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I. INTRODUCTION

This Volume (III) of the Draft Environmental Impact Report

(EIR) contains the written comments received from responsible Los

Angeles County agencies on the Draft EIR prior to public circulation.

In most cases the comments are verbatim and taken directly from the

written comment letters, in other cases the comments are paraphrased

as appropriate. Copies of original comments and letters are

contained as an appendix to this volume. A response to each comment

follows the respective comment; however, where a response to a

similar comment has been prepared, reference is made to the previous

response by number.

When responses make reference to project related docu-

mentation that may be very technical and volumenous, applicable

statements have been extracted. The reference documents are on file

as noted below for further use if deemed necessary by the concerned

agency or person. These technical reports include: the Report of

Waste Discharge; Solid Waste Assessment Test for Air Quality

Monitoring; and the South Coast Air Quality Management District

Permit to Construct Application. They are available for review at

the following locations:

Granada Hills Library
10640 Petit Avenue
Granada Hills, California

Sylmar Library
13059 Glen Oaks Boulevard
Sylmar, California

San Fernando Library
1050 Library Street
San Fernando, California

Central Library
433 South Spring Street
Los Angeles, California

1
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II. DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS COMMENTS

A.

	

	 Comments received from Waste Management Division, letter dated

May 19, 1989.

Comment 1: As one of the requirements under the Conditional Use

Permit, it is recommended that the spacing of landfill

gas monitoring probes not exceed 500 feet, unless

otherwise approved by the Waste Management Division of

this Department.

Response 1: This comment is acknowledged. Gas monitoring probes

will be proposed for 500 foot spacing as recommended;

however, actual spacing of installed probes will be in

accordance with the most stringent requirements of the

lead agency with ultimate control over that area of

jurisdiction.

Comment 2:

	

	 Page 32, Figure 7: The figure should be revised to

exclude the closed landfills.

Response 2:

	

	 Figure 7 has been revised as suggested and is provided

on the following page.

Comment 3: Page 33, Table 1: This office recognizes that the

capacity as shown in Table 1 is current as of February,

1988. However, due to the critical and dynamic situ-

ation regarding waste disposal in Los Angeles County at

this time, the consultant should conduct a survey on

current disposal quantities and remaining capacity, and

revise Table 1, so that the most recent shift/trend

changes can be properly evaluated.
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Response 3: Landfill capacities shown in Table 1 of the Draft EIR

are current as of November, 1988 based on Department of

Public Works input; however, it is recognized that

these values change regularly. A follow-up survey was

conducted on June 1 and June 2, 1989 in response to

this request and the results are shown on the revised

Table 1 provided on the following page. It should be

noted that most landfill operators do not desire to

provide the requested information and the accuracy of

the data that was provided cannot be verified.

However, the values provided by facility operators

, through the telephone survey for current rates of

disposal and remaining capacities are shown in the

revised table for informational purposes.

Comment 4: Page 37, Paragraph 3: The information should be

revised to include the City of Los Angeles Board of

Zoning Appeals (determination) to limit the height of

the landfill not to exceed 1,700 feet and to close the

main canyon by the end of next year, unless a new

zoning variance is approved. The information that this

final decision is under appeal should also be included.

Response 4: As of June 23, 1989, the City of Los Angeles has not

yet made a final decision concerning the landfill

variance.

4
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TABLE 1
(REVISED)

REMAINING CAPACITY OF CLASS III (FORMER CLASS II)
LANDFILL FACILITIES AS IDENTIFIED IN COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

cm

Rate of Disposal

Remaining
Permitted
Capacity Remaining Years

Landfill Site Operator Tons/Day 10 Tons/yr in Million Tons of Operations

Antelope Valley Private 700 0.22 0.65 3
Azusa Western* Private 3,000 0.78
BKK Private 6,000 1.56 10.07 7 (1995)
Bradley West* Private 7,000 1.82 17.39 10
Brand Park City of Glendale 100 0.03 .07 3
Burbank City of Burbank 240 0.06 6.39 11 (2001)
Calabasas CSD** 2,520 (2,400)*** 0.79 10.40 (15.0)*** 13
Chiquita Canyon Private 3,000 0.97 3.36 3
Lancaster Private 500 0.16 0.11 1
Lopez Canyon City of Los Angeles 5,700 1.48 12.04 8
Pebbley Beach City of Avalon 4 (18)*** 0.001 0.063 11 (1999)
Puente Hills CSD** 12,000 (12,000)*** 3.75 8.71 (17.0)*** 2
San Clemente Island U.S. Navy 3 0.001 0.02 20
Scholl Canyon* CSD** 5,600 (2,200*** 1.75 (15.0)***
Spadra CSD** 2,680 (2,200)*** 0.84 3.73 (4.0)*** 4
Sunshine Canyon Private 6,362 1.98 6.00 3 (1991)
Two Harbors Private 1 0.0003 0.001 3
Pitchess Honor Ranch L. A. County Sheriff 65 0.02 0.12 6
Whittier/Savage City of Whittier 350 (350)*** .11 0.84 8

