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NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

 
DATE:   November 21, 2011 
 
PROJECT TITLE:  CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL MASTER PLAN REVSION 
    PROJECT NO. R2004-00559-(5) 
    CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 200400042 
    ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. 200400039 
 
PROJECT APPLICANT: Chiquita Canyon Landfill LLC.  
    29201 Henry Mayo Drive 
    Castaic, CA 91384 
    (661) 257-3655 
 
The County of Los Angeles is the lead agency and will prepare an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) for the project identified below.  In compliance with Section 15082 of the State 
of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the County of Los Angeles is 
distributing the Notice of Preparation (NOP) to the Office of Planning and Research, each 
responsible agency, interested parties, and federal agencies, involved in approving the 
project and to trustee agencies responsible for natural resources affected by the project.  
Within 30 days after receiving the NOP, each agency shall provide the County of Los 
Angeles with specific written details about the scope and content of the environmental 
information related to the agency’s area of statutory responsibility.   
 
The purpose of this NOP is to solicit the views of your agency as to scope and content of 
the environmental information germane to your agency’s statutory authority with respect to 
the proposed project.  Your agency may need to use the EIR prepared by our agency when 
considering approval of applicable permits and other approvals for the project.  
 
PROJECT LOCATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:  The Chiquita Canyon Landfill 
(CCL), located in the northwestern portion of unincorporated Los Angeles County, is 
approximately three miles west of the Interstate 5 and State Route 126 (SR-126) 
intersection (Figure 1). The site is located in Section 15, Township 4 North, Range 17 West, 
San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian. The site latitude and longitude are 34°25’N and 
118°39’W, respectively. 

Much of the area surrounding CCL consists of undeveloped open space as a result of steep 
topography. Surrounding land uses include mostly open lands to the north; rural residential 
development is located to the west and northwest along Chiquito Canyon Road and in the 
Val Verde area, respectively. Relatively new suburban residential areas are located to the 
northeast. The closest of these residential dwellings is located approximately 500 feet from 
the northwest site boundary corner and 1,200 feet from the current landfill footprint; 



intervening topography prevents residential views of the operating landfill from these 
locations. Industrial/commercial uses are located to the northeast, east, and southeast. The 
United States Postal Service has a general mail facility adjacent to the eastern edge of the 
landfill property boundary. The property immediately west and south of the landfill is owned 
by the Newhall Land and Farming Company (NLF) and is currently either vacant or is used 
for agricultural activities. Oil extraction fields and associated storage areas are located less 
than one mile from the landfill to the west and south. Valencia Travel Village, a short- and 
long-term campground, is located approximately one mile east of the landfill on the south 
side of SR-126. 

 

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The CCL Master Plan Revision (Proposed Project) would allow the 
existing landfill to continue operations with a new grant term, as well as extend the waste 
footprint at CCL within the existing site boundary, better utilize the landfill’s remaining and 
potential disposal capacity, and allow for the disposal of all non-hazardous wastes 
acceptable at a Class III solid waste disposal landfill. The Proposed Project would also 
include the continued diversion of such materials as green waste, asphalt/concrete and 
metal through ongoing landfill waste diversion programs on which numerous jurisdictions 
depend to comply with state-mandated waste diversion goals. 

 
ENTITLEMENT REQUIREMENTS AND DISCRETIONARY APPROVALS: The applicant, 
Chiquita Canyon LLC, is requesting a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to authorize the 
continued operation, maintenance and expansion of an existing waste disposal facility 
located in the A-2 (Heavy Agricultural) zone.  A CUP is required for the operation of a waste 
disposal facility in the A-2 zone pursuant to Section 22.24.150 of the Los County Code 
(Zoning Ordinance).   
 
POTENTIAL PROJECT IMPACTS: 
Based on the Initial Study, an EIR is necessary for the proposed Project.  Based on a 
preliminary assessment of potential environmental impacts that may occur as a result of the 
proposed Project (Attachment 2, Draft Initial Study), the environmental issues to be 
addressed in the Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan Revision would include at least the 
following: 
 
Potential Hazards 
Geology/Soils 
Hazards/Hazardous Materials 
Noise 
 
Potential Impacts to Resources 
Hydrology/Water Quality 
Air Quality 
Biological Resources 
Cultural Resources 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
Potential Impact to Services 
Transportation/Traffic 



Utilities/Services 
 
NOTICE OF PREPARATION REVIEW AND COMMENTS:  The review period for the 
Notice of Preparation will be from November 28, 2011 to January 12, 2012.  As a result of 
the time limits mandated by state law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible 
date, but not later than January 4, 2012.  Please direct all written comments to the following 
address.  In your response, please include the name of a contact person in your agency. 
 
Rob Glaser 
Zoning Permits North Section 
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
320 W. Temple Street, Room 1348 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: (213) 974-6443 
Fax: (213) 626-0434  
E-mail: rglaser@planning.lacounty.gov 
 
SCOPING MEETING:  To assist in local participation, a Scoping Meeting will be held to 
present the proposed Project and to solicit suggestions from the public and responsible 
agencies on the content of the Draft EIR.  The Scoping Meeting will be held at the Val 
Verde Community Regional Park Facility, located at 30300 West Arlington Street, Val 
Verde, on Tuesday December 6, 2011 from 7:00 p.m. – 8:30 p.m. 
 
Attachment:  
Draft Initial Study 

mailto:rglaser@planning.lacounty.gov
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Environmental Checklist Form (Initial Study) 
County of Los Angeles, Department of Regional Planning 
 
 
 
 
Project title: Chiquita Canyon Landfill / Project No. R2004-00559-(5)  / Case No(s) Conditional Use 
Permit No. 200400042, Environmental Case No. 200400039.  
 
Project location: 29201 Henry Mayo Drive, Castaic, CA 91384 (Located between Chiquito Canyon Road 
and Wolcott Way) 
APN:  3721-002-011, 013, 019 and 034 Thomas Guide: 4549 D-1, D-2, E-1, E-2 USGS Quad: Val Verde 
 
Gross Acreage: 643 acres 
 
Description of project:  The Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) Master Plan Revision (Proposed Project) 
would continue the existing landfill use with a new grant term, as well as extend the waste footprint at CCL 
within the existing site boundary, better utilize the landfill’s remaining and potential disposal capacity, and 
allow for the disposal of all non-hazardous wastes acceptable at a Class III solid waste disposal landfill. The 
Proposed Project would also include the continued diversion of such materials as green waste, 
asphalt/concrete and metal through ongoing landfill waste diversion programs on which numerous 
jurisdictions depend to comply with state-mandated waste diversion goals. 

General plan designation: R (Non Urban) 
 
Community/Area wide Plan designation: HM (Hillside Management), I (Industrial), P (Public Facilities) 
(Santa Clarita Valley Areawide General Plan_ 
 
Zoning: A-2-2 (Heavy Agricultural - two acre minimum required lot area), A-2-5 (Heavy Agricultural – Five 
Acre Minimum Lot Area), M-1 1/2-DP (Restricted Heavy Manufacturing – Development Program).  
 
Surrounding land uses and setting:  Much of the area surrounding CCL consists of undeveloped vacant 
hillsides as a result of steep topography. Surrounding land uses include mostly open lands to the north; rural 
residential development is located to the west and northwest along Chiquito Canyon Road and in the Val 
Verde area, respectively. Relatively new suburban residential areas are located to the northeast. The closest 
of these residential dwellings is located approximately 500 feet from the northwest site boundary corner and 
1,200 feet from the current landfill footprint; intervening topography prevents residential views of the 
operating landfill from these locations. Industrial/commercial uses are located to the northeast, east, and 
southeast. The United States Postal Service has a general mail facility adjacent to the eastern edge of the 
landfill property boundary. The property immediately west and south of the landfill is owned by the 
Newhall Land and Farming Company (NLF) and is currently either vacant or is used for agricultural 
activities. Oil extraction fields and associated storage areas are located less than 1 mile from the landfill to 
the west and south. Valencia Travel Village, a short- and long-term campground, is located approximately 1 
mile east of the landfill on the south side of SR-126. 
 
Major projects in the area: 
Project/Case No. Description and Status 
00-196/TR53108 The “River Village” project (part of Newhall Ranch SP, pending) 
04-181/TR061105 The “Mission Village” project (part of Newhall Ranch SP, pending) 
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00-210/TR53295 The “Entrada” project (pending) 
PM20685 21 industrial lots on 110 AC (approved) 
TR069708 100 single family residential lots (pending) 
TR52475 58 single family residential lots (pending) 
PM066190 825 single family lots (pending) 
TR060257 353 single and multi-family residential lots (pending) 
PM060030 37 industrial lots and 5 public lots (pending) 
TR060665 109 residential condo lots (pending) 

TR52584 209 single family residential lots, one golf course lot, 2 open space lots 
and two street lots on 432 acres (approved) 

TR45084 294 single family residential lots (recorded) 
PM18108 1,740 commercial, industrial and public lots (pending) 

TR061996 The “Legacy” project; 3,455 single and multi-family residential lots 
(pending) 

TR060678 The “Homestead Newhall Ranch” project; 5,778 single and multi-family 
residential lots (pending) 
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Reviewing Agencies:  
Responsible Agencies Special Reviewing Agencies Regional Significance 

 None  
Regional Water Quality  Control 
Board:  
  Los Angeles Region 
  Lahontan Region 

 Coastal Commission 
 Army Corps of Engineers 
 Caltrans 
 CA DHS 

 None 
 Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy 

 National Parks 
 National Forest 
 Edwards Air Force Base 
 Resource Conservation 
District of Santa Monica 
Mountains Area 

 DOCDOG, AQMD, CIWMB 
 CA Food & Agriculture, Kern 

County, SCOPE, Save  Open 
Space 

 U.S. Postal Services, MTA 
 City of Santa Clarita, SC Oak 

Conservancy, Sierra Club 
 CA Dept of Water Resources, 

City of Los Angeles, Friends of 
the SC River, Communities for a 
Better Environment 

 Castaic Water, Valencia Water 
 Ventura County, Santa Clarita 

Civic Association, SCAG 
 

 None 
 SCAG Criteria 
 Air Quality 
 Water Resources 
 Santa Monica Mtns. Area 
       

Trustee Agencies County Departments  
 None 
 State Dept. of Fish and Game 
 State Dept. of Parks and 
Recreation 

 State Lands Commission 
 University of California 
(Natural Land and Water 
Reserves System) 

 DPW:  
- Land Development Division  
(Grading & Drainage) 

- Geotechnical & Materials 
Engineering Division 

- Traffic and Lighting Division 
- Environmental Programs 
Division 

- Waterworks Division 
 

 Fire Department  
- Forestry, Environmental 
Division 

-Planning Division 
 Sanitation District   
 Public Health: Environmental 
Hygiene (Noise)  

 Sheriff Department 
 Parks and Recreation 
 Subdivision Committee 
       

Public agency approvals which may be required:  
Public Agency Approval Required 
      (E.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement.) 
 
Lead agency name and address: Project sponsor's name and address: 
County of Los Angeles  
Attn: Department of Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street  
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 

Chiquita Canyon Landfill, LLC 
29201 Henry Mayo Drive 
Castaic, CA 91384 

Contact person and phone number: Rob Glaser, Principal Planner (213) 974-6443 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
 

IMPACT ANALYSIS  
SUMMARY MATRIX 

No Impact 
 Less than Significant Impact 
  Less than Significant Impact w/ Project Mitigation 
   Potentially Significant Impact 

Environmental Factor Pg.     Potential Concern 
1. Aesthetics   Recreational trail; landform alteration 
2. Agriculture/Forest                
3. Air Quality   Diesel, methane, odors 
4. Biological Resources   Undisturbed areas, blue line streams, coastal sage scrub 
5. Cultural Resources    
6. Energy              
7. Geology/Soils   Landslides, substantial grading 
8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions              
9. Hazards/Hazardous Materials              
10. Hydrology/Water Quality   Storm water runoff 
11. Land Use/Planning              
12. Mineral Resources              
13. Noise   Equipment noise, entrance relocation 
14. Population/Housing              
15. Public Services              
16. Recreation              
17. Transportation/Traffic   Entrance relocation, update traffic analysis 
18. Utilities/Services              
19. Mandatory Findings  
of Significance 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately 
supported by the information sources the Lead Department cites in the parentheses following each 
question.  A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show 
that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a 
fault rupture zone).  A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific 
factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, 
based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, 
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational 
impacts. 

