be discussed.
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3.

Hvdrogeologic Issues

Field verification of the locations of historic and/or
active water wells in Elsmere Canyon and/or its tribu-
taries, and in Whitney Canyon to the north should be
made; and acquisition of any data for any of these wells
(such as well depth, perforation intervals, water levels,
quality, etc.) should be attempted.

Laboratery testing of water guality and monitoring nen-
pumping water levels in any of the located water wells
should be attempted.

Drilling of soil borings, including collecting soil sanm-
ples, and installaticn of groundwater monitoring wells
are essential for the EIR, together with inclusion of
data obtained from the new wells in the EIR.

Inclusion of all Quality Assurance/Quality Control docu-
mentation (QA/QC) in the EIR for all drilling, sampling,
and testing activities for the monitoring wells.

Identification of areas within and proximal to the land-
£ill where hydrogeologic data gaps exist and determina-

tion of what types of such data still may be lacking
should be discussed.

Providing definitive conclusions in the EIR regarding the

hydrogeologic suitability of the site for a landfill is
essential.

*

Preparation of representative mapé illustrating groundwa-
ter flow directions in the various geologic formations,

and groundwater elevation contour maps should be per-
formed. .

Developnment of ar initial groundwater monitoring plan for
existing water wells, and for any newly drilled onsite
and offsite groundwater monitoring wells shoulé be pro-
vided, including the locations of the wells, the fre-
guency for water level and water -quality monitoring, en-
tities or personnel conducting the monitoring and sam-
pling, what are the laboratory parameters to be tested

for, the laboratory contracted for the work, and their
QA/QC parameters.
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Identification of upgradient and downgradient direc- .
tion(s) of groundwater flow in the various geologic for-

mations on the property, including documentation for

these definitions. An analysis of seasonal variations in

groundwater levels at the site should be provided.

Documentation of any existing groundwater quality precb-
lems currently in the area, including the nature and lo-
cation of these problems is important.

Cempilation of the history of the property and its envi-
rons in terms of prior storage, handling and/or disposal
for hazardous wastes, includ;ng the present state of any

such storage, handling, etc. in the subject canyon or its
environs should be made.

Identification of the locations and types of all prior
oil industry-related activities in the area, including
the locations of any producing or wildcat oil wells in
the area, active/ipactive status, history of drilling
muds cdisposal -operations conducted in the region, etc.
should be made.

Identification of o0il seeps (historic and/or active) and
location of these clearly illustrated on maps: also, the
issue of the possible occurrence of petroliferous beds

‘crossing the property at the surface, cr their future oc-

currence in monitoring wells should be evaluated.

The sampling and testing of any existing oil seeps, and

. parameters analyzed for shoulg be provided for in <the

docunent. .

Locations of historic or active water seeps and springs
on the propcrty or in adjacent canyons snouid be cliearly
identified in the EIR. Potential mnitigation neasures
should be included in the event springs are encountered
during grading within the landfill property and, in par-
ticular, within the refuse "footprint" area.

Sampling and laboratory analysis of the quality and moni-
toring the fiow of any active water seeps oOr springs
should be cdiscussed and the analytical results should be

Frovided in the EIR.

Evidence for other possible areas of high groundwater on
the property (reeds, phreatophytes, etc.), including
viewing air photos from high water level periods used to
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delineate areas of shallow groundwater should be in-
cluded.

Addressing pnative soil and bedrock permeabilities, which
are largely engineering and geotechnical concerns, in re-
gard to hydrogeoclogy since these factors affect the move-
ment of groundwater beneath the site, especially with re-
spect to rate and pessible directions of groundwater flow
(e.g., contaminant migration).

Discussion of the possibility of hydraulic continuity
from the various geologic formations on and near the
landfiil to known water-bearing formations and to sus-

pected water-bearing formations in the region should be
included.

Identification of the occurrence of groundwater in the
various onsite geologic formations in terms of water
table conditions, perched, confined (artesian) or semi-
confined conditions should be made.

Investigation of the possibility of any faults acting as
groundwater barriers or as conduits for groundwater flow,

including methods of determination and location of these
faults should be performed.

Maps showing locations of proximal groundwater basins and
of proximal active and inactive municipal-supply water
wells should be 1ncluded in the EIR.

Characterization of fracture patterns in basement rocks,

potential for preferred direction of flow, and hydraulic
communication between fractures, ' faults, and any known

and/or potentially water-bearing units should be cis-
cussed in the text.

Hvdrologic Issues

Maps illustrating the watersheds of Elsmere Canyon and
its tributaries should be utilized in the report.

Delineation of surface acreage of each watershed, includ-
ing quantification of runoff characteristics for <these

. canyons including pathways of £flows before and during

lancdfill operations.
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Sampling and monitoring of the rates and quality of sur-
face water runoff in Elsmere Canyon and its tributaries,
and in Whitney Canyon to the north should be included.

Preparation of mitigation measures and plans for control-
ling surface water runoff through and/or onto the land-
£fill during site development and site usage should be
thoroughly presented.

Development of a surface water monitering plan for
Elsmere Canyon and its tributaries, and for Whitney
Canyon should be 1ncluded.

The location and posszble effects of the landfill, if
any, on the nearest surface water body and its water
quality should be addressed. :

The impacts of the landfill, if qny} on the Los Angeles
Aqueduct should be evaluated.

The possible impact§, if any, on the San Fernando Valley
Groundwater Basin to.-the south should be evaluated.

General EIR Issues

The geoclogic portion of the EIR should be prepared ancd
signed by a Certified Engineering Geologist.

Preparation and certification of the hydrogeclogic and
hydrologic pcrtion of the EIR by a person who has consié-
erable experience in qroundwater .monitoring plans and in
hydrogeclogic evaluations of landtlll sites.

Providing details in the EIR -on Title 23, Chapter 3 of
the Califcrnia Code cf Regulations, Subcba;:sr 1z,

"Discharges of Waste to land," requirements and on how

the existing site and/or their proposed mitigation mnea-
sures.meets each such requirement.

Preparing maps clearly showing the 1landfill property

boundary and the presently proposed linits for the rc’use
placcment.

Discussion of proposed plans and alternatives for liner
systems, for trench-liner systems, and/or for leachate
collection systems must be presented.
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f. Discussion of proposed plans for gas collection systens
should be included.

g. Providing mitigation measures in the EIR for eliminating
geolog;c, hydrogeclogic, and hydrologic data gaps and
areas in and around the landfill where these data gaps

may exzst is considered necessary.

We trust this letter meets the needs of your Committee.

Please contact our office if yosu desire any additional informa-
tion.

ar . Slade
Professional Registcrcd Hydrogeologist

NOTE: Originals of this letter sent to:

Mr. Dan Masnada, Chairman USCWC
Mr. John E. Medina, City of Santa Clarita
Mr. Robert Sagehorn, Castaic Lake Water Agency



Washington Office Forest Service Land Staff representatives will be out in January to
discuss the exchange. We will send further direction on identification and process for
bandling the offered lands after the meeting. For now do not include them in your scope
but be aware that we will most likely be adding them to the scope later.



PUBLIC INQUIRIES AND CONFIDENTIALITY

The Elsmere Canyon Landfill project becomes more and more controversial as time goes
on. We at Dames & Moore are tasked with keeping project specific information
confidential. The only information that is available to the public is the information obtained
from the public scoping meetings we conducted in September. All of that information is
part of a data base in the San Diego Office and is available to the public upon written
request at 15 cents per page.

Due to the fact that the project is located in Los Angeles and that several Dames & Moore
offices are involved in the preparation of the EIR/EIS, it is possible that individuals and /or
the media may contact your offices for information. Any inquiries regarding the project
~ should be directed through Terry Clapham, Donna Cassano or Karen McDonald in the San
Diego office.
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§®  PUBLIC SCOPING SUMMARY OF ISSUES/NEW ISSUES/ SPECIFIC CONCERNS
List of Issues Ranked in Order of Importance(As indicated by Public in Response Forms):

Water Resources
Air Quality

Public Safety
Traffic

Land Use Planning

Ag/Soils
Fire Hazards
Paleontologic Resources
Utilities
Cultural Resources

. Energy
Public Services
Mineral Resources
Aviation Safety

Summary of New Issues:

Landfill design/liner design
Cumulative Effects

Wildlife Hazards-rodents, road kills
Litter Control

Land Exchange/Values/Parcels
Growth Accommodating

Light Pollution

Alternate Sites

SpedﬁcOonmns:'

Placerita Park
Rim of the Valley Trail
Permanent Destruction of Canyon and its Resources
Significant Paleontologic Issues-Tar Pits
. Property Values/Quality of Life
Hazardous Waste Screening Process
City of Los Angeles Mgmt of the Landfill
Groundwater Contamination
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MW«&WWWM/W
Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring
Public Involvement in the EIR/EIS Process
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

11 PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

Elsmere Corporation has proposed a landfill project in the Angeles National Forest (ANF).
A joint Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) will be
prepared for the project.

This scoping inputs report is an information document which presents the comments
received from the public and regulatory agencies concerning the proposed Elsmere Canyon
Waste Management Facility. This report documents a component of the scoping processes
required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The scoping inputs in this report were received by the
USDA Forest Service (federal lead agency) and the Los Angeles County Department of
Regional Planning (LADRP, California state lead agency) at public scoping meetings
(September 18 and 19, 1990), an agency scoping meeting (September 19, 1990), and in
written comments.

In addition to the consideration of the inputs presented in this report, the lead agencies will
conduct an independent review of potential environmental issues to develop the scope of
the EIR/EIS. As a result, the EIR/EIS may address environmental effects, mitigation
measures, or alternatives that are not identified in the comments received. All comments
presented in this report which address potentially significant impacts, mitigation measures,
and reasonable project alternatives will be reflected in the EIR/EIS. Although this scoping
report does not individually respond to the comments raised, comments presenting opinions
concerning the significance of potential impacts, appropriateness of alternatives, or
effectiveness and feasibility of mitigation measures should not be presumed accepted by the
lead agencies. These determinations will not be reached until the full analysis to be
presented in the EIR/EIS is accomplished and the environmental review processes required
by NEPA and CEQA are complete.
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12 WASTE DISPOSAL NEED

A study was conducted in February 1988 which evaluated Los Angeles County’s solid waste
management system.! The study concluded that a waste disposal crisis would occur in Los
Angeles County by 1992 if waste was not diverted from landfills, if operational landfills were
not expanded and if new landfills were not sited. Another more recent study by the
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County in 1989 took into consideration projected waste
generation rates and the existing permitted landfill capacity and concluded that a crisis
would occur as early as 1991 and that siting new landfills was a necessary element to avoid
the crisis.

In response to the findings of these studies, a Solid Waste Management Action Plan (Action
Plan) was developed and approved by Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors (April
1988) and the Sanitation Districts Board of Directors signatory to the Joint Refuse Transfer
and Disposal System Agreement (May and June 1988). The Action Plan set forth specific
measures needed to implement the County Solid Waste Management Plan (CoSWMP) and
the California Integrated Solid Waste Management Act (AB939) to avoid the County
predicted waste disposal crisis.

The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County in conjunction with the County of Los
Angeles Department of Public Works prepared a Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Report (DPEIR) to address the impacts of implementing the Action Plan. The DPEIR
assessed the environmental impacts of the various components and alternatives of an
integrated waste management system within the metropolitan area of Los Angeles. Elsmere
Canyon was identified as a probable site for a new landfill in the CoOSWMP, the Action Plan
and LA County Sanitation District’s DPEIR.