* Data regarding the current rate of disposal for Bradley West and the remaining capacities for Azuza Western and
Scholl Canyon are not available from the County Department of Public Works.

** County Sanitation Districts.
*** Supplemental data provided by landfill operators, June, 1989. Capacity estimates may include some expansions

not yet permitted.

Base data from "Los Angeles County Solid Waste Siting Project," Los Angeles County Department of Public
Works, Waste Management Division, May 18, 1987. This table also contains updated data based on November,
1988 conversations with County Department of Public Works (Mike Mohajer, Solid Waste Management Division).
Other landfills in the Los Angeles area are also available for disposal of inert wastes only, such as San
Marino Disposal site and others listed in the above referenced study.
Ascon, Operating Industries, Penrose Pit and Toyon Canyon Landfills have been closed.

Source:

Note:

Note:



Comment 5: Page 62, Table 2: The table should be updated regarding

the exclusion of nonhazardous liquid waste in Class III

landfills and the appropriate percentages recalculated.

Response 5: The data shown in Table 2 of the DEIR was obtained from

the Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Plan

Triennial Review, Volume I (Figure 1) 1984 and Revision

A, 1985, and is the most current available published

data. However, it is recognized that non-hazardous

liquid waste is no longer accepted and that the

percentages of waste types shown in the table may have

changed since the CoSWMP was prepared. Based on survey

results from conversations with cooperating landfill

operators, the percentages in Table 2 are revised as

follows:

TABLE 2 (Revised)

COMPOSITION OF WASTE LANDFILLED IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Type of Waste

Demolition and construction waste

Municipal Solid Waste (MSW)
Residential waste
Commercial waste
Industrial waste
Miscellaneous waste

Non-Hazardous Liquid Waste

County Average % 

29% (17%)

39% (42%)
21% (36%)
5% (-)*
3% (5%)

3% (0%)

Sewage Sludge Less than 1% (-)*

( ) Percentages based on information provided by
Calabasas, Puente Hills, Scholl Canyon, Spadra,
and Sunshine Canyon Landfills.

* Data not obtained.

6

Recycled paper r4



Comment 6: Page 169, Paragraph 3: The section assumes a worst-

case scenario for landfill gas protection of 40 million

cubic feet per day (MMCFD) for evaluating flaring

emissions. However, page 183 shows this is actually

the lowest expected gas flow rate projection. As such,

the evaluation should be revised for the worst-case and

should be based on 95 MMCFD flow rate.

Response 6: The applicant intends to recover and sell as much gas

as is possible given the market conditions at the time.

The economic viability for commercial sale of landfill

gas will occur at levels well below 40 MMCFD. The

Draft E1R thus analyzes flaring of 40 MMCFD of landfill

gas as a worst-case scenario. It should also be noted

that the 95 MMCFD is worst-case maximum gas generation

for the entire project (City/County). The permit being

requested by the applicant at the time is for the

County-only portion of the landfill (approximately

one-third of the overall project), thus, regardless of

the commercial sale of landfill gas, the 40 MMCFD is an

appropriate worst-case assumption for the currently

proposed extension even without commercial gas usage.

Comment 7: Page 179, Paragraph 5, Line 4: The statement that,

The County's Solid Waste Management Plan has not

identified any future waste disposal sites close to the

waste source that could serve the communities currently

served by the Sunshine Canyon Landfill," is inaccurate.

We do not agree with this statement as the development

of Elsmere Canyon is specifically identified in the

CoSWMP. As a matter of fact, this is one of the six

(6) potential landfill sites identified in the County

Solid Waste Action Plan (Action Plan) adopted by the

Board of Supervisors in April, 1988.