3) Once the Lead Department has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the 
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with 
mitigation, or less than significant.  "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial 
evidence that an effect may be significant.  If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" 
entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required. 

4) "Negative Declaration:  Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the 
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a 
"Less Than Significant Impact."  The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly 
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level.  (Mitigation measures from Section 
XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-referenced.) 

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA processes, 
an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  (State CEQA 
Guidelines § 15063(c)(3)(D).)  In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

a) Earlier Analysis Used.  Identify and state where they are available for review. 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed.  Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the 
scope of, and adequately analyzed in, an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, 
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures.  For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the 
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

6) Supporting Information Sources:  A source list should be attached, and other sources used or 
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

7) The explanation of each issue should identify:  the significance threshold, if any, used to evaluate each 
question, and; mitigation measures identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.  
Sources of thresholds include the County General Plan, other County planning documents, and County 
ordinances.  Some thresholds are unique to geographical locations. 

8) Climate Change Impacts: When determining whether a project’s impacts are significant, the analysis 
should consider, when relevant,  the effects of future climate change on : 1) worsening  hazardous 
conditions that  pose risks to the project’s inhabitants and structures (e.g., floods and wildfires), and 2) 
worsening the project’s impacts on the environment (e.g., impacts on special status species and public 
health).  
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 1.  AESTHETICS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact
Would the project:      

a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, 
including County-designated scenic resources areas 
(scenic highways as shown on the Scenic Highway 
Element, scenic corridors, scenic hillsides, and scenic 
ridgelines)? 
 

    

Henry Mayo Drive is a first priority scenic highway. 
 
b)  Be visible from or obstruct views from a regional 
riding or hiking trail? 
 

    

Santa Clara River Trail will be located south of the site. 
 
c)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, historic 
buildings, or undeveloped or undisturbed areas? 
 

    

Currently undisturbed areas will be developed for solid waste disposal.  
 
d)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the site and its surroundings because of 
height, bulk, pattern, scale, character, or other 
features? 
 

    

Visual analysis/simulations will be included in the EIR. 
 
e)  Create a new source of substantial shadows, light, 
or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? 
 

    

Nighttime lighting will be addressed in the EIR. 
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2. AGRICULTURE / FOREST 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact
No 

Impact
Would the project:     

a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 
 

    

No agricultural activities would be converted to non-agricultural use. 
 
b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
with a designated Agricultural Opportunity Area, or 
with a Williamson Act contract? 
 

    

Continued operation of CCL would be consistent with existing land uses at CCL since its inception, and is not within a 
designated Agricultural Opportunity Area or with a Williamson Act contract. 
 
c)  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code § 
12220 (g)) or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined in Public Resources Code § 
4526)? 
 
CCL does not contain forest land or timberland. 

    

 
d)  Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 
 

    

CCL does not contain forest land. 
 
e)  Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 
 

    

CCL does not contain Farmland or forest land. 
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3. AIR QUALITY 

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district 
may be relied upon to make the following determinations.   

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact

No 
Impact

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
applicable air quality plans of the South Coast AQMD 
(SCAQMD) or the Antelope Valley AQMD? 
 

    

Potential air quality impacts will be evaluated in the EIR. 
 
b)  Violate any applicable federal or state air quality 
standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation (i.e. exceed the State’s 
criteria for regional significance which is generally (a) 
500 dwelling units for residential uses or (b) 40 gross 
acres, 650,000 square feet of floor area or 1,000 
employees for nonresidential uses)? 
 

    

Proposed Project is a 124-acre expansion of an existing landfill; potential air quality impacts will be evaluated in the EIR. 
 

c)  Exceed a South Coast AQMD or Antelope Valley 
AQMD CEQA significance threshold? 
 

    

Potential air quality impacts will be evaluated in the EIR. 
 
d)  Otherwise result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal 
or state ambient air quality standard? 
 

    

Cumulatively considerable impacts will be evaluated in the EIR.

e)  Expose sensitive receptors (e.g., schools, hospitals, 
parks) to substantial pollutant concentrations due to 
location near a freeway or heavy industrial use? 
 

    

CCL has an existing use landfill footprint which is currently permitted on approximately 257 acres and with proposed 
expansion the footprint will increase to approximately 400 acres; no sensitive receptors are within one mile and therefore, would 
not be impacted. 

f)  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 
 

    

Odors possible from delivered trash, landfill gas, wastewater residues, and green waste used for alternative daily cover.  
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact

No 
Impact

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game (DFG) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS)? 
 

    

The Proposed Project would disturb drainage courses tributary to Castaic Creek and the Santa Clara River which are habitat 
to sensitive species. 

 
b)  Have a substantial adverse effect on sensitive 
natural communities (e.g., riparian habitat, coastal 
sage scrub, oak woodlands, non-jurisdictional 
wetlands) identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
and regulations DFG or USFWS?  These communities 
include Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) identified 
in the General Plan, SEA Buffer Areas, and Sensitive 
Environmental Resource Areas (SERAs) identified in 
the Coastal Zone Plan. 
 

    

Coastal sage scrub is found onsite. 
 

c)  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands (including marshes, vernal pools, 
and coastal wetlands) or waters of the United States, 
as defined by § 404 of the Clean Water Act through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? 
 

    

Blue line streams traverse the expansion areas. 
 
d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 
 

    

The Proposed Project would result in a loss of undisturbed area prior to closure of the landfill, and will be further analyzed in 
the EIR. 

 
e)  Convert oak woodlands (as defined by the state, 
oak woodlands are oak stands with greater than 10% 
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canopy cover with oaks at least  5” inch in diameter 
measured at 4.5 feet above mean natural grade) or 
otherwise contain oak or other unique native trees 
(junipers, Joshuas, etc.)? 
 
The Proposed Project would not impact oak woodlands. 
 
f)  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, including Wildflower 
Reserve Areas (L.A. County Code, Title 12, Ch. 12.36) 
and the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance 
(L.A. County Code, Title 22, Ch. 22.56, Part 16)?  
 

    

The Proposed Project would be consistent with Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance and an Oak Tree Permit will be 
determined once the Oak Tree Report is provided. 
 
g)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted state, 
regional, or local habitat conservation plan? 
 

    

The consistency of the Proposed Project with habitat conservation plans will be evaluated in the EIR. 
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5.  CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact

No 
Impact

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5? 
 

    

Prehistoric site CA-LAN-36 is within the property boundary line, but outside of any grading activity. The closest listed 
historical resource to the site is the Rancho San Francisco Estancia Adobe, which is located 2.5 miles to the northeast of the 
project site. 
 
b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5? 
 

    

No impacts to known archaeological resources would occur. 
 
c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature, or contain rock formations indicating 
potential paleontological resources? 
 

    

No impacts to known paleontological resources would occur. 
 
d)  Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 
 

    

No impacts to known interred human remains would occur. 
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6. ENERGY 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact

No 
Impact

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Comply with Los Angeles County Green Building 
Standards? (L.A. County Code Title 22, Ch. 22.52, Part 
20 and Title 21, § 21.24.440.) 
 

    

CCL expansion would comply with Los Angeles County Green Building Code Standards. 
 
b)  Involve the inefficient use of energy resources (see 
Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines)? 
 

    

CCL currently generates green energy via a landfill-gas-to-energy plant. 
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7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact

No 
Impact

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Be located in an active or potentially active fault 
zone, Seismic Hazards Zone, or Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zone, and expose people or 
structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 
 

    

 i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault.  
 

    

Holser (0.5 miles north), Oak Ridge (4.5 miles west), and Santa Susana (4.5 miles south) faults are located in the 
immediate vicinity. 

 
 ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking?  
 

    

Potential seismic impacts will be addressed in the EIR. 
 

 iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including 
 liquefaction?  
 

    

 Areas of shallow groundwater per Safety Element Plate 3. 
 
 iv)  Landslides?  
 

    

Several 5-100 acre landslides located on the site per Safety Element Plate 5; Holocene landslide deposits occur in several 
locations scattered throughout the project site; an off-site landslide mobilized by 1994 Northridge earthquake is located just 
north of the landfill lease boundary. 

 
b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil?  
 

    

The potential for soil erosion will be addressed in the EIR. 
 
c)  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of 
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction 
or collapse?  
 

    

The potential for unstable soils will be addressed in the EIR. 
 
d)  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property?  
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Top soils on the project site are predominantly loamy in character and contain variable quality of clay. Some areas of moderate 
expansion potential occur onsite due to the water-holding capacity of clay minerals. 
 
e)  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal 
of waste water? 
 

    

Soils at CCL will be addressed in the EIR. 
 
f)  Conflict with the Hillside Management Area 
Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 22, § 22.56.215) or 
hillside design standards in the County General Plan 
Conservation and Open Space Element?  
 

    

The Proposed Project would be consistent with the Hillside Management Area Ordinance and hillside design standards.  
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact

No 
Impact

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Generate greenhouse gas (GhGs) emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment (i.e., on global climate 
change)? Normally, the significance of the impacts of 
a project’s GhG emissions should be evaluated as a 
cumulative impact rather than a project-specific 
impact. 
 

    

The Proposed Project would generate construction-related and operation-related GhG emissions from energy use, onsite 
equipment exhaust, landfill gas generation and flaring, and disposal vehicle/transportation. The EIR will include a cumulative 
impact analysis of GhGs. 
 
b)  Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases including regulations 
implementing AB 32 of 2006, General Plan policies 
and implementing actions for GhG emission 
reduction, and the Los Angeles Regional Climate 
Action Plan? 
 

    

The Proposed Project would result in the generation of construction-related and operation-related GhG emissions; however, these 
emissions are not expected to hinder or delay California’s ability to meet the reduction targets contained in AB 32. 
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9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact

No 
Impact

Would the project:  
 

    

a)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, storage, 
production, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or 
use of pressurized tanks on-site?  
 

    

As a Class III Landfill, CCL does not accept hazardous wastes.  The energy conversion facility located on the subject property 
may generate hazardous waste.   
 
b)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials or waste into the environment?  
 

    

As a Class III Landfill, CCL does not accept hazardous wastes.  
 
c)  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within 500 feet of sensitive land uses (e.g., homes, 
schools, hospitals)? 
 

    

CCL does not accept hazardous wastes; waste areas are not located within 500 feet of a sensitive land use. 
 
d)  Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, would it 
create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment?  
 

    

CCL is not located on a hazardous materials site compiled pursuant to Government Code § 65962.5.  
 
e)  For a project located within an airport land use 
plan, or where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area?  
 

    

CCL is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of an airport. 
 
f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area?  
 

    

CCL is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
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g)  Impair implementation of, or physically interfere 
with, an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan?  
 

    

Continued operation of CCL would not interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 
 
h)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving fires, because the 
project is located: 

    

 
 i)  in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones 
 (Zone 4)? 
 

    

 Per Los Angeles County General Plan Safety Element Plate 7 
 
 ii)  in a high fire hazard area with inadequate 
 access? 
 

    

Access to the subject property is on paved road of adequate width.  The new internal road network will be analyzed. 
 
 iii)  in an area with inadequate water and 
 pressure to meet fire flow hazards? 
 

    

Water trucks and bulldozers onsite 24-hours a day. Two 50,000-gallon and one 12,000-gallon water tanks onsite. 
 
 iv)  in proximity to land uses that have the 
 potential for dangerous fire hazard (such as 
 refineries, flammables, and explosives 
 manufacturing)? 
 