1Solid Waste Management Status and Disposal Options in Los Angeles County.
Department of Public Works Bureau of Sanitation, City of Los Angeles, Department of
Public Works, County of Los Angeles, Solid Waste Management Department, L.A. County
Sanitation Districts, February 1988.
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PROPOSED FEDERAL AND LOCAL ACTIONS

The Elsmere Corporation has proposed a landfill in Elsmere Canyon. The proposed site
and ancillary facilities are on National Forest Lands of the Angeles National Forest (ANF)
and neighboring private lands. This proposed project is described in a project description
submitted by the Elsmere Corporation (Appendix A).

Elsmere Corporation has applied for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) with LADRP. In
addition, Elsmere Corporation has proposed a land exchange with the ANF for the proposed
landfill site and certain lands surrounding the area.

Numerous federal, state, and local actions are needed in order for the project to be
implemented. The ANF must:

1.

2.

Determine the site capable and suitable as a landfill.

Determine that other reasonable sites and practical resource recovery alternatives on
non-national forest land have been exhausted.

Determine that the site is part of the regional (county wide) solid waste disposal
plan, and has been through a forest service approved public involvement process.

Determine that the site is large enough to be used for ten years or more.

Amend the Forest Land Adjustment Plan to include the site in the base for
exchange.

Determine if the change in the ANF LRMP is significant (if found significant, NEPA
environmental review including amendment of the LRMP EIS may be required prior
to amending the LRMP).

Amend the ANF Land and Resource Management Plan (ANF LRMP) to:

- incorporate the revised Forest Land Adjustment Plan;

- revise the language dealing with landfills in riparian areas;

. evaluate the change in the goals, objectives, and resource outputs described in

the ANF LRMP;
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+ The study must also have adequate environmental analysis to justify tiering as
defined in NEPA. )

8. Process the land exchange

Likewise there are several local government entitlements needed for the project. The
County General Plan and the Santa Clarita Area Plan will have to be amended to
accommodate the exchange of the federal lands to local jurisdiction and their use as a
landfill. The zoning will have to be consistent with the general plans and a CUP will need
to be issued. In addition an Oak Tree Permit is required.

14 NEPA AND CEQA REQUIREMENTS

The proposed Elsmere Canyon Landfill can have potentially significant impacts upon the
environment. Both federal (National Environmental Policy Act, NEPA) and state
(California Environmental Quality Act, CEQA) laws require government decision makers
to consider environmental impacts of and alternatives to proposed actions. In this case the
two lead agencies (US Forest Service (Federal) and Los Angeles Department of Regional
Planning (State)) have agreed to prepare a joint CEQA/NEPA Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS). These two agencies will ensure that
the EIR/EIS is completed in accordance with the NEPA and the CEQA (refer to Figure 1:
Lead Agency Decisions Necessary for Implementation).

NEPA is the federal law covering environmental policy. It is the intent of the NEPA
process to inform the public and help public officials make informed decisions on proposed
projects based on the environmental consequences of a project and to implement measures
that protect and restore the environment.

CEQA is California’s broadest environmental law. It has four basic objectives: 1) to inform
decision makers and the public about the significant environmental impacts of proposed
projects; 2) to identify ways to reduce or eliminate the environmental impacts; 3) to prevent
damage to the environment by requiring the implementation of feasible alternatives and/or
mitigation measures; and 4) to publicly disclose the reasons an agency approved a project
with significant environmental impacts.
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PROPOSED ELSMERE CANYON
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITY

% Figure 1: Lead Agency Decisions Necessary for Implementation
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14.1 Determination of the Scope of Environmental Analyses

Both NEPA and CEQA include specific requirements addressing the determination of the
scope of EIRs and EISs. The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15082) require that lead
agencies notify responsible agencies to solicit their input.

In addition, early consultation with interested members of the public concerning the
appropriate scope of the EIR is encouraged by Section 15083 of the CEQA Guidelines
although no specific procedure is described. The federal scoping process required by NEPA
is more extensive. As stated in the Council on Environmental Quality Guidelines on
Implementing National Environmental Policy Act Procedures, scoping is intended to provide
an early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed (40 CFR
1501.7), and must be accomplished with the invitation of affected federal, state, and local
agencies, the proponent of the action, and other interested persons (40 CFR 1501.7(a)(1)).
In the present case, this was accomplished by the invitation of written comments and
conduct of public and agency meetings described in Section 2.2 of this scoping inputs report.
Other requirements of the federal scoping process that has been, or will be addressed by the
Forest Service, include:

+ Elimination from detailed study issues which are not significant or addressed by prior
environmental review (40 CFR 1501.7(a)(3)) - This will be accomplished by the
Forest Service ID team review of comments received and direction to the Forest
Service’s EIS consultant. The EIR/EIS will address issues eliminated with a brief
statement explaining why they are not expected to have a significant effect on the
human environment, or providing a reference to their coverage in another document.

« Allocation of assignments to cooperating agencies (4 CFR 1501.7(a)(4)) - No
cooperating agencies have been identified, and the Forest Service will assume full
responsibility for the preparation of the EIS.

- Indication of public environmental assessments that are related to the impact
statement under consideration (40 CFR 1501.7(a)(5)) - The Forest Service has
identified the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the Los Angeles
County Integrated Solid Waste Management System (August 1990) as a related
document to be considered during the preparation of the Elsmere EIR/EIS. A Final
EIR is expected to be available prior to the completion of the Elsmere EIR/EIS.

+ Identification of other environmental review and consultation requirements (40 CFR

1501.7(a)(6)) - The Forest Service has identified the potential need for consultation
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered

6
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species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) and the California State Historic Preservation
Officer pursuant to Section 106 of the Natronal Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C.
470 et seq.). In addition, Los Angeles County has been identified as the California
lead agency, and a joint EIR/EIS will be prepared in accordance with 40 CFR
1506.2.

« Indication of the relationship between the timing of the preparation of environmental
analyses and the agency’s decision making schedule (40 CFR 1501.7(a)(7) - The
Forest Service will complete the Final EIS prior to its decision concerning possible
amendment of the Angeles National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan
and action on the Elsmere Canyon land exchange proposal.

The scoping inputs presented in this report will be considered by the lead agencies along
with their review of potential environmental effects and other components of the scoping
process described above to determine the scope of the Elsmere Canyon Waste Management
Facility EIR/EIS. This determination will be reflected in the ongoing process of direction
of the preparation of the EIR/EIS, and will consider the three types of action, three types
of alternatives, and three types of impacts specified by 40 CFR 1508.25. These include:

- Actions
- Connected Actions
- Cumulative Actions
- Similar Actions
- Alternatives
- No Action
- Other Reasonable Alternatives
- Mitigation Measures
- Impacts
- Direct Impacts
- Indirect Impacts
- Cumulative Impacts

142 Overview of the Federal Action

The proposed project is partially located on Angeles National Forest lands.

In accordance with NEPA, a Draft EIR/EIS will be issued for public review and comment.
Following receipt of comments of joint public meetings to be conducted by the Forest
Service and LADRP and review of written comments, a Final EIR/EIS will be prepared
presenting responses to comments and the full text of comments received. This Final
EIR/EIS will be considered in the development of a Record of Decision to be issued by the

7
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Forest Service. Upon completion of the environmental analysis and public comments on
the Draft EIR/EIS, the Supervisor of the Angeles National Forest will determine if the land
is suitable and capable for a landfill and then consider amending the LRMP to add the
Elsmere Canyon site to the Forest Land Adjustment Plan as land available for exchange into
private ownership. In addition to the consideration of potential environmental impacts of
the proposed solid waste management facility, the Forest Service will review the county-wide
solid waste disposal plan and measures taken to implement it, including source reduction
and recycling. In addition, all other reasonable sites within the County must have been
identified and it must be shown that Elsmere is not the sole solution to the solid waste issue
but that it is part of an integrated solution. The Forest Service uses specific criteria (ANF
LRMP Standards and Guidelines Chapter 4, pages 4-37 and 4-38) in accordance with the
National Forest Management Act (NFMA) when considering whether proposed changes to
the ANF LRMP are significant. -

If, after the completion of the NEPA process, the Forest Supervisor does amend the ANF
LRMP to include Elsmere Canyon in the exchange base, then the Forest Service Regional
Director of Lands may exchange Elsmere Canyon for lands of equal or better resource value
and comparable economic value. The Forest Service has an ongoing agreement with the
Trust for Public Lands (TPL) by which TPL holds title in trust to certain parcels of land
which have been identified as desirable by the Forest Service in anticipation of exchanging
these lands for the Elsmere Canyon property. Elsmere Corporation has developed an
agreement with the TPL to facilitate its acquisition of Elsmere Canyon should the project
be approved.

143 Overview of the Los Angeles County Action

The LADRP will use the EIR/EIS to determine whether the Elsmere Canyon site is
environmentally acceptable as a solid waste management facility, (in consideration of
General Plan and zoning amendments and in the consideration of the CUP and Oak Tree
Permit applications). After the Draft EIR/EIS has gone through the 90 day public review
period, the LADRP will make a recommendation to the Regional Planning Commission
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS. |

The Regional Planning Commission will hold one or more public hearings. At that time the
public can testify for or against the project and comment further on the Draft E[R/EIS. At
the conclusion of the hearing process, the LADRP will prepare written responses to

8
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substantive comments received. These written responses will be forwarded to the Regional
Planning Commission and will be included as a separate volume in the Final EIR/EIS.

It is the Regional Planning Commission’s responsibility to certify that the Final EIR/EIS is
complete and adequate and make specific findings as to any significant impacts of the
project. The Regional Planning Commission makes the decision on the CUP and Oak Tree
Permits and makes recommendations to the Board of Supervisors regarding plan and zoning
-changes. The Commission’s decision on the two permits taking further action may be
appealed to the Board of Supervisors.

In accordance with CEQA requirements, responsible state and local agencies must certify
~ that they have reviewed and considered the information contained in the EIR prior to acting
upon project permit applications (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15050). As a result,
actions by responsible agencies occur following the certification of a final EIR. Other State
and local agencies which have been identified as potential responsible agencies include:
South Coast Air Quality Management District, Integrated Solid Waste Management Board,
Regional Water Quality Control Board, and California Department of Fish & Game.

20 SCOPING INPUTS
21 OVERVIEW OF INPUTS

As a component of the NEPA and CEQA scoping processes, public and agency comments
were solicited by the lead agencies by newspaper publications, publication of a notice in the
Federal Register, filing with the California State Clearinghouse, and conduct of public and
agenéy scoping meetings. These activities and the inputs received are described in the

following subsections of this report.
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22 NOTIFICATION & MEETINGS

22.1 Notification

A Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS was published by the Forest Service in the Federal
Register on September 6, 1990 (refer to Appendix C). A Notice of Preparation of an EIR
was filed with the California State Clearinghouse along with an Initial Study of potential
project impacts on March 9, 1990 (State Clearinghouse Number is SCH89032935).
Notification of the agency scoping meeting was sent to all public agencies with potential
permit review responsibilities, local jurisdictions and transportation agencies adjacent to the
project site, and other agencies believed to have a special interest or expertise relevant to
the review of the proposed project (refer to Appendix D: Notice of EIR/EIS Scoping
Meetings, and Exhibit E: Meeting Preparation Mailing List).