7
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Response 7:

	

	 The statement in the Draft EIR was addressing air

pollutant emissions relative to truck traffic travel

distances to the landfill. In terms of travel

distance, Sunshine Canyon is closer to the wastestream

source than other landfills identified in Table 6-3 of

the CoSWMP; therefore a reduction in total truck

emissions may be realized. The DEIR statement should

be as follows:

"The County's Solid Waste Management Plan has

not identified any future waste disposal

sites as close to the current waste sources

that could serve the communities currently

served by the Sunshine Canyon Landfill

without an additional increase in emissions."

Comment 8:

	

	 Pages 267-281, Alternate Project Location: In regard

to the discussion provided on Elsmere Canyon, this

office does not concur with the statement, " ....  a

number of constraints that made development of this new

landfill site infeasible." The section should be

revised to either provide supporting information or the

statement should be deleted (page 267, paragraph 2),

last sentence). The site is selected for further

studies in the Action Plan, and this office is not

aware of any technical data which would substantiate

the conclusion reached in the DEIR.

Response 8:

	

	 The statement in the Draft EIR in the first paragraph	 .

of the Elsmere Canyon Alternative Site discussion was

referring to the applicant's decision several years ago

not to pursue the possibility for development of

Elsmere Canyon as a landfill site. It was not meant to

imply that development of Elsmere Canyon by another

party is infeasible. It is recognized that Elsmere

8
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Canyon is identified as a potential new landfill site

in the Action Plan; however, the applicant feels that

various potential development constraints existing in

Elsmere Canyon made it less desirable than Sunshine

Canyon as a landfill site.

Comment 9: Appendix Y, Volume JIB

The litter control program is not adequate. The

vehicle tarping requirements should be enforced and

applicable to all users. It is recommended that first

time violators should be warned and put on record.

Repeated violators should be fined or tUrned away at

the facility. As previously stated, the litter control

program is a condition for granting a Finding of

Conformance of the subject facility.

Response 9: The Litter Control Program (Appendix Y, Volume JIB) has

been revised to include provisions for enforcement of

load covering regulations on the landfill property;

however, enforcement of highway and street regulations

is beyond the applicant's control. Signs will also be

posted notifying all users of the landfill that loads

must be covered. The revised Litter Control Program is

provided on pages 10 through 12 of this document

(revised or added text is underlined for

clarification).

9
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BROWNING-FERRIS INDUSTRIES
SUNSHINE CANYON LANDFILL
LITTER CONTROL PROGRAM

The Sunshine Canyon Landfill is operated in a manner which strives to

minimize the possibility of stray litter either being blown out of

the landfill during heavy winds or falling out of waste hauling

trucks using the facility. A litter control program has been

established to ensure effective preventative and response measures to

effectively maintain this operation objective.

Vehicle Tarping

Vehicle tarping requirements at Sunshine Canyon Landfill are in

accordance with Sections 23114 and 23115 of the Vehicle Code of the

State of California.

Section 23114:

No vehicle shall be driven or moved on any

highway unless the vehicle is so constructed,

covered, or loaded as to prevent any of its

contents or load other than clear water or

feathers from live birds from dropping, shifting,

leaking, blowing, spilling, or otherwise escaping

therefrom.

Section 23115:

No vehicle loaded with garbage, swill, cans,

bottles, wastepaper, ashes, refuse, trash, or

rubbish, or any other noisome, nauseous, or

offensive matter, or anything being transported

to a dump site for disposal shall be driven or

moved upon any highway unless the load is totally

10
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covered in a manner which will prevent the load

or any part of the load from spilling or falling

upon the highway. This section does not prohibit

a rubbish vehicle from being without cover while

in'the process of acquiring its load in circum-

stances wherein no law, administrative regula-

tion, or local ordinance requires such cover.

Private vehicles driven by occasional users of the landfill are

considered the most likely offenders of vehicle tarping requirements

and are the most difficult to control. Primary repeat users of the 

existing landfill are known to the operator and have not posed 

problems in the past. Any driver without truck tarping is informed

of the requirements for covered loads and asked to have his next load

covered. Regular users of the landfill who repeatedly violate this

requirement are not allowed to dispose of their loads.