    

Oil wells are located in the vicinity of CCL. 
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10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact

No 
Impact

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 
 

    

Storm water runoff may increase due to compaction of soils in the proposed expansion area. 
 
b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would 
drop to a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted)?  
 

    

A Water Supply Assessment addressing groundwater supplies has been prepared for the Proposed Project. 
 
c)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 
 

    

Landfill operations will alter natural drainage patterns and watershed, and potential impacts as well as proposed mitigation 
will be analyzed in the EIR. 
 
d)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? 
 

    

Onsite drainages may be modified to allow for safe and efficient landfilling operations.  
 
e)  Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems? 
 

    

Storm water runoff may increase due to compaction of soils in the proposed expansion area but would be managed onsite by 
project design, including basins, grading design, etc. 
 
f)  Generate construction or post-construction runoff 
that would violate applicable stormwater NPDES 
permits or otherwise significantly affect surface water 
or groundwater quality? 
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Storm water runoff may increase due to compaction of soils in the proposed expansion area. 
 
g)  Conflict with the Los Angeles County Low Impact 
Development Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 12, 
Ch. 12.84 and Title 22, Ch. 22.52)?  
 

    

The Proposed Project would not conflict with the Los Angeles County Low Impact Development Ordinance. 
 
h)  Result in point or nonpoint source pollutant 
discharges into State Water Resources Control Board-
designated Areas of Special Biological Significance? 

    

 
The Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in point or nonpoint source pollutant discharges into SWRCB-designated 
Areas of Special Biological Significance. 
 
i)  Use septic tanks or other private sewage disposal 
system in areas with known septic tank limitations or 
in close proximity to a drainage course? 
 

    

The Proposed Project does not have a sewer connection to a public sewage collection or disposal system. Sanitary facilities at the 
landfill are connected to a septic system. Portable toilets are used for other areas of the landfill.  
 
j)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?  
 

    

Water quality will be addressed in the EIR. 
 
k)  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area 
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map, or within a floodway or 
floodplain? 
 

    

The Proposed Project does not include housing.  
 
l)  Place structures, which would impede or redirect 
flood flows, within a 100-year flood hazard area, 
floodway, or floodplain? 
 

    

The Proposed Project would not place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area.  
 
m)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?  
 

    

The Proposed Project would not expose people or structures to flooding hazards.  
 
n)  Place structures in areas subject to inundation by 
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 

    

CCL is not subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.  
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11.  LAND USE AND PLANNING 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact

No 
Impact

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Physically divide an established community? 
 

    

CCL is an existing use with a currently permitted waste footprint of approximately 257 acres and is proposed to be expanded 
to approximately 400 acres. . 
 
b)  Be inconsistent with the plan designations of the 
subject property?  Applicable plans include:  the 
County General Plan, County specific plans, County 
local coastal plans, County area plans, County 
community/neighborhood plans, or Community 
Standards Districts. 
 

    

The Proposed Project is consistent with current underlying plan designations. 
 
c)  Be inconsistent with the zoning designation of the 
subject property? 
 

    

The Proposed Project is consistent with current underlying zoning designations, and has filed a Conditional Use Permit to allow 
the landfill use as a solid fill project, to continue and expand within the underlying zones. 
 
d)  Conflict with Hillside Management Criteria, SEA 
Conformance Criteria, or other applicable land use 
criteria? 
 

    

The Proposed Project would not conflict with applicable land use criteria. 
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12. MINERAL RESOURCES 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact

No 
Impact

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 
 

    

This factor was deemed insignificant and therefore not discussed in the 1996 certified EIR.  Need to confirm with the State of 
California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology mineral resource zone maps.    
 
b)  Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on 
a local general plan, specific plan or other land use 
plan? 
 

    

The subject property in not located within a mineral resource area as depicted on the November 25, 1980 Special Management 
Areas Map from the Countywide General Plan.   
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13. NOISE 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact

No 
Impact

Would the project result in: 
 

    

a)  Exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise 
levels in excess of standards established in the County 
noise ordinance (Los Angeles County Code, Title 12, 
Chapter 12.08) or the General Plan Noise Element?  
 

    

Construction and operation noise levels from the Proposed Project from all noise sensitive areas would remain below the statutory 
requirements of the County of Los Angeles. 
 
b)  Exposure of sensitive receptors (e.g., schools, 
hospitals, senior citizen facilities) to excessive noise 
levels? 
 

    

The closest sensitive receptors to the Proposed Project are residential dwellings located approximately 500 feet from the northwest 
site boundary corner and 1,200 feet from the landfill footprint. Construction and operation noise levels would be similar to the 
existing noise level. 
 
c)  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project, including noise from parking 
areas? 
 

    

Construction and operation noise levels from the Proposed Project would remain essentially unchanged from the existing noise 
level. 
 
d)  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project, including noise from 
amplified sound systems? 
 

    

Construction and operation noise levels from the Proposed Project would remain essentially unchanged, below the statutory 
requirements of the County of Los Angeles. 
 
e)  For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
 

    

CCL is not located within the vicinity of a public airport or public use airport. 
 
f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
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CCL is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
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14. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact

No 
Impact

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes 
and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 
 

    

The Proposed Project may accommodate future population growth indirectly. 
 
b)  Cumulatively exceed official regional or local 
population projections? 
 

    

The Proposed Project would not result in population growth. 
 
c)  Displace existing housing, especially affordable 
housing? 
 

    

The Proposed Project would not displace existing housing. 
 
d)  Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 
 

    

The Proposed Project would be located entirely within the existing CCL property boundary and would not displace housing. 
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15. PUBLIC SERVICES 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact

No 
Impact

a)  Would the project create capacity or service level 
problems, or result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or 
other performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 
 

    

Fire protection?     
 
The Proposed Project may not require additional fire protection.  
 
Sheriff protection?     
 
The Proposed Project may not require additional sheriff protection.  
 
Schools?     
 
The Proposed Project may be growth inducing and may affect schools. 
 
Parks?     
 
The Proposed Project may be growth inducing and may affect parks. 
 
Libraries?     
 
The Proposed Project may be growth inducing and may affect libraries. 
 
Other public facilities? 
 

    

The Proposed Project would not require additional facilities or staffing of existing community facilities. Proposed Project 
implementation would not diminish the level of service for existing community facilities.. 
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16. RECREATION 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact

No 
Impact

a)  Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be accelerated? 
 

    

The Proposed Project may be growth inducing indirectly and would affect parks or other recreational facilities. 
 
b)  Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect 
on the environment? 
 

    

The Proposed Project may be growth inducing indirectly and would affect recreational facilities.  One the landfill has reached 
capacity and the end use may be a park.   
 
c)  Is the project consistent with the Department of 
Parks and Recreation Strategic Asset Management 
Plan for 2020 (SAMP) and the County General Plan 
standards for the provision of parkland?   
 

    

The Proposed Project may not be growth inducing and should not affect parkland. 
 
d)  Would the project interfere with regional open 
space connectivity? 
 

    

The Proposed Project located within the existing CCL property boundary and should not affect regional open space. 
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17. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact

No 
Impact

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or 
policy establishing a measure of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system,  taking into 
account all modes of transportation, including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel, and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including but 
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass 
transit? Measures of performance effectiveness include 
those found in the most up-to-date Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
Regional Transportation Plan, County Congestion 
Management Plan, and County General Plan Mobility 
Element. 
 

    

Transportation and traffic impacts will be addressed in the EIR. 
 
b)  Exceed the County Congestion Management Plan 
(CMP) Transportation Impact Analysis thresholds? 
 

    

Transportation and traffic impacts will be addressed in the EIR. 
 
c)  Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not limited to, 
level of service standards and travel demand measures, 
or other standards established by the CMP, for 
designated roads or highways (50 peak hour vehicles 
added by project traffic to a CMP highway system 
intersection or 150 peak hour trips added by project 
traffic to a mainline freeway link)? 
 

    

Transportation and traffic impacts will be addressed in the EIR. 
 
d)  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 
 

    

The Proposed Project will not affect air traffic patterns. 
 
e)  Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) 
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
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The Proposed Project would not increase hazards as a result of design features or incompatible uses. 
 
f)  Result in inadequate emergency access? 
 

    

The Proposed Project is not anticipated to impede emergency access. 
 
g)  Conflict with the Bikeway Plan, Pedestrian Plan, 
Transit Oriented District development standards in 
the County General Plan Mobility Element, or other 
adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle 
racks)? 
 

    

The Proposed Project should not affect alternative transportation plans.
 
h) Decrease the performance or safety of alternative 
transportation facilities? 
 

    

The Proposed Project should not affect alternative transportation facilities.
 
 
 

29/32 



18. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact

No 
Impact

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
Los Angeles or Lahontan Regional Water Quality 
Control Boards? 
 

    

The Proposed Project should not produce wastewater requiring treatment. 
 
b)  Create water or wastewater system capacity 
problems, or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 
 

    

The Proposed Project should not produce wastewater requiring treatment. 
 
c)  Create drainage system capacity problems, or 
result in the construction of new storm water drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 
 

    

Project design will address storm water drainage through designs approved by Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works. 
 
d)  Have sufficient reliable water supplies available to 
serve the project demands from existing entitlements 
and resources, considering existing and projected 
water demands from other land uses? 
 

    

A Water Supply Assessment has been prepared for the Proposed Project and concludes…. 
 
e)  Conflict with the Los Angeles County Low Impact 
Development Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 12, 
Ch. 12.84 and Title 22, Ch. 22.52) or Drought Tolerant 
Landscaping Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 21, § 
21.24.430 and Title 22, Ch. 21, Part 21)? 
 

    

The Proposed Project will not conflict with Los Angeles County Ordinances. 
 
f)  Create energy utility (electricity, natural gas, 
propane) system capacity problems, or result in the 
construction of new energy facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 
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The Proposed Project may not create energy utility systems capacity problems, or require construction of new energy facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities. 
 
g)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 
 

    

The Proposed Project is continued operation of a Class III solid waste disposal landfill along with expansion. 
 
h)  Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 
 

    

The Proposed Project will comply with federal, state, and local statues and regulations related to solid waste. 
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19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact

No 
Impact

a)  Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 
 

    

Biota 
 
b)  Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects)? 
 

    

Air quality, visual (landform alteration) 
 
c)  Does the project have environmental effects which 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 
 

    

Water quality, air quality 
 

 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Notice of Preparation – 
Notice of Comment Period Extension 

(December 27, 2011) 



 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
December 27, 2011 

 
NOTICE OF A TIME EXTENSION 

FOR PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION  
FOR THE CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL MASTER PLAN 

REVISION CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT REQUEST 
 

PROJECT TITLE:  CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL MASTER PLAN REVISON 
    PROJECT NO. R2004-00559-(5) 
    CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 200400042 
    ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. 200400039 
    SCH NO. 2005081071 
 
PROJECT APPLICANT: Chiquita Canyon Landfill LLC. 
    29201 Henry Mayo Drive  
    Castaic, CA 91384 
  
The applicant, Chiquita Canyon Landfill LLC., is requesting a Conditional Use Permit 
(CUP) to authorize the continued operation and maintenance of an existing Class III 
waste disposal facility with a new grant term.  In addition the applicant is also requesting 
an expansion of the waste footprint within the existing site boundary, an increase to 
allowable daily tonnage of acceptable waste, an increase to the disposal capacity, and 
to allow for the disposal of all non-hazardous wastes acceptable at a Class III solid 
waste facility.  The proposed project would also include the continued diversion of such 
materials as green waste, asphalt/concrete and metal through ongoing landfill waste 
diversion programs on which numerous jurisdictions depend to comply with state-
mandated waste diversion goals.    
 