An advertisement was placed in local and regional newspapers on September 13, 14 and 17,
1990 to announce the two public scoping meetings for the siting of the Elsmere Canyon
IWMF. The September 13 and 14 advertisement was placed in the Los Angeles Times, all
Southern California editions, the Newhall Signal, and the Valley Daily News. The
September 17, 1990 advertisement was placed in the Los Angeles Times, San Fernando
edition, the Newhall Signal and the Valley Daily News (refer to Appendix F: Scoping
Meeting Advertisements).

222 Public Scoping Meeti

Two public scoping meetings were held in the vicinity of the project area: one was held on
September 18, 1990 at Hart High School in Newhall and the other was held on
September 19, 1990 at the Granada Hills Women’s Club in Granada Hills. The purpose of
these public scoping meetings was to present project related information to the public,
describe the role of the Forest Service and LADRP, and to receive public comments on the
issues to be addressed in the study.

The meetings were conducted by the Forest Service, the LADRP and Dames & Moore.
Each meeting began with a statement by the proponent on the need for and description of
the proposed project.
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Pamela Holt of LADRP explained the County’s role in the project; lead agency for CEQA
compliance, project rcquirements, permits and certificates, the EIR/EIS process, public
comment forms and comment period and the schedule for the preparation of the EIR/EIS.

Richard Borden, representing the Angeles National Forest, spoke about the Forest Service’s
role in the project. As a summary, the USDA Forest Service is the agency responsible for
the EIR/EIS’s compliance with NEPA. The Forest Service must find the Elsmere Canyon
site environmentally suitable for a landfill and that it is part of an integrated waste
management solution. If found to be suitable, the Forest Supervisor will consider amending
the ANF LRMP to add Elsmere Canyon to the Forest Land Adjustment Plan as lands which
may be exchanged. After completion of the above stated process, the Regional Director of
Lands will determine whether to exchange the lands in Elsmere Canyon for private lands.

Terry Clapham of Dames & Moore explained the handouts that were distributed at the
meeting, the mechanics of the meeting, and then received input from the public.

223 Agency Scoping Meeting

The agency scoping meeting was held in Conference Rooms D & E at the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works in Alhambra California on September 19, 1990
at 1:00 p.m. Two hundred and forty agencies/organizations were notified by mail, sixteen
were present at the meeting. Of those present at the meeting, six submitted written
comments. The total number of agency/organization respondents by the end of the scoping
period (November 13, 1990) was fifteen.

224 Notice of Preparation

The LADREP issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) in February, 1990. Fourteen agencies
sent in responses to the NOP. Those responses were compared to the issues that resulted
from public scoping for differences. No new issues were found.
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23 INPUT RECEIVED

23.1 Mss.nnzlmmmns

Court reporters were present at both public scoping meetings. Certified copies of the
transcripts can be found in Appendices G and H in the separate Appendix Volume that
accompanies this report.

232 Response Handout

The response handout that was distributed at the agency and public scoping meetings
identified twenty-two issues identified by LADRP and ANF to be associated with the project
(refer to Appendix B: Sample Scoping Response Handout). In the weeks following the
scoping meetings, 302 response handouts were returned. The response handouts served as
a vehicle for the public to rank issues that were identified prior to scoping, to add new
issues or concerns, and to provide written comments regarding the project. Copies of the
response handouts received during scoping can be found in Appendix I.

233 Letters

Throughout the scoping process, 60 letters were received from citizens, agencies and
organizations. The letters expressed a full range of issues. The letters were read carefully
and the issues were extracted from the text and entered into the database described in
subsection 2.4 below. Copies of the letters received during scoping can be found in
Appendix J.

24 SUMMARY OF INPUT

The input received during scoping from the public, agencies and organizations was gathered
from public meeting transcripts, letters and scoping meeting response handouts. Hard
copies of this input can be found in the project files. A computer database program was
used for organization and storage of all input. The database includes the name, address,
phone number (if available) and a summary of the issues and concerns of each respondent.
A mailing list of respondents was generated and can be found in Appendix K.
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Each handout, letter and transcript was reviewed and each issue statement was given a file
number and issue area designation. The file number enables each statement to be tracked
to its original comment source. This information was then entered into the database and
sorted by issue area. These areas included the twenty-two identified on the Scoping
Response Handout and a "new issue” category.

Once sorted, the input statements were reviewed to eliminate duplication of issues. The
remaining were numbered. If two or more statements were similar, but not exact
duplicates, they were given the same number for further review. The database was sorted
to groﬁp the similar input statements for each issue area together.. The statements were
then reviewed for placement in the scoping report. Each statement was now given a
designation, as follows, depending on the subject of the input: (I) Issue, a statement
regarding the issue; (M) Methodology, a statement regarding a method to assess the issue;
(D) Data, a statement regarding data related to the issue; (G) Mitigation, a statement
regarding mitigation for the impact at issue; or (N) Monitoring, a statement regarding
monitoring of the impact at issue. The database was sorted to group the statements into
these subject categories. Only statements with the subject category of "Issue" were included
in the report. Input statements designated as data, methodology, mitigation and monitoring
were compared to the work plan to ensure their inclusion in the scope of work.

25 ISSUES IDENTIFIED IN SCOPING

25.1 Ioput From Handouts

Graph 1 - "Summary of Scoping Handout Response”, on the following page illustrates the
results of the input on the response handouts. The graph shows the percent of the
respondents ranking the issue as one of the top three concerns.

252 Written Comment Responses

The results of the scoping process identified 32 issue areas. Each issue area was subdivided
into a general statement of the issue and specific issue categories were developed. Within
each category, specific issues to be addressed in the EIR/EIS have been underlined and
given an identifier such as G, G,, W,, etc. '
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1._GEOLOGIC/GEOTECHNICAL
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

What are the geologic and geotechnical impacts of locating the proposed landfill in Elsmere
Canyon?

Is the site geologically and geotechnically suitable for a landfill?

Will the geologic and geotechnical issues associated with the site be incorporated into the
development, operation and closure of the landfill?

This general issue area consists of three issue categories.
Seismic/faulting
G, What will be the | f seismi " he landfill . 9

« Whitney Canyon fault crosses the site. Whether or not the fault is active has not
been established.

G, H ill seismi ivities in tt be i { by 1l et

« Whitney Canyon fault crosses the site.

« The weight of the landfill represents additional loading in the area.

Groundwater Quality
G, "What is the threat of groundwater contamination and how will surrounding
nities De | I B

"« A complex fractured groundwater system exists in the Elsmere Canyon area.
« Hydraulic continuity with the surrounding area has not been established.

« Reliability of liner materials is variable.

14
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Gs  What are the potential impacts to the Sylmar Basin?
« The site is adjacent to the Sylmar Basin.
» A complex fractured groundwater system exists in the Elsmere Canyon area.
» 'Hydraulic continuity with the surrounding area has not been established.

Soil/Stope Stability
Gs  Will the landfill be stable on the soils and geology of the proposed site?

+ The soils on site may have a high shrink/swell potential.

« The major portion of the surface of the landfill and the contact of the landfill
with underlying soils will be on slopes. ~

+ The major portion of the surface of the landfill and the contact of the landfill
with underlying soils will be on slopes.

GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

What are the surface water impacts of locating the proposed landfill in Elsmere Canyon?
What will be the impacts of the proposed project to surface water quality in the area?
This general issue area consists of two issue categories.

Surface Water

« Change in drainage patterns may impact the magnitude of flooding on-site and
downstream.

W,  What will be the impact to surface water-groundwater interactions?

+ The landfill will alter the interface between groundwater and the surface water.

16
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Water Quality .
W, Wil f § he ‘landfill duri . I ion | [
v 1 d jation of s 9
« Drainage from the site will enter Newhall Creek.
3. FIRE HAZARDS
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:
What are the fire hazards to which the project would be exposed?
What risk exists to human life, property and environment due to lar;dﬁll fires?
This general issue area consists of two issue categories.
External Causes
F, What is 1} ibility of oil pi lines breaki | . fire?

« Power lines are present in the project area.

F,  Should a fire occur following an earthquake, is a water supply for putting it out
guaranteed?

« Whitney Canyon fault crosses the project area.

« Auvailability of sufficient on-site water supply is unconfirmed.

Landfill Fires
F, Whatist ial for surf | subsurface fires?

. Landfills generate combustible gasses.
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4. WIND/EROSIONAL HAZARDS
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

WE, Wi 11 be 1t . ¢ locating it { landfill in El
Canyon?

+ Excavated slopes and cover material will be susceptible to wind
(particularly Santa Anas) and water erosion.

(There were no specific issue categories raised for this general issue area).
5. NOISE |
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:
What will be the impacts from construction and operation noise?
This general issue area consists of two issue categories.
Operations
N, Whatis iected noise durine d | niet {ons?
» The landfill is proposed to operate 24 hrs/per day.

N,  Will increased truck traffic carrying refuse create a noise problem?
« It is projected that there will be 1650 truck trips per day to the landfill site.
6. _AVIATION SAFETY
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:
AV, What are the impacts of the project on aviation safety?

+ Landfills attract migratory and transitory birds that may negatively impact
aviation safety.

- The risk that an aircraft accident could affect landfill operations may exist.

(There were no specific issue categories raised for this general issue area.)
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) I PUBLIC SAFETY/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

What are the impacts of the project on human health and safety?

This general issue area consists of two issue categories.

Health & Safety

s‘ !En . ] . l . EV ) l . l I. ?
« Landfills attract pests. : ‘

s, What is 1t ial f id ‘ with | lous w :
structural fires?
- Waste disposed at the landfill may contain quantities of hazardous or toxic

materials.
S;  How will toxjc grasses and/or methane gas fumes be handled?

« Methane gas is a product of the landfill.

- Some toxic gasses may be given off.

S, What is 1t ial risk of rel f 1oxi i< Juring landfill fires?
- Waste disposed at the landfill may contain quantities of hazardous or toxic
materials.
Hazardous Waste

jioacti s di | of a7
- .(BRC) Compounds are allowed to be disposed of at Class III landfills.
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8. AIR OUALITY/ODOR
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

How will project development and operation affect air quality (dust and gases), and how will
this impact the air quality goals of the County of Los Angeles and City of Santa Clarita?

This general issue area consists of three issue categories.
Dust
AQ, . . S v
- "Fugitive dust" is associated with landfill operations.
- "Fugitive dust" contains PM,; (fine particles that are a respiratory hazard).
Emissions
AQ, H ill ai lity be i i by i | truck traffic?

» It is estimated that 1850 vehicles associated with the proposed project would be
entering the landfill on a daily basis.

Odor
AQ, What are the impacts of odors to adjacent recreational areas?

+ There is the potential for undesirable odors to blow offsite.
9. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:
What are the biological impacts of locating the proposed landfill in Elsmere Canyon?

This general issue area consists of six issue categories.
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Vegetation

B, Will the watershed areas with riparian vegetation along the streams be affected by
i | —

« Riparian vegetation occurs in the areas that will be graded and recontoured.

B,  How will the project affect oak trees, black walnut, manzanita and evergreens?

« Qak trees, black walnut and manzanita are known to occur within the Elsmere
Canyon Landfill project area.

« The evergreen bigcone Douglas-fir once existed in the project area.
B,  What are the potential impacts on vegetation from landfill gas and odor?
- Landfill gas and odor could effect vegetation.
Wildlife
B,  How will the project impact wildlife?
» Deer, bobcat, and mountain lion occur in the area.
« Noise and human activity at the landfill may affect wildlife.
« Other landfills are in the general area.
Corridor

B, What is the i f the si ildlif. idor?