For the first six months of the landfill extension operation all 

vehicles will be given a handout explaining the current regulations 

regarding vehicle tarping. After the initial six month period, if 

the regulations are violated, drivers will be surcharged $25.00 for 

each occurrence. These funds will be used for cleanup programs in 

the local area. If vehicle tarping regulations are repeatedly 

violated by regular users of the landfill, the appropriate 

authorities will be notified for necessary enforcement action. These 

enforcement measures will continue to be implemented throughout the 

development of the landfill extension. 

Landfill Litter Control 

The landfill operator will designate a remote disposal area for use

during strong wind conditions. Controlled placement of waste mater-

ials in a wind-shielded area will control off-site migration of stray

wind-blown litter. Litter and debris is also contained within the

landfill properties by litter fences located along the perimeter of

the landfill, as well as portable fences placed adjacent to the daily

11
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operating area. A major portion of the landfill is in remote and low

portions of Sunshine Canyon which minimizes high wind conditions

within the operating area. These remedial measures will continue to 

be implemented throughout the development of the landfill extension. 

Litter Cleanup Program

On a once a week basis, or more frequently if needed, the landfill

operator mobilizes cleanup crews to provide litter control pick-up

service in O'Melveny Park, along Balboa Boulevard and San Fernando

Road and in other areas in proximity to the landfill. On a daily

basis, a BFI employee inspects the surrounding area to assess whether

a more frequent clean-up is required. This program is provided to

clean up any stray litter or debris which may have dropped in the

surrounding area, whether or not its source is related to the land-

fill operations.

The landfill is equipped with a radio dispatch system which is

utilized by the site operator to quickly engage crews to respond to

litter complaints and other complaints from the surrounding

neighborhoods. Stray litter or debris should be reported to the

Sunshine Canyon Landfill office at (818) 362-1567 between the hours

of 8:30 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.

12
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B.

	

	 Comments received from Land Development Division - Geology and

Soils Section, letter dated May 10, 1989.

Note: The following comments in this section make reference to

various literature sources that are listed in the original

comment letter from the agency which is included in

Appendix A of this document.

Comment 10: The pervasive presence of friable, non-cemented sand-

stone beds and the presence of fractures/joints in

bedrock should be addressed with respect to potential

subsurface water/leachate migration pathways at the

site.

Response 10: A potential problem is not expected with respect to

subsurface water/leachate migration pathways through

friable, non-cemented sandstone beds or fractures/

joints in bedrock because a clay liner will be

installed to preclude such an event. As covered in

DEIR, Volume I, page 96:

"To supplement the natural containment

features of the site, a compacted manmade

liner of 1 x 10
-6

 cm/sec hydraulic conduc-

tivity will be placed along the base of the

canyon, extending ten feet up the side slopes

from the canyon floor. Field testing during

excavation and subgrade preparation will

determine areas requiring a liner."

The man-made liner will be installed in the areas

designated in the Earth Technology, Design Report

(Exhibit C of the ROWD) in accordance with the recom-

mendations contained in the Report of Waste Discharge

(ROWD) and all corrective procedures and field testing

of this liner will be under the supervision of a State

13
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licensed Engineering Geologist or Geotechnical Engineer.

In addition to a man-made liner, the bedrock at this

site is not highly fractured and any fractures are

generally closed at depth. This is based on a series of

fracture surveys performed by Purcell, Rhoades & Associ-

ates and contained in the Report of Waste Discharge,

Appendix 0, the Earth Technology Corporation's Hydrology

Report (Exhibit 8), the Field Packer Tests (Table 5 of

the ROWD), and the Compilation of Previously Published

Field and Laboratory Data (Exhibit A). The borings

indicate friable sandstone, but the sandstone has a

considerable percentage of silt sized grains and results

in slow permeability for this rock type. Interbedded

with low permeability siltstone and bedrock structure at

this site presents overall effective containment of any

potential leachate.

Comment 11: Nature and extent of groundwater occurrence and

aquifer(s) description in and surrounding the proposed

landfill. See also comment 8b below.

Response 11: As covered in Earth Technology Corporation's "Hydro-

geologic Assessment of Proposed Sunshine Canyon Landfill

Extension" (Exhibit B of the Report of Waste Discharge),

Regional Hydrogeology section:

"6.1 REGIONAL HYDROGEOLOGY

Sunshine Canyon is located in the hill and

mountain area of the San Fernando groundwater

basin northwest of the Sylmar hydrologic sub-

basin. This sub-basin is bound on the north

and east by the non-water-bearing granitic

basement complex of the San Gabriel Mountains

and the non-water-bearing marine and non-

marine sedimentary rocks of the Santa Susana

Mountains (Figure 6-1). The sub-basin is

14
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separated from the larger San Fernando basin

to the south by a naturally occurring ground-

water barrier referred to as the Cascades.