The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this project request was prepared on November 21, 
2011.  The purpose of this NOP is to solicit your views as to the scope and content of 
the environmental information that will be considered to be analyzed the project’s 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  The previous comment period was from November 
28, 2011 to January 12, 2012.  The comment period will now extend to February 13, 
2012.  The scoping meeting for this project was held on December 6, 2011 at the Val 
Verde Community Regional Park Facility.  There will not be another scoping meeting 
held regarding the NOP.  The next steps are outlined below to facilitate the California 
Environmental Quality Act process: 

• Receive all Public comments and Reviewing Agency comments on what will be 
analyzed in the EIR; 

• Prepare the Draft EIR



• Internal Review of Draft EIR with County Agencies; 
  

; 

; 
; 

; 
; 

. 

• Public Notice on Draft EIR availability for Public and Agency Review
• Circulate Draft EIR for a 45 day public review period
• Hold a Hearing Examiner (Public Hearing) in the Val Verde Community to 

gather comments from the public and responsible agencies about the Draft 
EIR; 

• Receive written and verbal comments
• Prepare written Responses to Comments
• Prepare Final EIR with Response to Comments
• Make California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings
• Set Regional Planning Commission Public Hearing

 
The next opportunity for public participation in this process will be when the Draft EIR is 
available for circulation for a 45 day public review period.  After this review period has 
ended, the Department of Regional Planning will conduct a Hearing Examiner Public 
Hearing in the Val Verde Community to gather testimony on the Draft EIR.  Please 
direct all written comments to the following address.  In your response, please include 
your name and address. 
 
Rob Glaser, Principal Planner 
Zoning Permits North Section 
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
320 W. Temple Street, Room 1348 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: (213) 974-6443 
Fax: (213) 626-0434 
Email: rglaser@planning.lacounty.gov 
 
 
Si necesita más información o si desea este anuncio en español, llame al Departamento 
de Planificación al (213) 974-1522. 
 
 
 
 
Attachment:  
Notice of Preparation   
 

mailto:rglaser@planning.lacounty.gov


 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Notice of Preparation Comments 



 



County Comments 

Preparation of Chiquita Canyon Landfill Draft EIR 
 

Department of Public Health 

1. Detailed description of the permitted area. 

2. Peak Daily Tonnage 

3. Peak Vehicle Count 

4. Days and hours of operation, including receipt of material/waste, site operation, 

public and commercial access, and maintenance of facility, vehicles, etc. 

5. Design Capacity 

6. Acceptable Wastes: 

a. Types of material/waste to be accepted 

b. Types of material/waste to be excluded 

c. Discussion on load checking and screening procedures 

d. Description of procedures for handling incoming incident al hazardous 

waste 

e. Description of procedures for handling universal and e-waste 

7. Tonnage: Description and analysis of maximum design tonnage of the facility 

8. Buildings and on-site improvements 

a. Description of the design characteristics of significant improvements to be 

made to the site. 

b. Description of where commercial municipal solid waste, green waste, 

construction and demolition material will be handled. 

c. Description of design features to attenuate for odors, dust, noise and 

vectors.  Will the facility be fully enclosed?  Will it be under negative 

pressure?  Will it have a filtration system?  Will it have a mister system to 

control odors and dust? 

d. Description locations where salvaged/recyclable materials that are 

removed from the waste stream will be stored and indicate storage time. 

9. Odor Management Plan (OMP):  All new facilities shall comply with current 

requirements of the South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

10. Revision of the Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) by the Solid Waste 

Management Program and concurrence from Ca Recycle. 

11. Potentially Significant Environmental Impacts 

 

In the NOP, the Lead Agency has identified several resource topics that may be 

potentially significant.  If there are significant impacts after design features or 

mitigation measures are implemented, it will be necessary to prepare and adopt 

a Statement of Overriding Consideration.  If it is necessary to prepare a 

Statement of Overriding Consideration, a copy needs to be forwarded to the 



Solid Waste Management Program and CalRecycle prior to review and adoption.  

In order for CalRecycle to concur on a SWFP with significant impacts after 

mitigation, it is necessary for CalRecycle to adopt your Statement of Overriding 

Consideration as their own to prepare a separate statement. 

 

12. Land Use Compatibility:  The DEIR should identify the proposed land use 

surrounding the facility and identify the distance to the nearest sensitive 

receptors (residential, commercial, etc.) 

13. Traffic and vehicular impacts: Analyze peak volume and onsite traffic circulation 

impacts and describe mitigation measure, if necessary. 

14. Air Quality Impacts:  Air quality impacts should be analyzed in detail from 

vehicles, trucks, and equipment emissions from the operation of the facility.   

15. Noise Impacts:  Noise impacts should be analyzed in detail of the proposed 

facility operations, including noise from vehicles and equipment.   

16. Risk of upset/human risk:  An emergency response preparedness plan should be 

prepared and made available.   

17. Mitigation Reporting and monitoring Program 

18. Hazards and hazardous Materials:  Although the existing facility does not accept 

hazardous material, there is a possibility that during the receipt of solid waste, 

hazardous material might be incidentally included in a load.  Therefore, the 

facility needs to address employee training on handling of hazardous materials 

and the required temporary storage of hazardous materials. 

In conclusion, the SWMP request that the DEIR be review by CalRecycle.  The DEIR 

can be sent to CalRecycle’s Waste Compliance and Mitigation Program, Permitting and 

LEA Support Division/Environmental Review, located at 1001 I Street, Sacramento, CA 

95814.  The SWMP also request advanced notification of any public hearing regarding 

the proposed project. 

 

For questions regarding the above comments, please contact Gerry Villalobos at (626) 

430-5543. 

 

County Fire Department  

General Comments: 

1. Submit a minimum of four copies of the site plan indicating the new landfill entrance 

road, new entrance to the facilities area, and the new site entrance.  Additional 

access requirements may need to be addressed.  Indicate all existing fire hydrants.   

2. The proposed expansion shall comply with the Fire Department’s Regulation 10, 

Combustible Waste Site.  The requirements are listed below. 

3. Any future development on this property may require additional access and water 

system requirements.   



4. The property is located within the area described by the Fire Department as “Very 

High Fire Hazard Severity Zone” (formerly Fire Zone 4).  A “Fuel Modification Plan” 

shall be submitted and approved prior to final map clearance.  (Contact Fuel 

Modification Unit, Fire Station #32, 605 North Angeleno Avenue, Azusa, CA 91702-

2904, Phone (626) 969-5205, for details). 

Water System Requirements: 

1. A water supply shall be provided which meets the Fire Department standards as 

determined by the Land Development Unit of the Fire Prevention Division. 

2. Adequate on-site fire hydrants shall be required per Fire Department standards.  

The future expansion of the facility should be considered when determining the size 

and placement of water mains and hydrants. 

3. A Class II Standpipe System shall provide and located within 200 feet of dumping 

operations and shall have sufficient 1 1/2 –inch hose with a variable-fog nozzle to 

reach all portions of such operations. 

4. In lieu of Class II standpipe system, the use of water tender trucks may be 

permitted, provided each truck is equipped with 2 ½ - inch outlets for fire department 

use. 

Access: 

1. Approved access roads shall be provided and maintained at all times around the 

dumping area, and all existing and proposed buildings to access for firefighting 

equipment as addressed in the Fiore Code Section 503. 

2. Fire apparatus access roads shall have a unobstructed width not less than 20 feet 

and an unobstructed vertical clearance clear to sky.   

3. Fire apparatus access road widths may be increased, in the opinion of the chief, 

when the widths are not adequate enough to provide fire apparatus access.  The 

increase in the fire apparatus access road width may be applied for future buildings.   

4. Entrance to roads, trails or other access ways that have been closed with gates and 

barrier shall not be obstructed by parked vehicles.    

5. Weeds, grass and combustible vegetation shall be removed for a distance of 10 feet 

on both sides of all access roads by rubbish trucks or the public.   

Additional Requirements: 

1. A firebreak or clearance of all dry weeds and grass shall be provided around the 

dumping areas.  Secondary firebreaks, as required by the Fire Department, shall be 

provided and maintained in order to prevent the spread of the fire beyond the dump 

facility.  The secondary firebreaks shall be not less than 60 feet in width. 

2. The property shall be adequately fenced to prevent entry of unauthorized persons, 

and gates shall be locked at all times when the facility is not supervised.  An 

attendant shall be on duty when the site is open to the public. 



3.  “NO SMOKING” signs shall be posted on the facility and at all entrances to the 

facility .  Smoking regulations, as required by the Fire Department, will be strictly 

enforced. 

4. Dumping operations shall be carried on in such manner as to minimize the 

possibility of fires occurring in the waste material.  The waste material which is 

dumped on the premises shall be immediately mixed with earth, and under no 

circumstances shall any exposed surface or face of combustible material be left 

uncovered at the close of daily operations. 

5. Any fire which occurs on the premises shall be reported immediately to the Fire 

Department and it shall be the responsibility of the operator to immediately 

extinguish any such fire.  A telephone shall be installed for purposes of notifying the 

Fire Department in case of fire. 

6. Provisions shall be made to control or prevent the blowing of papers or other 

combustibles water materials into brush or outside the established dumping areas.  

The premises shall be kept free of any accumulations of waste combustible 

material, which might constitute a fire menace.   

7. All Fire Protection Facilities, including access and water, must be provided prior to 

and during construction.   

Please contact Fire Prevention Engineering Assistant, Wally Collins, at (323) 890-4243 

if there are any questions regarding these requirements.   

 

Forestry Division – Other Environmental Concerns: 

1. The statutory responsibilities of County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry 

Division include erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered 

species, vegetation, fuel modification for Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones or 

Fire Zone 4, archeological and cultural resources, and the County Oak Tree 

Ordinance.  Potential impacts in these areas should be addressed in the DEIR.   

 

Department of Parks and Recreation  

The requested project will not affect any Departmental Facilities. 

 

Department of Public Works 

1. Environmental Programs 
The EIR must include the following:  

a. Site plan showing locations of all proposed landfilling and ancillary 
facilities onsite; 

b. Discussion of all proposed ancillary activities and/or facilities, including 
environmental impacts associated with these activities/facilities and 
appropriate mitigation measures.  This includes, but is not limited to, 
facilities such as sediment basins, landfill gas-to-energy facility, green 



waste chipping and grinding, composting, materials recovery 
facility/operation, household hazardous/electronic waste facility/collection 
activities, residential recycling, bin rental and/or storage, etc., if any; 

c. If proposed, discussion of a timeline of when the materials recovery 
facility/operation and household hazardous/electronic waste 
facility/collection activities may become operational;  

d. Discussion of the source, proposed daily intake rates, potential 
environmental impacts, and mitigation measures associated with the 
management of all materials received at the landfill, including: 

 Municipal solid waste; 

 Green waste; 

 Construction and demolition debris; 

 Beneficial use materials, identifying each type and their use; 

 Soil and if contaminated, provide details of known source and 
constituents; 

 Composting operation; 

 Recyclables, including those recovered through the materials 
recovery operation; and 

 Household hazardous/electronic waste; 
e. Proposed project schedule indicating the sequence of fill, estimated 

capacity, and landfill life;  
f. Map showing the proposed final fill elevation, disposal footprint, grading 

limits, and property boundary; 
g. Analysis of the visual impacts of the project on the surrounding 

communities. Three-dimensional visualization of proposed final design of 
the landfill and discussion on proposed mitigation measures such as tree 
planting and maintenance for screening the site from the Val Verde 
community. 

h. Proposed operating hours of disposal activities, ancillary facilities, and 
maintenance of the site as well as their associated potential impacts on 
the Val Verde and other surrounding communities;  

i. Discussion of alternatives to the Project, including a No Project 
Alternative, and other alternatives that could reduce the scope of the 
project, including but not limited to: 

 A materials recovery facility; 

 A waste conversion technology facility (a facility utilizing non-
combustion thermal, chemical or biological technology to convert 
residual solid waste into products and energy); or 

 An integrated “eco park” that maximizes recovery of materials, 
using a materials recovery facility, conversion technology, 
composting operation, reuse and/or drop off facility, and household 
hazardous/electronic waste collection facility, with residual waste 
disposed of at the landfill.  