« The ‘site is relatively isolated as it occurs adjacent to extensive urban
development. However, contiguous undeveloped land in the Angeles National
Forest occurs to the east of the proposed landfill site.

« Currently, wildlife dispersal to the Santa Susana Mountains is restricted by
Interstate 5. Wildlife mortality due the dispersal across Interstate S and State

Route 14 may occur.

There is currently continuity of north-slope chaparral and woodland communities.
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Sensitive Species

» No federally listed threatened or endangered species have been found on-site
during the recent biological surveys.

- The site is within the historic range of the California condor. All remaining
California condors are in captivity. All Andean condors have been removed from
the historic range of the California condor.

» Chaparral, coastal sage scrub, riparian woodlands and oak woodlands are known
to occur in the project area. Loss of habitat will reduce local carrying capacity.

Nuisance
B, wi . . . v
M&mﬁ—ﬂwﬂwmw o » | wildlife?

« The potential nuisance species will compete with local wildlife.
10. CULTURAL/HISTORIC RESOURCES
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:
What cultural resources may be impacted by the proposed project?
This general issue area consists of two issue categories.

Historic

- - The potential for historic sites exists based on historic maps.
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Ethnography

C What natural resources does the canyon have that are of Native American
importance?

« Native Americans consider some natural resources to have high sacred value.
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:
What impacts will the project have on open space, recreational and visual resources?
This general issue area consists of three issue categories.
Open Space

ORV, _— . : . v .
Humh&ﬂhmnmnmumg&umﬂﬁwgnm@@uﬂwﬂm. | and what will the effect | = 9

« The project site land will be exchanged for lands in different locations.

ORV, H il ¢t . ffect the City of S Clarita’s pl ircle 1l v

» The broject site abuts, but is not included in, lands under the jurisdiction of the
City of Santa Clarita.

Recreation

ORYV, What effect will the landfill have on open space, recreation and the parks of the
Santa Clarita Valley?
- There is potential for impacts to open space, recreational, and park resources

based on Recreational Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) characteristics established
through the Forest Service Land Management Plan.

ORV‘ ll ol] . . . I vvo . l [i I I I ) I . ?

« Placerita Park lies approximately one mile northeast and the Rim of the Valley
trail lies in close proximity to the project site boundaries.
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ORYV, What is the degree of "change of character” of project area related to the loss of
blic eni 9

- There is potential for a "change of character" of the proposed project area
relating to the loss of public enjoyment from a scenic resource and open
space/recreational resource standpoint. This is based on the Recreational

. Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) and the Visual Management System (VMS)
characteristics as established through the Forest Service Land Management Plan.

ORYV, What potential barriers/constraints will the project create for linear recreational
features?

« The Rim of the Valley trail lies in close proximity to the project site boundaries.

Visual/Aesthetics
ORYV, How will the landfill affect the aesthetic value of the canyon and mountain resources
in the area?

» There is the potential for manufactured slopes and general landfill operations to
be visible.

ORV, What sight i l | dirt ol | animal lif |
by landfill?

« Landfill activity has the potential for being visible and the attracting of
scavengers.

ORYV, What visual impact will the access to the facility have?

+ The access to the facility, and related traffic will be seen at close proximity from
State Route 14.

ORV,  Whatwill visual i be in the vicinity of project from f . middle and
background locations?

 There is the potential for impacts to foreground, middleground, and background
views from locations surrounding the site based on the Forest Service Visual
Management System (VMS).
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ORV,;, From where in the Santa Clarita Valley is the proposed site visible, and what

i ]
alternatives are being considered?

- The proposed site is potentially visible from various locations within the Santa

Clarita Valley. Specific locations have not yet been identified.

12. AGRICULTURE/SOILS

GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

AG, What impacts will the project have on agriculture /soils?
« Soils in the project area will be impacted.

(There were no specific issue categories raised for this general issue area.)

13. MINERAL RESOURCES
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

What impacts will the project have on mineral resources?

This general issue area consists of one issue category.

Minerals |

M, H it o llic/non- llic mineral I leum?
« Qil seeps occur in Elsmere Canyon.

14. TRAFFIC/ACCESS

GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

What impacts to traffic/access will the project have?

This general issue area consists of three issue categories.
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w
Sierra Highway?

« It has been established that the project may result in an increase of 1650 daily
trucks, accessing the site from State Route 14 and Interstate S.

+ It has been established that the project may result in an increase of 1650 daily
trucks, accessing the site from State Route 14.

Other Traffic
T, Will . ffic in the S Clarita Valley?

« It has been established that the project may result in an increase of 1650 daily
trucks in the area.

Safety

T,  Whatis the safety risk to DWP Lusi | road : b o
project’s access roads?

« There may be points of intersection between DWP patrol roads and the planned
project access roads.

Ts  Will truck traffic degrade the quality of roads or cause increased hazards?
+ Increased truck traffic has the potential to impact the design life of pavement

structural systems. Accident rates may increase due to a rapid slowing of vehicle
speeds on roads that truck traffic is using.

15._UTILITIES/INFRASTRUCTURE
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:
What impacts will the project have on utilities/infrastructure?

This general issue area consists of two issue categories.
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Power

U,

Under i 1d there | ial for icsion i

. i1e?

« Transmission lines are located in the project vicinity.

Water

» The First Los Angeles Aqueduct (FLAA) runs under the project area.

U, Whatist ibility of ination of the First Los Angeles Aqueduct t
+ The First Los Angeles Aqueduct runs along the project area.
U,
« The FLAA runs under the project area and has drain valves, air inlets and patrol
roads within the vicinity of the project.
16. ENERGY

GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

E,

 An energy balance analysis is needed.

(There were no specific public issue categories expressed for this general issue area.
However, there are two basic issues involved in addressing the energy balance
question:

1. How much energy will be consumed in the construction, operation and closure
of the landfill?

2. - How much energy could be produced by capturing the methane gas produced by
the landfill?
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17, HOUSING/SOCIOECONOMICS
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:
- What impacts will the project have on housing and socioeconomic conditions?

This general issue area consists of three issue categories.

Economic

H, W IL 1t he local iobs/housing bal d the local residential

i ?
+ Landfill may not provide jobs for local residents.
H, Who will be responsible for and fund clean-up of groundwater contamination?
« Cause of contamination may not be documentable.

Property Values
H;  What impact will the landfill have on property values in surrounding areas?

« Proximity of landfill may decrease property values.

H, Hast ial for d . : luctivity of adj lands |
evaluated?

« Grazing and oil development is conducted on adjacent lands.
Quality of Life
Hy; How will the quality of life be affected by the landfill?

« Landfill will cause increased dust, traffic, odors, and visual changes in the area.
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) 18 _PUBLIC SERVICES/INFRASTRUCTURE
'
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

PS, Whati L | landill hav b ices (i.e. sheriff and fire)
in the area?

» The scale of the project could require increased equipment/personnel for sheriff
and fire departments.

(There were no specific issue categories raised for this general iss;ue area).
19. LAND USE/PLANNING
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:
What are the land use impacts from locating the proposed landfill in Elsmere Canyon?
‘ This general issue area consists of two issue categories.
Adjacent Lands
.- Sensitive land uses occur within the general vicinity.
Forest Plan

LU, A lid faciliti vi I bl land I
E Service jurisdiction?

- The Forest Plan requires that environmental acceptability be analyzed.
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20. PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES

GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

P,  Willdevel o Itin disturt I I ion of scientificall
) I logi 9

+  Occurrence of oil seeps suggests possibility that paleontologic resources are present
in Elsmere Canyon.

(There were no specific issue.categories raised for this general issue area).
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

What will be the impact of Integrated Waste Management on locating the proposed landfill
in Elsmere Canyon?

This general issue area consists of two issue categories.

Alternatives
W, W] | lationship | LA C i B £ iditional

' ?

» Recycling will change the make-up and volume of the incoming wastestream.

Plans
IW, Is there an increased need for new landfills and does this need force use of Forest
Service land?
+ Forest Plan requires evaluation of need before allowing approval of landfill site.
IW, Wil the addition of a new landfill hinder the recycling market?

 Availability of additional landfill capacity could slow down incentive for recycling.
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} W, wilg val of 1} iect elimi ,
problems?

 Availability of new landfills may slow down the development of new solutions io
waste problems.

NEW ISSUES

The following new issue areas were identified through public responses during the scoping
process: ,

- Alternatives

+ Cumulative Impacts

« Joint Powers Agreement

« Land Exchange

- Landfill Engineering

- Landfill Management

- Light Pollution

- Litter

« Project Description

"« Public Involvement

» Purpose and Need
Specific concerns regarding these issue areas are described under the subheadings below.
2. _ALTERNATIVES
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:
What other alternatives for the proposed landfill in Elsmere Canyon are being considered?

This general issue area consists of four issue categories.
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Alternative Uses '
A,  What are the other potential uses of Elsmere Canyon?
« The Forest Plan z;llows for different types of uses of Elsmere Canyon.
No Project
A, i " ject” iv | i ?

« NEPA/CEQA require that the "no project" alternative be addressed.

Rail Haul
A; s the transport of refuse by rail to remote areas a feasible alternative for Los
Angeles?

- Rail transport is being considered for another proposed landfill in Riverside
County (Eagle Mountain Project).

« The Forest Plan requires that all reasonable alternatives be evaluated.
23, CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

What will be the cumulative impacts of all existing, proposed and expansions of landfills to
the area? '

This general issue area consists of three issue categories.

Groundwater

+ . Hydraulic continuity in the area has not been established.
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Socioeconomic
Clz jve | ' wi iti \%
iiac)
+ Several landfills already exist in the area.

Other Resources

- C13 !an l 0v Eﬁ ) ol] I ’ﬁll . I l cl ll-[ . I
traffic?

» Several landfills already exist in the area.

24._JOINT POWERS AGREEMENT
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

J; How does the Joint Powers Agreement between the city and county of Los Angeles
impact this project?

« This agreement, which includes Elsmere Canyon, is the subject of current
litigation.

J, What are the financial assurances. if any. made to the operation guaranteeing waste flow?
« The landfill must be economically viable.

recycling? |

+ Depending on cost of landfill disposal, recycling efforts could increase or
decrease.

. LAND EXCHANGE
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

Resources Management Plan’s specific guidelines and standards?

- Forest Plan has specific guidelines and standards regarding locating
landfills on forest lands.
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+ The Land Adjustment Plan for the Angeles National Forest identifies lands
available for exchange.

26. LANDFILL' ENGINEERING
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:
What technology is available for the safe disposal of waste
This general issue area consists of two issue categories.
Design
LFE, Will Title 23 requirements be met?

« Landfills are required to meet the requirements of Title 23.
Liner
LFE, Could oil leakage damage the liner?

« Oil seeps occur in Elsmere Canyon.
LFE, Can the liners withstand local geotechnical conditions?

- Whitney Canyon fault crosses the site.

e ﬁe landfill is proposed on steep slopes.

21. LANDFILL MANAGEMENT
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:
LM, What will be the role of the City of Santa Clarita in the development and

?

« Waste will be disposed of near the city but the city may have no say in how the
facility is managed. .
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GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

LP,  What will be the impacts of light from the 24 hour operations of the landfill on the
gl sky?

« The landfill will operate 24 hours per day which will require lighting.
« Sky glow is known to occur at some 24 hour per day landfills.