Northwest of the Sunshine Canyon drainage,

the adjacent canyons (Gavin, East, and Rice)

drain into the Santa Clarita Basin (Figure

6-1)."

A complete explanation of regional and site hydrology is

included in the above-referenced report.

Surface waters within the alluvium of Sunshine Canyon

discharge into the lined Los Angeles River. These

waters do not come into contact with the landfill. The

hydrogeology of the bedrock at Sunshine Canyon has been

described in various prior submittals regarding the

existing site to the governing technical review agency,

the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The

RWQCB has concurred that the technical data base for

this site verified protection of the waters of the

State.

The Towsley Formation which underlies the site contains

a series of rocks which are considered non-water-bearing

because of their low permeability and low yield (Brown,

1975). This formation is comprised of well-indurated

mudstone, sandstone and conglomerate which have a very

low primary permeability (flow through the interstices).

Secondary permeability (flow through joints and frac-

tures) is more developed, especially along the crests of

the sharp ridges where the water table lies below the

maximum 1986 exploration drilling depth of 60 feet.

Downhole packer permeability tests conducted by Purcell,

Rhoades & Associates in 1986 in bedrock core holes

generally confirm this.

15
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The rate of groundwater movement in bedrock is not

known. Due to the pervasively folded, faulted and

anisotropic nature of the bedrock (i.e., interbedded

sandstone and shale), the flow rate of groundwater at

the site will vary significantly over short distances.

The presence of non-active faults, in addition to the

low-permeability bedrock, will greatly restrict ground-

water movement. An effective hydraulic buffer between

groundwater beneath the landfill site and the ground-

water in the San Fernando Valley is provided by the low

permeability bedrock materials beneath the site, and the

similar bedrock of the Pico and Saugus Formations that

lie between the site and the valley alluvium. The

effectiveness of this buffer is evidenced by the large

differences in water quality between the poor quality

groundwater of the mountain regions versus the excellent

quality of valley groundwater (Bean, 1978).

Comment 12: Feasibility appears to be significantly dependent on

capping (soil lining) of all permeable materials, and

availability of reported low permeability bedrock for

lining. Due to the interbedded nature, and therefore,

variable permeability of sandstone and siltstone units,

substantially more extensive lining may be required than

indicated, to assure permeable sandstone and fractured

siltstone are adequately "protected". Approximate field

distribution and calculations of volume of each type

appear warranted.

Response 12: Rock corings and test pit excavations show an inter-

bedded nature consisting of thin layers. Laboratory

testing of the different soil and bedrock types within

Sunshine Canyon verify acceptable 1 x 10 -6 cm/sec

permeabilty values in compacted samples. Therefore, no

determination of the available proportions of siltstone

16
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and sandstone is necessary, with sufficient earth

material available for liner placement even in the event

of larger than expected areal limits.

Comment 13: The hydrologic and hydrogeologic conditions at the

Sunshine Canyon mouth/San Fernando Pass area, in

relationship to the groundwater of the San Fernando

Groundwater Basin.

If the Sunshine Canyon groundwater is a "closed system"

(see Volume I, page 114, 1st paragraph), how can this be

verified?

Response 13: The "closed system" nature of Sunshine Canyon ground-

water is documented in the regional study of hydrologic

and hydrogeologic conditions, which is contained within

the Earth Technology Corporation's Hydrology Assessment

(Exhibit B of the Report of Waste Discharge) and is

based on published information listed in the references

as:

Bean, R. T., 1978; "Hydrology of Sunshine Canyon

North Valley Landfill Site.

Brown, G. A., 1975, "Groundwater Geology of the San

Fernando Valley," contained within California

Division of Mines and Geology Bulletin 196.

See also Response to Comment #11 above.

Comment 14: [What are the] existing and proposed [methods of]

groundwater monitoring downgradient of the property and

peripheral to the area, relative to the extent of the

proposed landfilling?

17
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Response 14: The current groundwater monitoring program includes:

Five (5) MW-series groundwater monitoring wells

Six (6) CM-series groundwater monitoring wells

Four(4) DW-series groundwater monitoring wells

Of the 15 monitoring wells, two are considered back-

ground monitoring for the landfill extension while the

remaining 13 wells can be used as downgradient wells.