 

 



2. Geotechnical and Materials Engineering 
An EIR is required for the Proposed Project. All or portions of the site have been 

found to be located within a potentially liquefiable area according to the State of 

California Seismic Hazard Zone Map – Val Verde Quadrangle. All geotechnical 

issues discussed in the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study must be 

addressed in the EIR. Geotechnical reports must be included in the EIR. 

 

3. Traffic and Lighting 
A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) is required for this Department’s review and 

approval. The analysis will, at a minimum, address the following items: 

a. Level of service along all proposed haul roads; 
b. Traffic Index calculations along the haul roads; and 
c. Queuing analysis at the entrance and at all freeways rams in the vicinity of 

the project. 
 

4. Project Management 
The Proposed Project entails relocation of the existing driveway into the site. 

Please be advised that grade-separated interchange improvements along State 

Route 126 in the vicinity of the landfill are currently scheduled to start in July 

2012 and projected to take approximately 2 years. The EIR should consider the 

cumulative construction impacts from both projects if executed simultaneously. 

Coordination with Construction Division of this Department on construction 

activities may be required to minimize impacts to the surrounding communities. 

 

5. Land Development 
Hydrology and Water Quality Comments: 

The applicant must prepare an EIR and indicate in the hydrology and water 

quality section that the Proposed Project will comply with the County Low Impact 

Development Ordinance. Accordingly, the EIR must discuss appropriate 

mitigation measures. 

           Road Comments: 
 
Prior to our recommendation of approval, the applicant must address the 
following: 

a. As previously requested of the applicant, as part of the TIA, provide an 
updated analysis of the pavement section on Wolcott Way and Franklin 
Parkway along the project frontage and within any section of these 
roadways identified as part of the truck route to ensure that it is adequate 
to handle increased traffic loads. 



b. Provide conceptual striping plan for Wolcott Way, Franklin Parkway and 
any other offsite roadway based on the mitigations in the TIA as approved 
by this Department.  

 

Preliminary Road Conditions: 

Should the subject Conditional Use Permit be approved, the following road 
related conditions shall apply: 

a. Construct full street improvement on Wolcott Way and Franklin Parkway 
within the project frontage compatible with the ultimate improvements per 
TR 53108 to the satisfaction of this Department.   

 

b. The design and construction on Wolcott Way shall be compatible with 
vertical approaches to the future grade separations at California State 
Route 126 (SR-126) to the satisfaction of this Department and Caltrans.   

 

c. Dedicate right of way to the satisfaction of this Department and Caltrans a 
minimum of 70 feet from the latest approved centerline on SR-126. The 
typical section and the ultimate right of way are contingent on the TIA 
demonstrating that the project volumes do not exceed the road capacity.  
If so, provide additional right of way for additional lanes, exclusive right 
turn lanes and transition improvements to the satisfaction of this 
Department and Caltrans.  

 

d. Provide slope easement at the future SR-126/Wolcott Road Interchange to 
the satisfaction of this Department and Caltrans. 

 

e. Comply with mitigation measures, including offsite improvements, 
identified in the approved TIA to the satisfaction of this Department. 

 

f. Provide signing and striping plan for Wolcott Way, Franklin Parkway and 
any other offsite roadway based on the mitigations in the approved TIA. 

 

g. Pay the fees established by the Board of Supervisors for the Westside 
Bridge and Major Thoroughfare Construction Fee District.  The fee is to be 
based upon the fee rate in effect at the time of the project effective date. 
The applicable fee will be determined by the Department of Public Works 
(as a Special Case) after the review and approval of the TIA. 

 

h. If any improvements constructed by the developer are included as District 
improvements in the Westside Bridge and Major Thoroughfare 
Construction Fee District, then the cost of such improvements may be 
credited against the project’s District fee obligation if approved by this 
Department. If the amount to be credited exceeds the developer’s fee 



obligation, the developer may use the excess credits to satisfy the fee 
obligation of another project within the District, transfer the credit to 
another developer within the District, or be reimbursed by the District at 
the discretion of this Department if funds are available.  If District 
improvements are constructed after the project effective date, the 
developer will receive credit equal to the cost of such improvements, 
which may be used to satisfy the fee obligation for another project within 
the District, transferred to another developer within the District, or 
reimbursed at the discretion of this Department. 

 

If you have any questions in regard to the above requirements, please contact Martin 

Aiyetiwa at (626) 458-3553.   
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Mr. Rob Glaser, Principal Planner 

County of Los Angeles 

Department of Regional Planning 

320 West Temple Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 

Subject:  SCH �o. 2005081071 – Notice of Preparation of a Draft Master Plan 

Revision/Environmental Impact Report for the Chiquita Canyon Landfill, Solid 

Waste Information System No.19-AA-0052, Los Angeles County 

 

Dear Mr. Glaser, 

 

Thank you for allowing the Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) staff 

to provide comments for this proposed project and for your agency’s consideration of these 

comments as part of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process. 

 

CalRecycle staff has reviewed the environmental document cited above and offers the following 

project description, analysis and our recommendations for the proposed project based on our 

understanding of the project.  If CalRecycle’s project description varies substantially from the 

project as understood by the Lead Agency, CalRecycle staff requests incorporation of any 

significant differences in the Final Environmental Impact Report.  Significant differences in the 

project description could qualify as "significant new information" about the project that would 

require recirculation of the document before certification pursuant to CEQA, Section 15088.5. 

 

PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTIO� 

 

Chiquita Canyon Landfill, located at 29201 Henry Mayo Drive, in the City of Castaic, would 

continue the existing landfill use with a new grant term, as well as extend the waste footprint 

within the existing site boundary, better utilize the landfill’s remaining and potential disposal 

capacity, and allow for the disposal of all non-hazardous wastes acceptable at a Class III solid 

waste disposal landfill.  The proposed project would also include the continued diversion of such 

materials as green waste, asphalt, concrete and metal.   

    

Entitlements for a Solid Waste Facilities Permit 

 

 Current Proposed 

Permitted Area 592 acres Not identified 
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Disposal Footprint 257 acres 400 acres 

Peak Daily Tonnage 6,000 tons per day Not Identified 

Peak Weekly Tonnage 30,000 tons per week Not Identified 

Peak Daily Vehicle Count Not Specified Not Identified 

Days of Operation Sunday through Monday Not Identified 

Hours of Operation 

24 hours per day, except 5:00 

P.M. Saturday through 4:00 A.M. 

Monday  

Not Identified 

Design Capacity 29,291,000 cubic yards Not Identified 

Maximum Elevation 1,430 feet Mean Sea Level Not Identified 

Maximum Depth Not Specified/Applicable Not Identified 

Estimated Closure Date November 24, 2019 Not Identified 

 

Based on the preliminary assessment of the environmental effects potentially stemming from the 

proposed project, the Lead Agency has determined that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

will need to be prepared.  The following components have been identified as having a potentially 

significant effect on the environment: 

 

• Aesthetics 

• Air Quality 

• Biological Resources 

• Cultural Resources 

• Geology and Soils 

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

CALRECYCLE STAFF COMME�TS 

 

As required by Title 14, California Code of Regulations (14 CCR), Sections 15126.2, 15126.4, 

and 15126.6, CalRecycle staff requests that the Draft EIR contain detailed considerations and 

discussions of the significant effects, mitigation measures, and alternatives for the proposed 

project including the alternative of “no project.” 

 

The Draft EIR must detail all provisions in order to indicate the ability of the facility to meet 

State Minimum Standards for environmental protection (14 CCR, Section 17000 et seq.).  The 

following internet link accesses checklists developed by CalRecycle staff as a guide to Lead 

Agencies in the preparation of EIRs for disposal facilities: 

 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Permitting/CEQA/Documents/Guidance/Disposal.htm 

 

Proposed Entitlements 

Will there be any changes to existing entitlements such as tonnages, days and hours of operation, 

acceptable material types, maximum elevation or depth, estimated closure date or any other 

changes to existing entitlements not mentioned above?   
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Environmental Justice 

Environmental Justice is not a part of statue or regulations involving CEQA or the operation and 

evaluation of environmental documents relating to proposed projects that fall under the purview 

of CalRecycle.  CalRecycle staff has taken a proactive stance towards environmental justice and 

recommends that it be included and considered in the project coming before them for 

concurrence. 

   

Buildings and On-Site Improvements 

Describe in detail the design characteristics of improvements to be made to the site.  

 

Maps and Drawings 

Provide accurate maps and drawings delineating the different areas of the solid waste landfill, 

with zoning and land use designations identified for the facility and for adjacent properties 

extending at least 1,000 feet from the boundaries of the proposed project. 

 

Land Use Compatibility 

The Draft EIR should identify the proposed project’s surrounding land use with a description of 

the density of the occupancy for commercial and residential areas.  The Draft EIR should be 

specific regarding to the nearest sensitive receptor(s). 

 

The local government, in whose jurisdiction the facilities will be located, must make a finding 

that the facility is consistent with the General Plan and is identified in the most recent 

Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan [Public Resources Code (PRC), Sections 50000 

and 50001]. 

 

Traffic and Related Transportation System Impacts 

If peak traffic volumes are expected to increase, then peak traffic volumes should be projected 

over a minimum of five years for the project at peak tonnage rates.  Discuss the cumulative effect 

of traffic for the proposed project in the Draft EIR.   

 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality from potential dust and odor generation during operations should be 

analyzed.   

 

The distance to the nearest residential and/or commercial receptors, as well as the direction of the 

prevailing wind should be identified.  Mitigation measures, which will be employed to address 

impacts for the proposed project, should be incorporated into the Draft EIR. 

 

Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring Program 

As required by PRC, Section 21081.6, the Lead Agency should submit a Mitigation Reporting or 

Monitoring Program at the time of local certification of an EIR.  This plan should identify the 

environmental impacts associated with the proposed project, identify mitigation measures to 

reduce impacts to a less than significant level, identify agencies responsible for ensuring the 

implementation of the proposed mitigations, and specifies a monitoring/tracking mechanism.  

PRC, Section 21080 (c)(2) requires that mitigation measures "...avoid the effects or mitigate the 
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effects to the point where clearly no significant effects on the environment would occur."  The 

Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring Program is also required as a condition of project approval.  

PRC, Section 21081.6(b) also requires that "A public agency shall provide the measures to 

mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment are fully enforceable through permit 

conditions, agreements, or other measures." 

 

The Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring Program should also indicate that agencies designated 

to enforce mitigation measures in the EIR have reviewed the Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring 

Program and agreed that they have the authority and means to accomplish the designated 

enforcement responsibilities. 

 

Permits 

The proposed project will require concurrence by CalRecycle, in the issuance by the Local 

Enforcement Agency, of a Revised Solid Waste Facilities Permit for the operation of a Solid 

Waste Disposal Facility/Landfill; possibly other federal, state and local approvals, as well as 

being included in the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan and meet the requirements 

of PRC, Division 30, Part 2, Chapter 4.5, (Countywide Siting Element). 

 

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Health’s Solid Waste Management Program is 

the Local Enforcement Agency and can be reached at (626) 430-5540. 

 

Potentially Significant Environmental Impacts 

The Lead Agency in the Notice of Preparation has identified several resource topics that may be 

potentially significant.  Most potentially significant project related impacts may be reduced to 

less then significant level by project or design features and/or mitigation measures.  If there are 

significant impacts after design features or mitigation measures are implemented it will be 

necessary to prepare and adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations.  If it is necessary to 

prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations, please forward a copy to CalRecycle prior to 

adoption for our review.  In order for CalRecycle to concur on a Solid Waste Facility Permit with 

significant impacts after mitigation, it is necessary to either adopt your State of Overriding 

Considerations as our own or prepare a separate Statement of Overriding Considerations.   

 

CO�CLUSIO� 

 

CalRecycle staff requests copies of any subsequent environmental documents including, the 

Final Environmental Impact Report, Statement of Overriding Considerations, copies of public 

notices and any Notices of Determination for this project. 