29, LITTER

GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

L,  What will be the impact of litter from locating the proposed landfill in Elsmere
Canyon?

« Refuse blowing from the trucks and landfill will be a potential source of litter.

30. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
‘ GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

PD, mmmmmmmmmwm
in the EIR/EIS?
+ Closure impacts are often not discussed in EIRs and EISs.

31, PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

P, H i1 blic be involved in . | review 9

. The public is often unaware of how the process operates.
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32. PURPOSE AND NEED
GENERAL ISSUE AREA STATEMENT:

« Success and timing of the waste reduction technology will affect the need for
landfills.
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APPENDIX B

NORTHRIDGE EARTHQUAKE
JANUARY 17, 1994

B.1 INTRODUCTION

B.1.1 Purpose and Intended Use of the Appendix

This appendix contains a summary of available information on the environmental effects of the
Northridge earthquake. The appendix is intended to provide a basis on which to infer possible
environmental effects on or from the ESWMF should a similar event occur during the project
lifetime.

B.1.2 Summary of the Northridge Earthquake

A strong earthquake centered under the community of Northridge in the San Fernando Valley
shook the entire Los Angeles area at 4:31 a.m. Pacific Standard time on Monday, January 17,
1994. The magnitude, originally estimated at 6.6, was later revised upward to 6.7. January 17
was a federal holiday (Martin Luther King’s Birthday). Because of this and the early morning
hour, most non-residential buildings were empty and traffic was light. These circumstances
helped limit the number of fatalities and injuries resulting from the earthquake.

The Northridge earthquake, although not as large as some earthquakes in recent history, affected
more people and caused more damage because it occurred in a heavily populated area. The
epicenter of the Northridge event was directly beneath a suburban area of houses, apartment
buildings, shopping malls, hospitals, schools, and a university campus. Estimates indicate that
this will be the United States’ most costly natural disaster ever (U.S. Department of Commerce,
1994).

The Los Angeles County Department of the Coroner (Los Angeles Times, 1994c¢) has attributed
a total of 58 deaths to the earthquake. About 1,500 people were admitted to hospitals with
major injuries; another 16,000 or so were treated and released. Estimates of the number of
people temporarily or permanently displaced because of damage to their houses or apartments
ranged from 80,000 to 125,000 (Earthquake Engineering Research Institute, 1994). As of early
February, over 400,000 people had registered for various types of federal disaster assistance
(U.S. Department of Commerce, 1994).
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B.2 OBSERVATIONS AND EFFECTS AT AREA LANDFILLS

Most of the solid waste landfills within the epicentral area performed well during the earthquake
with little or no damage and no significant distress to slopes or liner systems. According to the
California Integrated Waste Management Board (1994), of the 15 landfills listed below, 5 had
no observed damage, 4 sites experienced insignificant damage associated with minor surface
cracking, tension cracks, or differential settling, and 6 sites had moderate but easily repairable
damage due to surface cracking and differential settlement. A few of the landfills experienced
line breaks in their landfill gas collection systems which were easily repaired after the
earthquake. Minor tearing of the geomembrane portion of the landfill liner was noted at
Chiquita Canyon landfill and at Lopez Canyon (side liner).

The following discussion describes the damage observed by the California Integrated Waste
Management Board (1994) at Los Angeles and Ventura County landfills (both active and
inactive) after the Northridge earthquake. These sites were selected for observation based on
their proximity to the earthquake epicenter and their design and operating practices.

Sunshine Canyon Landfill - (inactive) The landfill is located approximately 8.5 miles northeast
of the epicenter and 1.5 miles southwest of the ESWMF, and was designed prior to synthetic
liner requirements. Damage to the landfill included localized differential settlement, landslides
in native slopes, and tension cracking near the crown and down the north-facing south fill slope.
No refuse was seen as a result of the cracking. The landfill gas flare also shut down when the
landfill lost power. The flare was returned to service 2 to 3 days after the earthquake. The
damage at the landfill was considered to be moderate but easily repairable.

Lopez Canyon Landfill - (active) The landfill is located approximately 10.5 miles northeast of
the epicenter, and was designed with a geosynthetic landfill liner. Damage to the landfill
included localized surface rupture in the roadway leading from the on-site offices to Area "A"
(an inactive landfill face), localized minor surficial sloughing of near surface fill along the
eastern portion of Area "A," localized breakage of the landfill gas header connections, and
minor slope failures on two native/clean fill slopes behind the site offices overlooking Lopez
Canyon. In addition, input and output lines to the million gallon water tank located near the
flare station failed at the elbows, purging its entire contents. The landfill gas station also shut
down for approximately 13 hours due to a loss of power caused by the earthquake. The damage
at the landfill was considered to be moderate but easily repairable.
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Palmdale Disposal Site - (active) The landfill is located approximately 35 miles northeast of the
epicenter. Minor tension cracks were observed in localized areas of the terraces along the
southern fill slope, along with minor rockfalls in the cut area. No damage to any of the support
facilities or ground surfaces was observed. Normal landfilling and associated operations
resumed within 1 day after the earthquake. Based on the limited minor tension cracks, damage
was considered to be insignificant and easily repairable.

Chiquita Canyon Landfill - (active) The landfill is located approximately 13 miles north of the
epicenter. Observed damage included localized differential settlement and localized tearing in
the geomembrane portion of the liner system. The landfill suffered a temporary loss of power
to the landfill gas flare station immediately after the earthquake; however, the landfill gas flare
was returned to service later that day. The damage at the landfill was considered to be moderate

but easily repairable.

Azusa Land Reclamation Company, Inc. Landfill - (active) The landfill is located
approximately 38 miles east of the epicenter. No damage was observed.

Russell Moe Landfill - (closed) The landfill is located approximately 10 miles northeast of the
epicenter. Trailers located on the landfill were extensively damaged, the southeastern edge of
the storage area near the southern fill slope was extensively cracked, tension cracks formed
along the eastern edge of the landfill and the native ground adjacent to the eastern edge of the
landfill was ruptured. The owners of structures on the landfill (other than trailers) did not report
any significant damage. The trailer court was ordered to be evacuated by the County of Los
Angeles Fire Department, Health and Hazardous Materials Division, due to high levels of
flammable gas measured on-site. The high gas levels were determined to be caused by the
breakage of two natural gas lines that service the trailer court and other buildings near the
landfill. The damage at the landfill was considered to be moderate but easily repairable.

Toyon Canyon Landfill - (inactive) The landfill is located approximately 15 miles southeast of
the epicenter. Observed damage included minor tension cracking along the eastern and western
sides of the landfill and localized differential settlement along the contact of the natural ground
and refuse. In addition, a landfill gas collection well was sheared off at the connector to the
lateral and the landfill gas flare station was shut down due to a power loss caused by the
earthquake. Based on the limited minor tension cracks, damage was considered to be
insignificant and easily repairable.
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Bradley Avenue Landfills - (east landfill inactive, west landfill active) The landfill is located
approximately 10 miles east of the epicenter. No damage was observed at Bradley Avenue
East except the soil covering the refuse and at the landfill gas flare station pad where the fill side
of the contact between intact native soils and the refuse had differentially settled up to 6 inches.
Differential settlement was also observed along the liner anchor trench in Bradley Avenue West.
Along the western side of Bradley Avenue West, a 10-foot tear in the geotextile overlying a
geomembrane was noted. This tear had previously existed and was enlarged by the earthquake.
No tears in the geomembrane were observed. The damage at the landfill was considered to be

insignificant and easily repairable.

Savage Canyon Landfill - (active) The landfill is located approximately 35 miles southeast of
the epicenter. No damage was observed at this site.

Puente Hills Landfill #6 - (active) The landfill is located approximately 34 miles southeast of
the epicenter. No damage that could be attributed to the earthquake was observed at this site.

Spadra Landfill - (active) The landfill is located approximately 44 miles southeast of the
epicenter. No damage was observed at this site.

Scholl Canyon Landfill - (active) The landfill is located approximately 21 miles southeast of
the epicenter. The ground surface supporting the pads and dikes around the landfill gas
condensate stripper and collection tank was significantly cracked. The stripper and tank were
taken out of service and repaired within 3 days. The landfill gas collection system along the
western face of the site failed. Additionally, a gas collection line was broken on the western
face of the landfill. The landfill gas flare station shut down due to a power outage caused by
the earthquake. A new flare station was constructed and placed in operation approximately 1
week after the earthquake. The damage at the landfill was considered to be moderate but easily

repairable.

Calabasas Landfill - (active) The landfill is located approximately 10 miles southwest of the
epicenter. Several gas lines had localized leaking at the landfill. The northwestern fill slope
had a tension crack that paralleled the liner anchor trench along the northern side. A landfill
gas flare stack was observed to be leaning into an adjacent flare stack. This is believed to have
been from the earthquake or one of the many aftershocks. The damage at the landfill was
considered to be moderate but easily repairable.
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Simi Valley Landfill - (active) The landfill is located approximately 17 miles west of the
epicenter. With the exception of the landfill gas flare going out of service as a result of a loss
of electrical power caused by the earthquake, no damage was observed.

Terra Rejada Landfill - (closed) The landfill is located approximately 18 miles west of the
epicenter. Surface cracking that appeared to parallel a small fault was observed in the top of
the landfill. No slope failures or slumping was recorded and the damage at the landfill was
considered to be insignificant and easily repairable.

In summary, geologic effects observed at landfills in the Los Angeles region subjected to strong
ground shaking were minor and limited to cracking of surface cover soils and differential
settlement between fill and native material. There were no indications of significant distress to
slopes or liner systems and overall performance of the landfills appears to have been good.

B.3 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
B.3.1 Geology

Information on the geologic effects of the Northridge earthquake is based on seismological data
collected during the main shock and aftershocks, and from observations made by geologic
professionals immediately after the main event. The information presented below includes both
observations in the Los Angeles region and also at the proposed ESWMF project property.

B.3.1.1 Geologic and Seismologic Setting

The San Fernando Valley area lies within the southern part of the western Transverse Range
geomorphic province of California. The Transverse Ranges trend in a nearly east-west
direction, having been uplifted within the past few million years along the San Andreas fault
zone where it bends more sharply to the west-northwest. The majority of important faults in the
western Transverse Ranges, including the San Fernando Valley area, are high-angle thrust faults
that typically follow the east-west to northwest orientation of the area mountains, such as the
Santa Susana Mountains and the Santa Monica Mountains. These faults typically dip to the north
and northwest, although some may dip to the south. Displacement along these faults includes
both components of thrusting (uplift of one fault block relative to the other block) and lateral slip
(horizontal movement). This complex movement among faults in the region is due to
compression developed along the bend in San Andreas fault system.

P:\soamdmd\001 \els.apb 5



The January 17, 1994 Northridge earthquake was notable from a geological and seismological
perspective, as rupture occurred along a previously unrecognized fault that dips to the south,
rather than to the north or northwest. Based on seismological data from the main shock and
aftershock series, the fault is interpreted to trend approximately 10° north of west and dip
approximately 45° to the south. Since the fault is concealed at depth and does not reach the
earth’s surface, it is referred to as a "blind thrust" fault. Although south-dipping, the thrust fault
is still related to the overall compressive tectonic setting in the vicinity of the San Andreas bend.