Additional monitoring wells (up to four) are to be

installed during construction of the proposed toe berm

facility at the County extension site. A discussion of

existing on-site and off-site monitoring is contained

within the technical document, "Hydrogeologic Assessment

of Proposed Sunshine Canyon Landfill Extension, Sylmar,

California," prepared by Earth Technology Corporation

and contained with the ROWD as Exhibit B. This document

canvassed wells within one mile of both the existing and

proposed extension landfill sites.

Comment 15: Some of the above issues are covered in The Earth

Technology Corporation's Report reviewed (see Reference

8), but this report is insufficient as it focuses only

on the County section of the proposed landfill.

Pertinent information contained in this report should be

incorporated into the DEIR.

Response 15: The Draft EIR addresses Geology, Surface Water, and

Groundwater issues for the ultimate landfill development

(County and City extension) in sufficient detail to

satisfy CEQA requirements. However, although CEQA

Section 15378 requires the DEIR to address the "whole of

the action" for purposes of environmental review,

18
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additional detailed technical analyses are only neces-

sary to support those specific facility permit applica-

tions currently under consideration. Thus, the data

provided in the Report of Waste Discharge and the Earth

Technology Corporation reports is primarily focused on

the County portion of the landfill extension since

permits are currently only being sought for operations

in that portion of the canyon. When subsequent entitle-

ments are requested for operations within the remainder

(Los Angeles City portion) of the extension area,

supplemental environmental analyses to meet CEQA

, requirements and technical analyses to support specific

permit applications will be prepared.

The Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) does contain

information in support of a number of requested permits

from various state and local agencies. Additional

hydrogeologic data and design plans to supplement the

DEER analyses can be found in that document. However,

due to the voluminous size of the ROWD, and the

technical nature of its material, it is not included in

whole as part of the DEIR. Rather, it has been

incorporated by reference and is available for agency

and public review.

Comment 16: As described in Volume I, page 96, 1st paragraph, and

Reference 9, Page 27, 5th paragraph, the proposed liner

will be placed along the base of the canyon and extend

10 feet up the side slopes of the proposed landfill.

However, Reference 4, Page 11, 2nd paragraph says: "The

bowl-shaped fill section would be extended upward from

the low point center line of the canyon to a variable

height on each canyon flank. The extent and height of

the clay liner below the landfill will be determined by

a representative of PRA during placement." Please

clarify.
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In addition, please clarify and explain the following

comment from Reference 9, Exhibit C, Page 27, 5th

paragraph: "At heights above the canyon floor greater

than 10 feet the potential of leachate infiltrating and

reaching groundwater is greatly decreased because of the

steep canyon slope."

Response 16: The limited lateral extent of the liner is based upon

the general principal that water will flow along lines

of greater permeability. It is believed that the path

of least resistance will be the interface between the

bedrock and the refuse. This principle, coupled with

the slope of the canyon sides, as detailed in the Wong

Model (Earth Technology Corporation's "Hydrogeology

Report," Exhibit B of the ROWD), will contain and guide

any infiltrated water into the leachate collection and

removal system (LCRS).

For a complete reference see Earth Technology Corpora-

tion's, "Preliminary Design Report for Sunshine Canyon

Landfill Extension" (Exhibit C of the Report of Waste

Discharge), dated September 30, 1988, pages 17 through

27.

The Wong model particularly addresses the steepness of

liner slope versus percentage percolation. It demon-

strates that a liner is only needed for up to 10 feet

above the creek bottom. The Earth Technology Corpora-

tion report states, "At heights above the canyon floor

greater than 10 feet, the potential of leachate infil-

trating and reaching groundwater is greatly decreased

because of the steep canyon slope." The technical basis

of this report is currently under review by the govern-

ing agency, the RWQCB.
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Comment 17: How effectively can the leachate be isolated so that it

does not get in contact with water of the underdrain or

subdrain from seeps or springs and does not enter ground

water aquifers beyond the area of the liner? The

limited lateral extent of the liner assumes that any

percolation of water through the landfill will only

occur where the liner exists, or will be funneled into

the liner. What happens to any landfill infiltrated

water in bedrock beyond the limits of the liner,

particularly in the permeable sandstones and fractured

siltstone?