 

Please refer to 14 CCR, § 15094(d) that states:  “If the project requires discretionary approval 

from any state agency, the local lead agency shall also, within five working days of this 

approval, file a copy of the notice of determination with the Office of Planning and Research 

[State Clearinghouse].” 
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The CalRecycle staff requests that the Lead Agency provide a copy of its responses to comments 

at least ten days before certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report [PRC Section 

21092.5(a)]. 

 

If the document is certified during a public hearing, CalRecycle staff requests ten days advance 

notice of this hearing.  If the document is certified without a public hearing, CalRecycle staff 

requests ten days advance notification of the date of the certification and project approval by the 

decision-making body. 

 

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at 951.782.4194 or  

e-mail me at Martin.Perez@calrecycle.ca.gov. 
 

Sincerely, 

 
Martin Perez 

Permitting and Assistance Branch - South Unit 

Permits and Certification Division 

CalRecycle 

 

cc: Virginia Rosales, Supervisor 

 Permitting and Assistance Branch - South Unit 

  

 Gerardo Villalobos, REHS IV 

 Department of Public Health 

 County of Los Angeles 

 5050 Commerce Drive,  

 Baldwin Park, CA 91706 
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To: Rob Glaser, Principal Planner 
 Zoning Permits North Section 
 Los Angeles Co Dept. of Regional Planning 

320 W Temple St, room 1348 
Los Angeles CA 90012 

 
CC:  Michael Antonovich     Scott Wardle (President) 

LA County Supervisor 5th District     Castaic Area Town Council  
500 West Temple Street, Room 869   Castaic, CA 91384 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
 

RE: Chiquita Canyon Landfill/ project No. R2004-00559-(5) Conditional Use Permit No. 
200400042, Environmental Case 200400039 
 
Location 29201 Henry Mayo Drive (Highway126) Castaic CA 91384 Located between Regions 1 
and 2 of the Castaic Area Town Council. 
 
As a past member of the Castaic Town Council I am aware that the council has abrogated it 
duties to comment and guide the EIR process for the proposed landfill expansion.  The Council 
by-laws prevent swift action without warning, due to the fact that actions must be presented to the 
public as an agenda item prior to official actions by the Council can be taken.  This process takes 
two months minimum to process, so longer notice is required by the Council.  During my term on 
the council, many times we were required to comment at the earliest steps for such a large 
project with such serious ramifications to the community.  First notifications were received, and 
extensions for comment periods were requested to conform to council bylaws.  
 
Due to the councils unavoidable delayed response past the comment extension date, I would 
hope that Supervisor Antonovich’s Staff and the LA County Regional Planning will receive these 
comments for action and expand the notification process to the other affected areas outlined 
below to prevent future problems.  
 

1. Val Verde, and  North river “Project” (Region 2 of the Castaic Town Council) 
2. Hasley Canyon Area (Region 3 of the Castaic Town Council) 
3. Live Oak Community, River Village “Project”, and the Castaic Valencia Industrial Park 

(Region 1 of the Castaic Town Council) 
 

Notification of Expansion was sent only to the Val Verde area residents all other communities 
directly affected were NOT included and must be added for all future notices.   
 
Areas to be included should include the above listed and any other areas that fall within a 50% 
increased sphere of impact notification.  Using the 1997 documented sphere of impact of 1.2 
miles, and projecting a 50% increase the new proposed impacted areas would fall within a 1.8 
mile radius of the landfill boundaries’. 
 

• While all of the Castaic community should have input into the Chiquita Landfill Expansion 
the residents of the three (3) regions of the Castaic Area Town Council should be notified 
of all meetings and deadlines for comments by post.  Public meetings for these regions 
should be held at the Live Oak School Site auditorium of Castaic Middle School to allow 
best attendance. 

 
The request for the permit extension should allow all rules and laws to be applied and 
implemented immediately.  The implementation of AB939 recycling requirements should go 
into effect 2012 and all municipalities utilizing this facility be required to follow these 
requirements. 
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After reviewing the Initial Study Checklist, there were some items of question and items 
not on the list that must be added or will be questioned during the EIR. 
 
 
1.  Aesthetics: states less than significant impact 

a. The 126 Hwy is a first Priority Scenic Highway and the proposed landfill height and 
visibility would make this road way forfeit the scenic designation having a 
“Potentially Significant Impact”. 

b. The Castaic Community Standards District (CSD) is not listed as a requirement. 
c. The SCV SEA (vistas section is not listed as a requirement.  
d. Property Value impacts 

 
Vistas and CSD considerations: 
The Castaic Community Standards District (CSD) is not listed as a regulation to be followed along 
with the SCV SEA vista regulations.  The Castaic CSDs ridgeline protection sections clearly 
outline how scenic vistas must be protected and maintained.  The proposed 140/ft increase in the 
approved height would be making the landfill the tallest figure in the hillside range violating the 
approved CSD.  All height projections must be shown utilizing photos from all visually affected 
roadways, community ingress and egress pathways and the neighborhoods of Live Oak, the 
Valencia Industrial Park, Mission Village, North River and Val Verde. 
 
Other Scenic jurisdictions along the 126 corridor must be considered.  County comment 
on scenic routes and roadways must be reviewed along with CSD considerations.  As the 
picture below shows the present Landfill is becoming a significant visual impact already, 
adding 140ft would make it the largest hill within the hillside range. Impact Significant.  
 

 
 

Picture from 126 ½ mile west from I5 
 
Ascetic impacts shall contain affects to areas of ingress and egress such as entrance roads to 
Hasley Canyon, Val Verde, Live Oak, and Castaic Industrial Park  Also to include impact on 
Landmark Village, Mission Village and Homestead Village.   
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(3) Air Quality 

a. Exposure to Sensitive Receptors do not list impacts to:  
i. Schools 
ii. Planned schools 
iii. AQMD-CARB 

 
After reviewing the Initial Study Checklist, there were some items of question and items not on 
the list that must be added or will be questioned during the EIR.  There are a significant many 
established and plan/approved residential, business and school areas not listed. 
 
Areas not list that are within the affected boundaries are as follows: 

• Val Verde, and  North river “Project” (Region 2 of the Castaic Town Council) 
• Hasley Canyon Area (Region 3 of the Castaic Town Council) 
• Live Oak Community, Mission Village “Project”, and the Castaic Valencia Industrial Park 

(Region 1 of the Castaic Town Council) 
 

The Initial study List does not recognized areas that are approved by the Castaic Town Council 
and are in process and with approved maps submitted to Regional Planning.  Areas to be 
included should include the above listed and any other areas that fall within a 50% increased 
sphere of impact notification.  Using the 1997 documented sphere of impact of 1.2 miles, and 
projecting a 50% increase the new proposed impacted areas would fall within a 1.8 mile radius of 
the landfill boundaries’. 
 
Projects in Process: 
Landmark Village eventually will be home to about 4,500 residents along the Santa Clara River 
between the 126 just south, of the 2012 landfill entrance.  The 300-acre neighborhood will also 
have an elementary school, community park and business development within the 1.2 mile 
affected zone. 
 
Mission Village, located West of Magic Mountain and South of Hwy 126 was approved by the Los 
Angeles County Regional Planning Commission in May 2011.  Mission Village is a 1261-acre 
neighborhood of 621 lots that include single family homes, condominiums, community park, and 
business development within the 1 mile affected zone. 
 
Homestead Village is in process of approval and includes both a middle school and High school.  
The middle school will be within one (1) mile of boundary the High school 1.2-1.8. 
 
Air Quality: 
While other areas of Sothern California have reduced the number of first stage smog alerts, the 
Santa Clarita Valley has seen an increase in the number of first stage days. An emissions 
reduction plan must be presented to AQMD and CARB outlining emission reduction for garbage 
trucks entering the facility, on site vehicles such as tractors, haulers and landfill gases.  
 
With the new stated CARB regulations all landfill operations should follow the set guide lines put 
forth by CARB. CARB must be added to the approving of the air quality plan showing the use of 
CNG, battery electric, hydrogen fuel cell and plug-in hybrid vehicles, by 2018.    
 
A study of all hauling and grading aspects must include particulate, CO2 emissions, carbon 
monoxide, Vinyl Chloride, Methane, and all other regulated emissions associated with landfill, and 
grading type of operations. 
 
Sensitive Receptors: 
Air Quality Impact to schools within one mile of the landfill are of significant Impact.  There are 
two approved projects that have school components within the 1 mile stated boundary.  These 
schools will be operated by the Castaic School District.  The district must be added to the list of 
notifications and approving bodies. 
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Landmark Village eventually will be home to an elementary school, community park within the 1.2 
mile affected zone. 
 
Homestead Village is in process of approval and includes both a middle school and High school.  
The middle school will be within one (1) mile of boundary the High school 1.2-1.8.   
 
These sites would be considered Air Quality Sensitive Receptors. Comments from both 
Castaic School district and the Hart School district will be required.  
 
 
2. (4) Biological Resources 

a. Wildlife impacts are not listed as a requirement. 
b. Applicable ordnances not listed 

iv. Castaic CSD 
v. SCV SEA 

 
Wildlife Impacts: 
We need to assess that all sensitive species are adequately surveyed during the preparation of 
EIR outlined below but not limited to this list that specifically applies to the taxa that would be 
scavenge or hunt along the landfill cover, cap and boundaries where contaminated rodents would 
be hunted, become carrion or wander off site.  Birds most affected by contaminated or poisoned 
food sources would be the raptors and nocturnal species that hunt wild game.  The actual status 
of each, including nesting sites as applicable, impact analysis, must be addressed in an amended 
EIR. 
 
Specifically, these species include: 
1. California Condor (overlooked) 
2. Golden Eagle (nesting raptor) 
3. Cooper's Hawk (nesting raptor) 
4. White-tailed Kite (nesting raptor) 
5. Prairie Falcon (nesting raptor) 
6. Horned Owl (nocturnal) 
7. Long-eared Owl (nocturnal) 
8. California Spotted Owl (Nocturnal) 

 
 
3. (5) Cultural Resources 

a. Bowers Cave. 
b. Archaeological findings 

 
Archaeological and Historical Impacts and Protection 
Expected impacts and protection plans must be outlined for the Bowers Cave, Tataviam Indian 
sites and petroglyphs located on or near the landfill site area.  Also plans for escorting guests to 
view and study the sites must be proposed.  Due to the fact that the last Tataviam of this tribe 
died in early 1900s the closest tribe with legal jurisdiction would be the Fernandeño Tataviam 
Band of Mission Indian's and the Chumash Tribe.  The Chumash Tribal Council and  Fernandeño 
Tataviam Band of Mission Indian's must be notified and approve any and all protection and 
impact proposals that would affect these sites located on or near the Landfill site.   
 
About 50,000 years ago this area was an inlet with much of the landfill area under water.  Many 
artifacts have been found in this area during grading.  The EIR must show how any and all 
archaeological artifacts will be preserved and submitted to Los Angeles County for storage until a 
Castaic/SCV Museum is built to house them. 
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4. (8) Greenhouse Emissions 

a. Emissions 
b. Cap and Trade requirements 

A study of all hauling and grading aspects must include particulate, CO2 emissions, carbon 
monoxide, Vinyl Chloride, Methane, and all other regulated emissions associated with landfill, and 
grading type of operations.  This study must also include Vehicle operations including Haulers 
and site equipment, cogeneration units and water treatment operations. 
 
The emission impacts will have some cap and trade impacts for emissions of haulers and landfill 
operations.  We would like to see the numbers as projected b current CARB regulations. 
 
5. (10) Hydrology and Water Quality 

a. Ground water 
b. Water treatment 
c. Monitoring 

 
Presently the landfill operates without any leachate treatment facilities, runoff water treatment or 
ground water monitoring.  Water contamination considerations must include continual monitoring 
of run off, area ground water monitoring wells, and river bed aquifer monitoring.  The landfill 
location sits on the western region of the Saugus Aquifer that supplies water to all of the Santa 
Clarita Valley and is required for continued development of the Newhall Ranch development.  The 
lower water table known as the Pico Aquifer is considered non-potable and will not be required in 
this assessment. 
 