The main earthquake occurred at approximately 4:31 a.m. on January 17, 1994, and was
measured at moment magnitude (M,) 6.7. By February 5, 1994, 19 days after the main event,
more than 1,178 aftershocks had been felt by Los Angeles residents and/or recorded by
seismographs. A few magnitude 5 and numerous magnitude 4 aftershocks occurred, along with
hundreds of smaller tremors. The aftershock sequence occurred over an area of approximately
324 square miles (832 square kilometers).

The epicenter (surface projection of the earthquake) was in the Northridge area, with its
hypocenter (location of rupture) at a depth of approximately 11 miles (18 kilometers) below
ground surface. Area of rupture along the fault plane was approximately 113 square miles (289
square kilometers).

Displacement along the fault, like that of other thrust faults, occurred in a compressional tectonic
environment, where the block above the fault plane (upthrown block) moves up relative to the
lower block beneath the fault plane. In this case, the upthrown block included the populated
area of the San Fernando Valley and the Santa Susana Mountains just to the north. Oat
Mountain, located in the Santa Susana Mountains, rose nearly 15 inches and moved 8 inches to
the northwest almost instantaneously after the earthquake occurred.

Often as a result of earthquakes and the nature of displacement along thrust faults, both strong
horizontal and vertical ground accelerations can result, such as were measured during the
Northridge earthquake. In this case, the strong horizontal and vertical ground motion affected
a densely populated area located on the upthrown block, resulting in high economic losses
estimated to range from $13 to $20 billion. By comparison, the comparably sized 1971 San
Fernando earthquake occurred on a north-dipping thrust fault where the upthrown block affected
a far less populated area, and property damage was approximately $500 million.
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B.3.1.2 Regional Data and Observations

The Los Angeles region is one of the most densely seismically monitored areas of the world and
contains an extensive network of strong motion instrumentation. These instrument stations are
located on the ground and in structures such as dams, bridges, and buildings. Many of the local
stations are maintained by the California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG), the U.S.
Geological Survey, and the University of Southern California. Personnel from these
organizations quickly recovered and processed the strong motion data following the Northridge
earthquake and issued preliminary data reports.

Immediately following the Northridge earthquake, teams of geologists from state and federal
agencies, universities, and consulting firms performed aerial and ground reconnaissance to assess
damage and record the geologic effects of this event. Geologists searched the Los Angeles
region for evidence of surface rupture along known faults, secondary faulting effects, landslides,
and other ground disturbances. Hundreds of square miles were covered during this effort.

Strong Ground Motion

Preliminary review of seismograph data from stations in the Los Angeles region suggests that
ground accelerations were generally higher than would normally be expected for an earthquake
of this magnitude. As mentioned above, this may have been partly due to rupture along a thrust
fault where strong vertical movement can occur in combination with strong horizontal motion.

The largest peak accelerations were recorded at the Tarzana Cedar Hill Nursery ground station
located 4 miles south of the epicenter. Here, a horizontal acceleration of 1.82g (units of gravity)
and a vertical acceleration of 1.18g were measured (CDMG, 1994).

Several other stations recorded horizontal accelerations approaching 1g. These included: (1)
Sylmar Hospital (0.91g) located 10 miles from the epicenter; (2) Santa Monica City Hall (0.93g)
located 14 miles from the epicenter; and (3) Jensen Filtration Plant (0.98g) located about 7 miles
from the epicenter). The Sylmar station is located about 3 miles southeast of the ESWMF
project property, and the Jensen Filtration Plant is approximately 3 miles to the southwest. The
Los Angeles County Fire Station at Newhall, located about 3 miles to the northwest of the -
ESWMF project property, recorded a peak horizontal acceleration of 0.63g and a vertical
acceleration of 0.62g (CDMG, 1994). This station is slightly more than 12 miles from the

epicenter.
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The large acceleration at Santa Monica City Hall was unusual, considering that it is located
nearly 14 miles from the epicenter. By contrast, several closer stations experienced smaller
ground accelerations on the order of 0.35 to 0.40g. Collectively, there is a fair amount of
variation among station data with respect to distance to the epicenter and, as previously
mentioned, ground accelerations were generally larger than would be expected for an earthquake
of this size. There is some evidence that these effects, at least at some seismograph stations,
may be partly attributed to local soil conditions and geology. Response spectra of accelerograms
for several stations in the San Fernando Valley basin suggest that sediments within this basin
may have had an amplifying effect on the recorded long period motions. Scientists are
continuing to evaluate seismological and other data from the Northridge earthquake to better
understand the strong ground motion experienced during this event.

Surface Rupture

No positive evidence of surface rupture along any faults in the region has been observed.
Surface deformation was observed at Potrero Canyon and State Route (SR) 126, but this has
been shown to be an area of localized extensional surface deformation and not the surface trace
of the buried thrust fault that caused the earthquake. Scientists with the University of California,
Berkeley, Earthquake Engineering Research Center (1994) attributed this extensional type of
surface deformation to broad upwarping and upward folding along the northern flank of the
Santa Susana Mountains. They noted that the bridge collapses at the Interstate 5 - SR 14
interchange could also possibly lie within an area that experienced this same type of effect.

Although fault surface rupture was not observed, localized ground deformation (some of which
may be due to secondary faulting) was noted throughout the San Fernando Valley, as discussed
below.

Liquefaction, Ground Cracking, and Lateral Spreading

Liquefaction is a phenomenon whereby loose, granular, saturated soils (shallow groundwater
table) lose their shear strength and tend to flow in a semi-liquid state when subjected to cycles
of strong ground motion. Liquefaction effects were mainly limited to isolated coastal areas
where these types of soil and shallow groundwater conditions exist. Notable areas were King
Harbor Marina in Redondo Beach, Coastal Areas of Santa Monica, and the Port of Los Angeles
container terminal. Some inland areas of localized liquefaction and lateral spreading occurred
in the Simi Valley, the Jensen Water Treatment Plant (although much less than during the 1971
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San Fernando earthquake), the Lower San Fernando Dam, and along the Santa Clara River
between Fillmore and Interstate 5.

In the northern San Femando Valley, widespread areas experienced ground cracking.
Compressional, extensional, and left-lateral deformation of streets, curbs and sidewalks was
especially prevalent in the vicinity of Balboa Boulevard and Rinaldi Street. This deformation
was responsible for ruptures to buried gas and water lines that caused major damage to homes
in this area. Other areas that felt the effects of liquefaction, ground cracking, and lateral
spreading included the Jensen Filtration Plant site, foothill areas in the City of Granada Hills,
areas along SR 118, and the eastern end of the Simi Valley area.

Landsliding

Numerous landslides and rockfalls occurred near the coast at Pacific Palisades and in sparsely
populated areas in the Santa Monica and Santa Susana Mountains, and in a few areas in the San
Gabriel Mountains east of the Interstate 5 and SR 14 interchange.

The most significant damage from landsliding occurred in coastal bluffs at Pacific Palisades,
where the Pacific Coast Highway was blocked and several residences were either partially or
totally destroyed. Landsliding also caused damage along Angelo Drive in the Mulholland area
and at the Jensen Filtration Plant (although the plant itself experienced less damage as compared
to the 1971 San Fernando earthquake).

Areas of slope failures were also observed along Santa Susana Canyon Road that parallels SR
118. These varied from 25 to more than 100 feet in height and occurred both upslope and
downslope of the road.

Numerous slope failures, rockfalls and ravelling in natural slopes and talus occurred in
surrounding mountainous areas, particularly along access roads. Two major slides occurred at
Dillon Divide, along Little Tujunga Road that links highways 210 and 14. These caused little
damage but did close the road for several days until repairs could be made.

B.3.1.3 Local Observations
Immediately following the Northridge earthquake, geologists from The Janes Network (TIN),

Groundworks Environmental, Inc. (Groundworks), and Dames & Moore visited the ESWMF
project property and surrounding areas to perform a geologic reconnaissance and document
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potential ground disturbances. This included aerial reconnaissance by TIN and Groundworks,
and ground checking by all three firms. The findings of this effort were presented in a report
by Dames & Moore (1994a) and are summarized below.

The entire ESWMF project property was observed and photographed from helicopter
reconnaissance traverses. This was performed to quickly identify potential areas of ground
disturbance, fresh landsliding, rockfalls, or other special interest areas for ground checking.
Ground reconnaissance included general traverses and specific locations, targeting previously
mapped/inferred traces of the Whitney Canyon, Beacon, and Grapevine faults and other studied
outcrops of interest. The focus was to search for evidence of potential surface rupture, ground
cracks, rockfalls, landslides, or other ground deformation.

Surface Rupture

No evidence of fault surface rupture or any associated grournd deformation was noted along
faults mapped at the ESWMF project property or at nearby offsite locations. In addition, no
localized ground deformation that could be indicative of secondary faulting was observed

anywhere at the property.

Rockfalls and Landslides

Some minor areas of rockfalls were observed at the ESWMF project property. The primary area
where this was noted was the steep east-facing slope of Pico Ridge where areas of talus and
rockfalls existed prior to the earthquake. These areas showed signs of new rockfalls and talus
debris movement, with some accumulation at the base of steep slopes along the ridge. Minor
rockfalls and loosened rocks were noted along ancient landslide headwalls and a roadcut along
the central portion of an old, stable large landslide mass that is traversed by a site access road.
A few loosened rocks and minor accumulations of talus were noted at roadcuts along other
portions of site access roads.

In general, most of the known areas where old landslides have been mapped appeared stable,
with no obvious evidence of ground disturbance or indication of recent movement. One
exception was observed along the headwall of a large old landslide mapped in the Towsley
Formation at the southwest corner of the project property. Here, the northwest portion of the
slide headwall was re-activated and extended approximately 200 feet further to the west along
a fresh scarp. Vertical separation along this scarp was on the order of 3 to 4 feet.
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No indication of significant rockfalls or obvious landsliding was observed within the general area
or the proposed landfill footprint or surrounding vicinity.

Effects in ESWMF Project Property Monitoring Wells

During moderate to large sized earthquakes (typically magnitude S or greater) it is common to
observe rises or drops in well water levels in response to the shock waves travelling through the
earth. These effects are nearly always short-lived and most pronounced immediately following
an earthquake. The rates at which wells return to previous levels depends on a number of
factors, including rock properties and well construction.

Geologists from Groundworks conducted periodic monitoring of the ESWMF project property
wells to assess what effect, if any, the earthquake may have had with respect to groundwater
conditions. On January 19 and 20, 1994, water level measurements were initially obtained for
those ESWMF wells that could be quickly reached after the January 17, 1994 earthquake.
Additional measurements of water levels were then periodically measured through April 1994.
These measurements were compiled with the existing water-level database. Interpretation of
these data with respect to potential earthquake effects was reported in Dames & Moore (1994a).

Of 34 site wells evaluated, water levels in eight wells showed some discernible drop or rise that
could potentially be attributed to the earthquake. Water level changes were observed in four
other wells but the cause of the changes is difficult to interpret due to effects of recent
precipitation. Water levels in 22 of the wells showed no apparent effect. Since none of the
ESWMF wells contain continuous water-level monitoring devices, it is possible that water level
changes in these wells could have returned to former levels before the initial readings were
obtained following the earthquake. Of the eight wells definitely demonstrating some rise or fall,
water levels in six had returned to previous levels as of the last available measurement in April
1994. Two other wells showed longer effects but water levels in these were noted to still be
within their historic ranges.

Based on historic water level measurements, including data before and after the Northridge
earthquake, groundwater flow conditions and flow direction has not changed and is still from
high elevation areas at the project property (Firebreak Road ridgeline) toward the northwest
along the Elsmere Canyon watershed drainage. Likewise, groundwater flow beneath the
proposed disposal area is still toward the northwest along Elsmere Canyon drainage.
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B.3.2 Air Quality/Public Health Effects
B.3.2.1 Air Quality Effects

Following the Northridge earthquake a number of ambient air quality monitoring stations in the
South Coast Air Basin went out of service due to significant ground shaking and were unable
to record pollutant levels. The monitoring stations which were able to continue recording
showed increases in PM levels in the atmosphere; particularly the Los Angeles, Burbank and
Long Beach stations (South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), 1994). None
of the monitors recorded violations to PM standards (Casmassi, 1994).

According to the SCAQMD, while there was no traceable cause, the increase in PM levels could
have been attributed to airborne dust from landslides and loosened dirt as a result of the ground
shaking. Other factors which may have contributed to the higher than normal PM levels include
smoke from the large amount of fires which broke out after the earthquake, and fog (Chico,
1994).

B.3.2.2 Public Health Effects

An unusual side effect of the Northridge earthquake was a sudden outbreak of
Coccidioidomycosis (also known as valley fever, Simi-Valley fever, San Joaquin Valley discase,
desert fever, San Joaquin fever and several other less common names) and infant botulism. The
sudden outbreak of these two diseases was suspected to originate from bacteria-rich particles
suspended in the atmosphere after the earthquake and subsequent aftershocks, and during clean-
up activities (Vogt, 1994).

The organism that causes Coccidioidomycosis is a fungus which grows in soil in the
southwestern United States. Breathing this airborne fungus can result in infection and possibly
disease. Approximately 60 percent of infected persons have no symptoms, while 40 percent
develop illnesses ranging from "flu-like" symptoms to pneumonia. Coccidioidomycosis is not
transmitted from person to person (Center for Disease Control, 1994).

From January 24 through May 15, 1994, at least 170 patients with laboratory evidence of a
recent infection of Coccidioidomycosis were reported in Ventura County. Ventura County was
not previously known to be strongly associated with Coccidioidomycosis and the number of cases
exceeds those reported (52) in the County during 1993 (Center for Disease Control, 1994).
During the preceding decade, less than 10 cases were reported annually in Ventura County. The
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increase in reported cases in the County has occurred since the Northridge earthquake, which
exposed Ventura County residents to elevated levels of suspended, bacteria-rich particles. The
possible association between the outbreak of Coccidioidomycosis and the earthquake is still being
investigated by the Ventura County Public Health Department, California Department of Health
Services and the federal Center for Disease Control. These agencies believe there is a distinct
linkage between the earthquake and the disease.

Another effect of the Northridge earthquake was the increase in infant botulism. According to
the California Department of Health Services (Los Angeles Times, 1994a), dust suspended in
air from the ground shaking is the most likely cause of the outbreak. All of the infants (five
cases reported since mid-February) who contracted the disease live in areas that were subjected
to strong ground motion (Santa Monica, Granada Hills and Canyon Country). Moreover, all
of the cases were reported following the Northridge earthquake. Due to the high birthrate and
geographical area, California has about half of the 75 to 100 cases of infant botulism diagnosed
annually in the United States. The symptoms of the disease, which only affects infants less than
1 year old, range from general listlessness and flu-like symptoms to paralysis. According to the
California Department of Health Services, infant botulism was also linked to earlier earthquakes;
after the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake, two cases were recorded in the Bay Area (Los Angeles
Times, 1994a). Based on data showing frequency and time of other infant botulism cases, there
is a distinct pattern linking the disease to earthquake events.

The Northridge earthquake was also responsible for the disturbance and suspension of asbestos-
containing material (ACM), including fireproofing and insulation. This was a significant
problem primarily in older buildings, which also had the most structural damage (Dames &
Moore, 1994b). The health concerns regarding ACM include degradation of air quality due to
unhealthy levels of ACM particles, and contamination of clothing and other retail goods.
Contaminated items were removed and subsequently disposed of in toxic waste landfills (EQE
International, 1994).

B.3.3 Land Use Effects
B.3.3.1 Damage To Land Uses
Residential

Damage to residences in the region was widespread and extended to areas over 30 miles from
the epicenter. Significant structural damage to residences was concentrated in the Santa Clarita
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Valley to the north, south-central Los Angeles to the south, Azusa to the east, and eastern
Ventura County to the west of the epicenter. Most residential structures in the vicinity of the
epicenter were one-story wood houses and two-to four-story wood apartment buildings. One-
story homes generally suffered little damage. Damage to one-story homes included: chimney
collapse, sliding at the foundation level, masonry fence collapse, and extensive interior plaster
and exterior stucco cracks. Complete structural failures to one-story residential structures was
infrequent. However, a number of multi-story (two-to four-story) apartment and condominium
buildings were significantly damaged, including cases of the first floor completely collapsing in
older buildings (EQE International, 1994).

Most of the multi-story apartments proved to be poorly engineered wood frame buildings
covered with stucco walls only, which were unable to accommodate the shear forces from the
earthquake. Most of the apartments that failed (including the much publicized Northridge
Meadows Apartments) had carports (referred to as "soft floors" because of their extreme
flexibility) on the ground floor with the living areas located above. The lack of first-floor
stiffness and strength led to collapse of the building. As with most of the commercial structures
that failed, multi-story structures constructed of reinforced concrete or masonry wall performed

poorly.

Mobile homes and other manufactured homes also suffered significant damage from the effects
of the earthquake. Most of the damage to mobile homes was caused by trailers separating from
their temporary foundations. In Santa Clarita alone, approximately one-half of the estimated
3,000 mobile homes were damaged in this manner (EQE International, 1994). Mobile homes
are usually supported by small concrete and metal base supports which offer little resistance to
lateral movements caused by earthquakes. Detachment of the mobile homes from the
foundations had significant effects on utility lines, especially natural gas and propane lines.

Commercial

Much of the commercial development of the San Fernando Valley occurred approximately 20
years ago, prior to seismic codes (EQE International, 1994). Numerous retail centers and
commercial outlets are located in the San Fernando Valley, and the larger commercial buildings
are concentrated in groups along major regional thoroughfares. The earthquake caused extensive
damage to commercial structures, ranging from nonstructural damage in better-built modern
structures to total collapse of both old and new structures. Some of the most significant damage
occurred in the large shopping centers located in the San Fernando Valley. Damage at these
centers ranged from the near-total collapse of the Northridge Fashion Center to architectural
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finishes and facades cracking or falling off at the Topanga Plaza Mall in Conoga Park (located
approximately 5 miles from the epicenter). Earthquake-affected malls and department stores
included: Northridge Fashion Center, Topanga Plaza, Promenade Mall, Fallbrook Square
Shopping Mall, Sherman Oaks Galleria, Sherman Oaks Fashion Square, and Panorama Mall.

Numerous single- and multi-story department stores showed evidence of having been severely
shaken. Significant damage of varying types occurred. For example, south of the Northridge
Fashion Center, damage to several-single story department stores ranged from the collapse of
a music store to an entire wall of a concrete "tilt-up" furniture store separating and falling (U.S.
Department of Commerce, 1994).

The majority of commercial structures damaged in the earthquake were built in the 1970s using
certain reinforced concrete structural designs which have proven to perform inadequately during
an earthquake. The Northridge Fashion Center was a 22-year-old reinforced concrete-frame
structure. Similar commercial outlets built during the same period, but that had been structurally
retrofitted, performed adequately.

Industrial

Industries in the affected region are mostly light manufacturing and service orientated such as:
high technology, defense, and aerospace firms; small-and medium-size manufacturers;
warehousing and distribution; and other miscellaneous light industries (typically found in
industrial parks). With a few exceptions, heavy or large manufacturing industries are generally
located in the South Bay or East Los Angeles, outside of the region that had the strong ground
accelerations. For the most part, industrial facilities experienced very little damage from the
earthquake and most of those surveyed had nonstructural damage to buildings (Earthquake
Engineering Research Institute, 1994). Some industrial facilities did incur damage to heavy-duty
process and production equipment. However, this damage was relatively easy to repair and
normal operations were typically resumed within 2 to 3 days. Most oil and gas facilities, such
as refineries, were generally undamaged. The favorable performance of the majority of the
industrial facilities can be attributed to structural retrofitting to accommodate significant ground
shaking.

Exceptions to the favorable seismic performance of industrial facilities included damage to large
liquid bulk storage tanks and associated piping, and an underground oil pipeline. A crude oil
storage tank failed due to extensive buckling (referred to as elephant-foot buckling) that occurred
near tank toes. As a result of elephant-foot buckling, an unanchored 250,000-gallon tank located
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just west of the Northridge Fashion Center purged its entire contents, while a 15,000-gallon steel
tank released waste oil when the support piping became unattached. The strong ground shaking
from the earthquake cracked welds at several locations along a 10-inch diameter underground
pipeline transporting crude oil to refineries from the San Joaquin Valley (Engineering Research
Institute, 1994).

Utilities

Southern California relies on Northern California and the Colorado River for its primary water
supply. January 17, 1994 was the first time in history that an earthquake resulted in the failure
of the major pipelines that feed water to the region’s water treatment facilities.

One of the most significant failures that contributed to the disruption of the water supply system
occurred to the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) Aqueduct No. 2 at
Terminal Hill, located above Magazine Canyon. The reinforced concrete relief tank on top of
Terminal Hill appeared to perform well through the earthquake. However, the 77-inch diameter
steel pipeline that transports water up from the canyon to the relief tank separated from its saddle
support, shattering the saddle at a number of locations. In two locations, the pipeline sections
bulged approximately 6 inches. In two other locations, the pipeline ruptured, purging thousands
of gallons of water. Repair of the pipeline sections began immediately after the earthquake.
The repair was completed by January 19 and the pipeline was returned to service by January 20.
However, leakage was subsequently found in two additional locations and operations were
stopped until repairs could be completed. The pipeline was back in service on January 24.
Additional disruption to the water supply system was caused by damage to the LADWP’s
Aqueduct No. 1 at the Elsmere, Whitney and Soledad siphons. Aqueduct No. 1 suffered
significant buckling, shattering the 10-foot diameter pipeline/siphon in a number of places. The
80-year-old pipeline was taken out of service immediately after the earthquake until repairs were
made. As of July 1, Aqueduct No. 1 was back to operating at its normal service level.
Collectively, LADWP’s Aqueduct Nos. 1 and 2 represent approximately 75 percent of the water
supply to the City of Los Angeles (Miller, 1994).

LADWP’s distribution system includes more than 100 storage reservoirs; 11,200 kilometers of
mains; and 630,000 service connections. Storage reservoirs generally performed well, except
for several aboveground steel tanks. Some of these tanks failed in the earthquake. Tank failures
were caused by failure at bases and roofs. Several others emptied due to inlet-outlet pipe
damage. At the 9,500-acre-feet Los Angeles Reservoir, just south of the Los Angeles Aqueduct
Filtration Plant, minor cracking was observed in the asphalt lining (EQE International, 1994).
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In addition to the damage suffered by the pipelines, the water treatment plants (Metropolitan
Water District’s Joseph Jensen Filtration Plant, LADWP’s Aqueduct Filtration Plant and Castaic
Lake Water Agency Water Treatment Plant) which provide water service to the affected areas
were forced out of service for 24 to 36 hours following the earthquake. However, the plants
suffered relatively minor damage due to the extensive earthquake retrofit measures incorporated
into their structural design. The earthquake damage included lateral spreading of the ground or
soil settlement around facility foundations and leaks in underground water mains and water
basins. The soil failure also damaged buried electrical conduits and chlorine solution lines.
Although the treatment plants were out of service temporarily, storage reservoirs and other
treatment plants outside the immediate area that remained on-line supplied water to most of the
valley (EQE International, 1994).