A new third party ground water survey and evaluation must be included and submitted to District 
36 Water (LA County), Newhall Water District along with the Castaic Water Agency for comment.  
District 36 has a well within 1.2 miles that supplies water to Val Verde and Hasley Canyon.  Both 
Hasley Canyon and Val Verde have private wells that will require some type of ground and 
surface water runoff monitoring. 
 
Implementation plans must be presented for leachate and surface water runoff  monitoring of 
compounds listed by Federal and Calif. State landfill regulations, with the addition of heavy 
metals found in automotive manufacturing, Lithium, and Mercury from batteries, CFLs & 
electronic waste.   

Recognizing that the new CFL law will increase the number of mercury containing light bulbs 
being incorrectly disposed along with illegal disposal of cell phones, and other electronic devices, 
mercury must be added to the heavy metal list.   One household product that is causing a 
problem these days is throwaway batteries. Each year, Americans throw away 84,000 tons of 
alkaline batteries. These AA, C and D cells that power electronic toys and games, portable audio 
equipment and a wide range of other gadgets comprise 20% of the household hazardous 
materials present around the country in America's landfills.  With the new Lithium cells we must 
add the monitoring of these potential contaminants also. 

A landfill cover or cap is an umbrella over the landfill to keep water out (to help prevent leachate 
formation). It will generally consists of several sloped layers: clay or membrane liner (to prevent 
rain from intruding), overlain by a very permeable layer of sandy or gravelly soil (to promote rain 
runoff), overlain by topsoil in which vegetation can root (to stabilize the underlying layers of the 
cover). If the cover (cap) is not maintained, rain will enter the landfill resulting in buildup of 
leachate to the point where the bathtub overflows its sides and wastes enter the environment.  

The present use of Auto Shredder waste and compost outlined in the landfill proposal as 
daily cover is very permeable to rainwater, contain contamination elements of their own 
and will be factors in the discussion of the required water treatment facilities. 
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6. (14) Population and Housing 

d. Areas of impact incomplete. 
e. Projects in approval process not listed 

vi. Mission Village 
vii.  
viii. SCV SEA 

 
After reviewing the Initial Study Checklist, there were some items of question and items not on 
the list that must be added or will be questioned during the EIR.  There are a significant many 
established and plan/approved residential, business and school areas not listed or considered. 
 
Areas not list that are within the affected boundaries are as follows: 

• Val Verde, and  North river “Project” (Region 2 of the Castaic Town Council) 
• Hasley Canyon Area (Region 3 of the Castaic Town Council) 
• Live Oak Community, Mission Village “Project”, and the Castaic Valencia Industrial Park 

(Region 1 of the Castaic Town Council) 
 

The Initial study list does not recognized areas that are approved by the Castaic Town Council 
and are in process with approved maps submitted to Regional Planning.  Areas to be included 
should include the above listed and any other areas that fall within a 50% increased sphere of 
impact notification.  Using the 1997 documented sphere of impact of 1.2 miles, and projecting a 
50% increase the new proposed impacted areas would fall within a 1.8 mile radius of the landfill 
boundaries’. 
 
Property Values 
Proximity to landfills and hazardous waste sites can severely affect property values.  Any property 
close to an active landfill will probably be devalued as a matter of course.  Depending on how 
close the property lies to the site, whether the site is still active, and (if not active) if the waste has 
been properly encapsulated or removed, the value of a tract of land or home could be affected in 
many different ways. For example, if an active landfill is declared "closed" and proper measures 
are taken to ensure that there is no risk of contamination from the waste therein, the value of a 
nearby property may rise from the low value it had from being located near an active waste site.  
 
I recommend that the L.A County assessor report on the property value effects on all properties 
within 1 mile-1.5 miles and 1.8 miles from the outer boundaries of the landfill site.  The report 
should contain projected values if the extension is approved, along with the values if closed as 
presently contracted.  
 
Short term profits from the landfill operations must be weighed against the loss of 
continued property tax incomes from high end businesses and residential locations in the 
landfill area. 
 
Projects in Process such as Landmark Village will be home to about 4,500 residents along the 
Santa Clara River between the 126 just south, of the 2012 landfill entrance and within the 1.2 mile 
affected zone. 
 
Mission Village, located West of Magic Mountain and South of Hwy 126 was approved by the Los 
Angeles County Regional Planning Commission in May 2011 within the 1 mile affected zone. 
 
Homestead Village is in process of approval and includes both a middle school and High school.  
The middle school will be within one (1) mile of boundary the High school 1.2-1.8. 
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7. (17) Transportation and Traffic 

a. Truck traffic on 126 
b. Trash along road sides 
c. Hauler emissions. 

 
Hauler traffic will be a significant traffic impact and will be very dependent on the amount of intake 
allowed per day.  Presently at 6:00Am one complete lane is blocked by trucks waiting to get on 
site for about 1 mile. 
 
  
8. (19) Mandatory Findings of Significance 

1) Environmental Racism 
 
Environmental discrimination has historically occurred with respect to several different kinds of 
sites, including waste disposal.  The justification that has been used is to pay off the affected 
community as was done under the original 1997 contract.  The money received by Val Verde 
never will resolve the health effects that those in the community have suffered.  “Environmental 
justice advocates make the argument that minority populations often undertake environmentally 
hazardous activities because they have few economic alternatives and/or are not fully aware of 
the risks involved.”  The EIR should be reviewed by both Calif. EPA and the State Attorney 
General before the approval process moves forward in the county as an Environmental Justice 
issue.  No community should be asked to trade health for money. 
 
 
 
 
Reviewing agencies and groups: 
 
The following agencies must be added to the review list: 

1. Water District 36- LA Co. Water district 36 
2. Newhall Water District 
3. Castaic School District 
4. Hart School District 
5. Chumash Tribal Council 
6. Fernandeño Tataviam Tribal Council 
7. Calif. State Attorney General (environmental Justus considerations) 
8. Los Angeles County Assessor’s Office 
9. Castaic Chamber of Commerce 
10. CARB 
11. SAQMD 

 
 



SCOPESCOPESCOPESCOPE
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment

TO PROMOTE, PROTECT AND PRESERVE THE ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY

AND QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY

POST OFFICE BOX 1182, SANTA CLARITA, CA 91386

2-10-12

Rob Glaser

LA County Dept. of Regional Planning

320 W. Temple St.

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Via email to rglaser@planning.lacounty.gov

Re: Notice of Preparation for Chiquita Canyon Landfill Expansion RCEP2004-00559

Dear Mr. Glaser:

First we note that, on your list of parties to be notified, the Friends of the Santa Clara River (660 Randy

Dr., Newbury Park, 91320) is not listed.  We urge you to ensure that they are notified of this project,

since they were in involved in the previous EIR process for the 1997 expansion CUP.

Background

A CUP for this landfill was granted in 1997 and is not due to expire until 2019 or until 23 million tons of

trash has been deposited in the landfill. It is our understanding that the permit banned sewage sludge

from the landfill, allowed green waste composting and eliminated the proposed Materials Recovery

Facility.

At that time, the County of Los Angeles claimed insufficient capacity for solid waste throughout

the County and that garbage would be overflowing into the streets if permits for expansion of

several landfills were not granted.  They proposed a mega-dump in Elsmere Canyon, and huge

expansions for Sunshine Landfill and Puente Hills Landfill in the San Fernando San Gabriel

Valleys and rail haul to distant sites. Sunshine, Puente Hills and Chiquita were all granted

expansion permits and one rail haul site has since begun operations.

In 1998, AB939 was passed by the legislature, requiring a reduction in waste generation by cities

and counties of 50%.  Most entities now have well functioning waste reduction programs. In

addition, waste generation in the County of Los Angeles has been experiencing a downward

trend, either from the economy or growing public awareness of waste issues.

We therefore request that the EIR carefully analyze the real need for an expansion of this landfill at this

time due to the fact that the current permit still grants seven years of operation and the declining trend of

waste generation from entities dumping in this landfill.

Setting

The NOP describes the location of the landfill as surrounded by vacant land with some nearby residents

in Val Verde. It completely fails to mention the proposed Newhall Ranch project whose first two phases

totally some 6000 units are likely to be approved by the County in the next few months.



SCOPE   Chiquita Canyon Landfill Expansion NOP                                                               2

These phases include several County facilities and local agencies such as school that will be deemed

“sensitive receptors” for air quality purposes.  It is therefore essential that the EIR accurately describe

these future uses in the environmental document.

Air Quality

While the NOP accurately notes that air quality will be significantly impacted and require analysis due to

the release of various landfill gases, the EIR should additionally analysis these impacts as stated above

for their detrimental health effects on “sensitive receptors”, especially children attending the various

schools proposed for the Newhall Ranch development. The EIR should include a map of the landfill that

includes the Newhall Ranch project and all public facilities within the project.

Mitigation for Air Quality Impacts

If the County proceeds with this approval with over-riding conditions, they must require all

feasible mitigation to reduce air quality impacts.  We therefore believe they should, in addition to

other air quality reduction measures, require:

• that entities disposing to this facility must meet AB939 standards,

• avail themselves of all means of waste reduction such as plastic bag bans

• require natural gas trash trucks be used by all haulers

• Provide a Materials Recovery Facility at the site

The Santa Clarita Valley is in a non-attainment zone for ozone and particulate matter. Special

attention must be paid to these areas in order to identify methods to reduce their negative affects.

The County should require implementation on an anaerobic trash digester as used in the Simi

Landfill.  Such an alternative would reduce the amount of acreage that would be destroyed with

garbage as well as reducing air pollution in addition to extending the life of the landfill.

Water Quality

During the previous CUP process, several water quality violations came to light.  To address that

problem, a water quality monitoring system was implemented that required place of several wells and

routine testing.  Testing results should be provided in the EIR and any tests that did not met required

standards should be disclosed. The monitoring system should be reviewed for efficiency and enhanced as

needed to address the new proposal.

We do not support the destruction of additional blue line streams in this area. Loss of ground water

recharge is a major impact which must be analyzed in the EIR. Again, the EIR should consider an

anaerobic trash digester as an alternative that might reduce this impact.

Other Areas of Concern Listed in the NOP

We believe the NOP accurately reflects the other areas of concern including visual impacts, biological,

impacts, increased greenhouse gases, traffic, etc. We especially request that surveys for threatened and

endangered species present in the area be conducted along the blue line streams. Again, avoidance of any

impacts to blue line streams is the preferable alternative.

Existing Agreements and Requirements

The EIR should fully disclose all existing mitigation requirements and whether they have been followed.

For example, the height limitation was violated several years ago. How was this violation corrected?

What safeguard will the new permit employ o avoid such future violations?

All settlement agreements with the community should be disclosed.  Will these agreements be continued

under the new CUP?
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Thanks you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,

Lynne Plambeck

President



 

 

 

 

 

 

May 14, 2012  

 

Mr. Rob Glaser 

Principal Regional Planner 

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 

 

Dear Mr. Glaser:  

 

I just recently became aware of the proposal to expand the Chiquita Landfill (Val Verde, California) and 

the Notice of Preparation of CEQA documentation.  I would like to request that I be added to the mailing 

list as an interested party for all CEQA documentation and notices for these.  I do this as an interested 

party by virtue of: first, my previous experience studying environmental impacts of the landfill on local 

environmental quality, which is part of my academic research; but secondly and more directly, as a 

member of the community group, URPAVV (Union de los Residentes Para Proteccion Ambiental de Val 

Verde).  My contact information is:  

 

   Prof. Raul Lejano  

   Department of Planning, Policy, and Design  

   Social Ecology I Building, Room 218G 

   University of California 

   Irvine, CA 92697-7075   

   Email:  rplejano@yahoo.com, Phone: (949) 8128150, Fax: (949) 8248566   

 

I would also point out to you, and other persons preparing the environmental documentation, that our 

previous analysis of air quality and other environmental impacts of the landfill suggest significant impacts 

to air quality.  In particular, we examined emissions of air toxics not just from the landfill itself but also 

from trucks coming to and from it.  Other serious environmental effects include odor compounds, dust 

and litter, and noise from the landfill and its operation.  There is also a possibility of leachate from the 

landfill percolating into the ground. Lastly, there is the significant potential for cumulative impacts to 

regional air and water quality.  I hope that all of these, and other, environmental impacts be evaluated as 

part of the CEQA process and taken into careful consideration.  If the process leads to preparation of a 

Draft EIR, then I and colleagues would be keen to submit our analysis of some of these impacts.   

 

Sincerely,  

 
Raul Lejano, Ph.D.  

Associate Professor  

Co-Director, Social Ecology Research Center  

mailto:rplejano@yahoo.com
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Nancy Carder 
30530 Remington Road 
Castaic, CA 91384 
carderfam@sbcglobal.net 

 

February 10, 2012 

Mr. Rob Glaser 
Principal Planner       
Zoning Permits North Section 
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street, Room 1348 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
NOTICE OF PREPARATION REVIEW AND COMMENT 
 
Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan Revision 
Project No. R2004-00559-(5) 
Conditional Use Permit No. 200400042 
Environmental Case No. 200400039 
 
Dear Mr. Glaser, 
 
I am a member of the community and have the following comments on the Initial Study 
Checklist: 

 

1. AESTHETICS  

a)  Highway 126 has “eligible” status for scenic highway designation.  The purpose of the 
scenic highway designation is to ensure the protection of highway corridors that reflect 
the state’s natural scenic beauty.  In accordance with the Caltrans Scenic Highway 
Program, should the proposed additional expansion of the landfill be approved, Los 
Angeles County could lose their county scenic highway designation for highway 126.  
The landfill expansion would create more than a “less significant impact”. 

b)  If the expansion is approved, there will be substantial alteration of the view of the 
prominent ridgelines surrounding the landfill.  Nothing can be done to mitigate this.   

If additional undisturbed areas are developed, is there a local area where habitat/scenic             
area can be restored in exchange? 

d)  The landfill is already visible from Newhall Ranch Road/SR 126 and I-5 as it appears          
behind the U.S. Postal Facility.  If the landfill height grows 143 feet from the maximum 
capacity under current permit, there will be significant visual blight in the appearance of 
the landfill that will have a degrading effect on property values and the community.  What 
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actions will be taken to mitigate the detrimental effect that the landfill expansion will have 
on property values in the Val Verde, Live Oak, and Hasley Canyon neighborhoods?  

If the expansion is approved, what will be the final elevation of the landfill at closure? 

 

2.  AGRICULTURAL / FOREST 

e)  Surface water run-off from the landfill carrying pollutants such as elevated heavy 
metals and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) from Auto Shredder Residue (ASR) used 
as daily cover, as well as salts and other contaminants will impact the quality of 
agricultural soils downstream.   

 

3. AIR QUALITY 

a-d) An increase in the daily capacity at the landfill will increase the daily number of 
dump trucks delivering waste to the landfill.  This will have a negative impact on air 
quality.  Air quality impacts such as particulate, methane, carbon monoxide, hydrogen 
sulfide, and vinyl chloride should be assessed and included in a continuous monitoring 
program.  Can there be a requirement for vehicles on the landfill to be powered by 
compressed natural gas? 

e)  With the approved build-out of the Newhall Ranch Project, more sensitive receptors 
will be located within one mile of the landfill expansion.  Children and elderly from Val 
Verde and Newhall Ranch will have increased asthma and be at risk for lung disease. 
How will the detrimental effects on the health of these receptors be prevented? Giving 
these communities money, in exchange for the landfill expansion and their health, is bad 
policy and a flagrant environmental justice issue.  This happened with the approval of 
the previous expansion at this landfill.  For the landfill operator to give Los Angeles 
County money to increase the community programs in Val Verde and potentially other 
communities in exchange for the county approving the landfill is a conflict of interest, and 
not in the best interest of the citizens.  The landfill operator is buying the county’s 
approval by paying the county for programs that the county would otherwise provide for 
the community anyway.   

ASR should not be used as daily cover at this landfill, because residents living nearby 
can be exposed to particulate lead in dust from activities on the landfill during high wind 
events. 

f)  Odors from the Sunshine Canyon landfill are noticeable every day while driving 
Interstate 5 through the Newhall Pass.  The Val Verde and Castaic Communities are 
close enough to suffer the impacts of odors and poor air quality every day, if the landfill 
is expanded.  What is proposed to mitigate this?  Maybe approving a smaller expansion, 
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or not increasing the maximum daily tonnage, from what it is now, would help mitigate 
odor/air quality impacts. 

 

4.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

a)  The Santa Clara Riverbed, adjacent to the landfill, is habitat to threatened and 
endangered species.  The impact of these species must be evaluated.  The Chiquita 
Canyon Landfill is also in the habitat for the endangered California Condor, a scavenger, 
who has access to and can ingest ASR, with its elevated levels of lead and other metals, 
from the daily cover of the landfill.  ASR accepted by the landfill can contain up to 50 
mg/L of lead (see March 27, 2008 report attachment 13).  Ingestion of lead is the leading 
cause of mortality in the California Condor.   

b)  Storm water run-off carrying elevated levels of lead, copper, zinc and other metals, 
as well as PCBs, from the ASR is toxic to riparian ecosystems.  This must be evaluated 
in an ecological risk assessment. 

e)  If an oak woodland is destroyed during expansion, is there another area where an 
oak woodland can be created or restored? 

 

5.  CULTURAL RESOURCES 

a)  The integrity of, and access to Bowers Cave must be maintained for future 
generations. 

 

7.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

b)  The Chiquita Landfill uses ASR as alternative daily cover.  The ASR contains 
elevated levels of leachable heavy metals, some potentially above California hazardous 
waste levels, as well as PCBs.  During rain events, erosion can transport and dispose of 
PCBs and elevated and hazardous waste levels of metals into the Santa Clara riverbed.   

 

9.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

a)  What is the rated efficiency of the burner at the cogeneration facility?  Is it efficient 
enough to prevent the formation of dioxins and furans? 

Elevated heavy metals and PCBs from the ASR are subject to uncontrolled release by 
high winds, surface water run-off, and everyday landfill activities. 
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b)  Indoor air monitoring for methane, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride should be 
conducted at the US Postal Service facility adjacent to the landfill. 

h)  Oil wells are within close proximity to the landfill.  With the proposed new expansion, 
will additional gas wells be installed and maintained to prevent the build-up of landfill 
gas, and to prevent the possibility of underground fires that could spread to the oilfield? 

 

10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

a)  Surface water run-off must be sampled and analyzed to make sure the discharge 
complies with all standards set forth by the Los Angeles Regional Quality Control Board 
(LARWQCB), and the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  Auto shredder 
residue contains California hazardous waste levels of zinc, and elevated levels of other 
heavy metals and PCBs.  Surface water run-off and silt can potentially contain elevated 
levels of these contaminants. 

The landfill accepts approximately 1,000 - 20 ton loads of auto shredders residue per 
month that it uses as alternative daily cover.  ASR is classified as a “Special Waste” 
under Title 22, California Code of Regulations section 66261.126.  The landfill expansion 
must comply with this section of the regulations that specify that the ASR may be 
disposed of at a landfill with no hazardous waste facility permit or Interim Status 
provided that:  The facility is operating in compliance with WDRs set forth by the 
LARWQCB (see March 27, 2008 report, attachment 3); and the owner has been granted 
a variance (non-hazardous waste classification letter) (see March 27, 2008 report, 
attachment 13). 

Sample analyses taken at the landfill, by the Department of Toxic Substances Control 
(DTSC), on both March 27, 2008 and April 9, 2008 show that the ASR contained 
California hazardous waste levels of soluble zinc, and therefore was not in compliance 
with the non-hazardous waste classification letter (see attached sampling reports).   

The December 19, 1988 non-hazardous classification letter from the Department of 
Health Services gives ASR nonhazardous classification with a set of conditions that if 
not met, must be managed as hazardous waste.  The letter specifies that, with the 
exception of inorganic lead, the soluble concentrations for metals must be below 
hazardous waste levels.  The limit for soluble lead for ASR is 50 mg/L.  Greater than 5 
mg/L soluble lead is considered a hazardous waste in California.  The above mentioned 
waste was disposed of at the Chiquita Canyon Landfill which is not a hazardous waste 
landfill.  Furthermore it was used as daily cover. 

There is a land disposal restriction (LDR) in California for waste containing levels of zinc 
exceeding 250 mg/L of zinc (see March 27, 2008 report, attachment 4). This requires 
waste with greater than 250 mg/L of soluble zinc to be pretreated before allowing it to be 
disposed of in a hazardous waste landfill, yet was disposed of as daily cover at Chiquita 
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Canyon Landfill which a municipal landfill, is unlined, and in close proximity to the Santa 
Clara Riverbed and the agricultural soils downstream.  

f)  Grading during the during the construction phase of the landfill expansion will release 
silt and contaminants into the riverbed. 

h)  With the landfill expansion and increased daily tonnage, including the use of ASR as 
daily cover, heavy metal pollutants and PCBs will be carried off-site during rain events 
into designated Areas of Special Biological Significance. 

Surface water as well as wastewater should be captured and treated before release. 

j)  The current landfill is unlined, and its threat to ground water is very significant.  Will 
the new area proposed by the expansion have a liner to help prevent leachate 
containing heavy metals and other pollutants from further impacting groundwater?  Is 
there a leachate collection system in place or proposed? 

Monitoring wells must be put in place to measure water quality in the Santa Clara 
Riverbed, Val Verde, and Hasley Canyon to protect public and private wells. 

l)  If the landfill is expanded into the entrance area, a catastrophic 100 year flood in the 
Santa Clara Riverbed could wash a portion of the landfill away.  This would cause 
uncontrolled disposal to the riverbed, loss of soil, and major instability to the structure of 
the landfill.  This scenario happened in 2005 in a severe rain event at the old Piru Burn 
Dump, in Piru.  It took years and government funding before that landfill was repaired. 

 

11.  LAND USE AND PLANNING 

b & d)  The proposed expansion would alter and change the appearance of the natural 
ridgeline, which does not comply with the community standards district. 

New development, approved and proposed, will put sensitive receptors within one mile 
of the landfill. 

 

13.  NOISE 

a)  Shielding should be put in place to reduce noise from the cogeneration facility. 

c)  An increase in daily capacity will increase the number dump trucks on the highway, 
and the number of vehicles operating on the landfill that will create more noise.  As the 
landfill gets taller, there will no longer be ridgelines to block the noise coming from 
activities on the landfill.   
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17.  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

There will be a significant increase in the number of dump trucks on the highway with the 
increased daily tonnage capacity.  This will result in more traffic and accidents on 
Interstate 5 and highway 126, and it will create more blowing trash coming from the 
dump trucks onto highway 126.  Add the additional traffic from the Newhall Ranch 
Project and there will be significant problems.  What is going to be done to mitigate this? 

 

18.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

f)  The burner for the cogeneration facility must be efficient enough to prevent the 
formation of dioxins and furans. 

h)  The landfill has already violated the December 19, 1988, non-hazardous waste 
classification letter, from the Department of Health Services, that allows the ASR to be 
disposed of at a non-hazardous waste landfill by accepting ASR containing California 
hazardous waste levels of soluble zinc. 

 

Attachments: 

November 24, 2008 investigation report, SA Recycling, LLC, conducted at Chiquita Canyon 
Landfill on March 27, 2008 (March 27, 2008 sampling report). 

November 24, 2008 investigation report, SA Recycling, LLC, conducted at Chiquita Canyon 
Landfill on April 10-11, 2008 (April 10, 2008 sampling report). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Attachments to this NOP comment letter are on file with LADRP. 



 