Once the treatment plants were back on line and the associated supply pipelines were repaired,
the system still failed to provide water to customers (especially those in the epicenter area)
because of the failure of the water supply distribution network. Thousands of mainline leaks
were reported and the repairs were time consuming. A boil order remained in effect for 2
weeks because of possible contamination from the numerous breaks in the water supply lines.

Castaic Lake Water Agency, the water supplier to local water purveyors in the Santa Clarita
Valley, suffered significant damage to their 54-and 21-inch distribution lines (Carr, 1994). The
majority of line failures occurred at the joints where the line bent at grade changes. The 54-inch
diameter primary treated water transmission line feeding the Santa Clarita Valley experienced
a failure rate of approximately two breaks per mile. The 21-inch line experienced a high amount
of failures in isolated areas and is currently decommissioned while approximately 3,000 feet of
new pipeline is installed. The line is expected to be in full operation by the end of August 1994
(Carr, 1994).

Electrical service in the affected area is provided primarily by LADWP and Southern California
Edison Company. Some transmission towers (66, 115 and 230 -kilovolt [kV]) suffered
significant damage, many as a result of foundation failure/disruption. Damage occurred to
several high voltage substations near the epicenter, such as Sylmar, Pardee, and Rinaldi. At
these substations, porcelain equipment elements and other fragile parts of 230 kV and 500 kV
rating suffered the most damage (Tognazzini, 1994). High voltage substations designed after
1971 generally had substantially less damage than older facilities (EQE International, 1994).

In general, telephone facilities and equipment performed well during the earthquake. Main
switch/transmission equipment and overhead lines performed extremely well compared to past
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earthquakes. Three telephone central offices (COs) were significantly affected from the power
outage. COs rely on electric power to run air conditioning facilities to cool the equipment. At
one point following the earthquake, it was necessary to temporarily transfer network control to
a CO in Northern California. In addition to losing electric power, some of the COs in the
epicenter area suffered structural damage; however, there was no damage to equipment inside.
Extensive earthquake retrofitting prevented significant damage to telephone communication
facilities (Earthquake Engineering Research Institute, 1994).

B.3.3.2 Land Use Losses
Residential

In the City of Los Angeles, the Department of Building and Safety inspected approximately

100,000 residential buildings suspected of structural damage. Of the structures inspected,
approximately 2,000 were tagged as Unsafe (red tag) and another 9,000 were tagged as Limited

Entry (yellow tag). Approximately 63,000 residences were given green tags indicating that the

dwelling is structurally safe for occupancy, although damage to nonstructural or architectural

features is present (i.e., hanging lights, broken utilities, broken windows). The remaining ~
26,000 residences which were inspected were designated safe for occupancy. The Department .
estimates that about 30,000 dwelling units had been vacated following the earthquake (Steinbock,

1994).

In addition to the City of Los Angeles, a number of other jurisdictions suffered residential losses
(i.e., tagged red or yellow). These included approximately 55 in Santa Clarita, approximately
23 in San Fernando, and approximately 18 in Simi Valley (Foy, 1994; Phillips, 1994).
According to the County of Los Angeles Building and Safety office, less than 100 residential
structures were tagged Unsafe or Limited Entry in the unincorporated parts of Los Angeles
County (Phillips, 1994).

Losses to mobile homes were significant, especially in the Santa Clarita Valley. Approximately
150 mobile homes burned in three mobile home parks in the Sylmar area. These fires were
generally attributed to breaks in the gas lines (Earthquake Engineering Research Institute, 1994).
Other significant residential loss due to fires were reported in Northridge (17) and an apartment
complex in Granada Hills. Also in Granada Hills, five homes burned from a ruptured gas line
on Balboa Boulevard.
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During the first week after the earthquake, approximately 20,000 persons utilized parks and open
space to live. Shelters and "tent cities” provided by the Red Cross and Salvation Army were
set up at various locations to accommodate those who were displaced. According to the Red
Cross, approximately 41 shelters were established at the peak of the emergency (Earthquake
Engineering Research Institute, 1994).

Commercial

According to the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety office (Steinbock,
1994), approximately 459 commercial structures experienced a temporary or permanent loss of
function from the effects of the earthquake. In addition to the City of Los Angeles,
approximately 25 commercial structures were lost in Santa Clarita, and approximately eight in
San Fernando.

Large amounts of inventory/goods were lost due to: (1) collapsed ceilings and walls; (2)
collapsed displays and storage shelving; and (3) water damage from broken sprinkler systems.
Affected commercial outlets experienced temporary loss of function ranging from 2 to 3 weeks
(for those which suffered nonstructural damage) to an estimated 1 to 2 years for structures which
suffered major structural damage or had collapsed (EQE International, 1994). A number of
multi-level parking structures were damaged or collapsed. Commercial outlets that relied on
these structures for employee and/or customer use experienced business disruption due to lack
of parking even after their normal commercial functions were restored.

Industrial

Most of the industrial facilities surveyed after the earthquake had very little structural damage.
Facilities that were impacted suffered mostly inventory loss and short-term business interruption.

Utilities

Refer to Section B.3.5.1 (Utility Service Interruption).

B.3.4 Transportation Effects

Most of the 600-mile metropolitan Los Angeles freeway system survived the earthquake with

minor or easily repairable damage. However, the extensive damage or collapse of some freeway
structures (highway overpasses and bridges) caused significant disruption after the earthquake.
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In addition to the direct cost of repairing or replacing earthquake-damaged structures, there were
significant economic and social costs resulting from transportation delays. Also, bridges that
were taken out of service by the earthquake hampered emergency response efforts immediately
after the event.

B.3.4.1 Damage to Transportation Systems

Extensive damage to highway overpasses and bridges occurred throughout the epicenter area.
Major damage and collapse were observed on Interstate 5, 10, 210, and 405; State Routes 14
and 118; and U.S. 101. Types of damage that contributed to the freeway collapse included
shear failure of columns and bents (also referred to as piers arid beams), structural damage to
end walls and wing walls at abutments, and movement at expansion joints. The most significant
freeway structure failures are described below.

Interstate 10 ( The Santa Monica Freeway)

The Santa Monica Freeway, the busiest freeway in the U.S., is the major east-west artery
running between Santa Monica and downtown Los Angeles. Major bridge collapses
occurred in two separate locations: (1) the La Cienega Boulevard/Venice Boulevard
Separation; and (2) the Fairfax Avenue/Washington Boulevard Undercrossing. The
bridge structure spanning La Cienega Boulevard/Venice Boulevard was extensively
damaged. A portion of the westbound lane entirely collapsed while the eastbound lane
suffered relatively minor damage, remaining primarily at its original elevation. The
damage was attributed to the inability of the small columns to absorb the associated
energy generated by the earthquake (U.S. Department of Commerce, 1994).

The Fairfax Avenue/Washington Boulevard Undercrossing suffered partial collapse of
two spans of the eastbound and westbound lanes resulting in the offset of the roadway
abutment by approximately 4 feet. As with the La Cienega Boulevard/Venice Boulevard
Separation, the damage was attributed to the inability of the small columns to absorb the
earthquake energy. The adjacent Cadillac Undercrossing, which had been retrofitted with
full-length steel jackets suffered no visible damage (U.S. Department of Commerce,
1994).
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Q)

State Route 14 (The Antelope Valley Freeway)

Two bridges partially collapsed at the intersection of SR 14/I-5: the SR 14/I-5 Separation
and Overhead (Ramp C), which is the ramp linking southbound SR 14 to southbound I-5;
and the North Connector Overcrossing (Ramp M), which is the ramp linking southbound
SR 14 to northbound I-5 (U.S. Department of Commerce, 1994). The damage to the two
ramps was attributed to the inability of the small columns to absorb the earthquake
generated energy. In addition to the two collapsed ramps, there was evidence of
pounding between spans at several hinges, and offsets (horizontal and vertical) were
observed between the ends of the spans.

The SR 14/1-5 interchange has been the subject of previous retrofitting activities. This
interchange was designed in 1968 and was under construction in 1971 when portions
were damaged by the San Fernando (Sylmar) earthquake. At that time, one of the
completed ramps in the interchange collapsed, and two ramps which were under
construction were damaged. The segment which collapsed in 1971 was the South
Connector Overcrossing, connecting southbound I-5 with eastbound SR 14. This ramp
was subsequently rebuilt with improved reinforcement techniques, and it suffered no
significant damage from the Northridge event. The damaged portions of the two ramps
under construction in 1971 were repaired in place, but not strengthened; the portions not
yet constructed were completed with limited seismic upgrading. The two ramps which
partially collapsed in the Northridge earthquake were the same two under construction
at the time of the 1971 earthquake.

State Route 118 (The Simi Valley Freeway)

SR 118 is the major east-west transportation route for northern Los Angeles County. A
number of bridges along SR 118 received minor, repairable damage, but two bridges
were damaged severely. Portions of a bridge collapsed at the intersection of San
Fernando Mission Boulevard and Gothic Avenue, and nearby there was severe pier
damage and a near collapse of the bridge at Bull Creek Canyon Channel (U.S.
Department of Commerce, 1994).

Interstate 5 (The Golden State Freeway)

Interstate 5 is the major north-south transportation route in California. At its crossing
with Gavin Canyon (Old Gavin Road), approximately 2 miles north of the SR 14/I-5
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intersection, two parallel bridges collapsed from failure of three of the four end spans.
These bridges were constructed in 1967, prior to revised design standards. The tall,
flexible piers of the two center bents remained upright. Demolition of both bridges was
completed a few days after the earthquake (U.S. Department of Commerce, 1994).

The majority of the freeway structure failures were caused by: (1) failures of the smaller
columns or piers which support the roadway, such as in the failures at the I-5/SR 14
Interchange, the SR 118 at Mission-Gothic, and the I-5/SR 118 Southwest Connector; (2)
bridge/overcrossing alignments of irregular plan configuration, such as the case at the I-5 bridge
at Gavin Canyon, the SR 118 bridges at Mission-Gothic, and the Bull Creek Canyon Channel;
and (3) skewed bridge/overcrossing alignments. During an earthquake, long columns survive
the event because they are more flexible and forgiving and have the ability to absorb energy
generated from the earthquake. Short columns, unable to bend because they are inherently the
"stiffest” columns in the structure, absorb a large share of the horizontal energy produced by
longer columns and subsequently fail. As a result, these short columns have been the focus of
the retrofitting activities. One of the methods used to increase the resiliency of the older
columns/structures in an earthquake is jacketing. Jacketing is accomplished by wrapping the
columns in steel casings to keep the column from splitting during the earthquake (Los Angeles
Times, 1994b).

Failures were also associated with bridges having skewed alignments or irregular plan
configurations. The potential for seismic damage to bridges having skewed or irregular
alignments was known before this earthquake, yet relatively little has been done to address this
problem. Different retrofitting methods for these type of bridges and roadways are currently
being developed.

There are approximately 12,000 state-owned highway bridges in California, and 2,523 of these
are located in Los Angeles County. In California, approximately 1,313 <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>