Response 17: As stated in the Report of Waste Discharge, and the

Earth Technology Corporation's "Hydrogeologic

Assessment" report (Exhibit B of the Report of Waste

Discharge), permeability values indicate that excellent

containment characteristics of the cover materials are

present at the site. The minimum required permeability

of natural and manmade features is 1x10
-6

 cm/sec. Field

and laboratory testing of natural and compacted soil

samples verify permeability values of 10 -6 , 10-8 and

10

-10 

cm/sec.

As explained in Response to Comment #16, the steep

canyon sides preclude the requirement of a compacted

soil liner beyond the recommended area by the Earth

Technology Corporation. The underdrains that will be

installed to collect seepage will also be overlain by a

compacted soil liner to prevent infiltration by any

generated leachate.

The placement of the soil liner will be done in accor-

dance with generally accepted earthwork practices and

will be carefully documented through construction and

inspection procedures. Inspection and monitoring will

be done by a registered geotechnical engineer.
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Comment 18: Volume IIA, Appendix B, Table 1. The laboratory perme-

ability values for sand appear to be low, as compared

with published values for these grain size materials.

Please comment.

Response 18: The laboratory permeability values for sand only appear

to be low when compared with permeabilities of clean

sand. The test results referenced in Volume I1A,

Appendix B, Table 1, are for soil and bedrock samples.

These samples were analyzed in the laboratory for

optimum moisture and density as recompacted perme-

abilities. The lower permeabilities are also associated

with the high percentage of fines found in the sandy

material. The laboratory procedures followed were

consistent with established industry standards and good

engineering practice.

Comment 19: Comments on Landslide Section, Volume I, Page 84 and

Figure 16.

Based on Reference 8, Figure 5.1; Reference 5, Figure 8:

Reference 1, and aerial photographs, larger or

additional landslides occur at the site, indicating that

these deposits are more extensive than as shown in

Figure 16 of the DE1R. Therefore, substantial addit-

ional removal will be required. Additional data will be

required for landslides prior to approval of specific

development plans subsequent to the DE1R.

Response 19: Extensive geologic mapping presented in the Report of

Waste Discharge shows geologic units and landslides.

The ancient landslides have densified and are very dense

at depth. The estimates given were based upon geo-

morphic expression. The DEIR states on page 97, para-

graph 3, that "it is recommended that once the toe of a
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400. . slide is encountered, all material constituting the

landslide be removed and stockpiled in a stable area for

use as cover material." The recommended procedure of

removal of soft landslide material to firm bedrock is

consistent with good engineering practice. A State

licensed Engineering Geologist will be present during

grading operations and will verify depth of removal;

therefore, additional exploratory borings or mapping is

not necessary.

Comment 20: Comments on "Fold and Faults". Volume I, Page 87, 3rd

paragraph, says: "No movement was detected on the Santa

Susana fault traces in the vicinity of the site during

the San Fernando earthquake in 1971. Limited portions

of that fault did show movement several miles east of

the site ...". However, based on information contained

in this report (Figure 16, and page 88), fault breaks

occurred within only about 3/4 of a mile east of the

site.

Please discuss the potential effects of surface fault

rupture on the lining and underlying canyon subdrain at

the base of the landfill, and recommended mitigation

measures.

Response 20: For historical completeness, Figure 16 of the DEIR (Site

Geologic Map) indicates the area east of the site

reportedly showing 'ground rupture' from the 1971

earthquake. As stated in published works by representa-

tives of the California Division of Mines and Geology

and cited in the DEIR on page 87, 3rd paragraph, "...

that movement is felt to be the result of wave propa-

gation along the old zones of weakness (Saul, 1975;

1979) rather than actual thrusting."
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Fault investigations contained within Appendix B of the

Report of Waste Discharge verified that surface ground

rupture due to tectonic activity upon an active fault

was unlikely within Sunshine Canyon. The amount of

displacement measured after the 1971 San Fernando

earthquake east of 1-5 was 2 to 3 cm. The compacted

liner would be cohesive and capable of resisting the

effects of this amount of movement. In addition, the

integrity of containment structures (liner) and LCRS

pipes is verified by the acceptable slope stability

analysis under both static and dynamic conditions

assuming a bedrock acceleration of 0.6g. The Slope

Stability Report is included as Appendix C of the ROWD.

In the unlikely event of rupture of the liner or LCRS

piping, at the mouth of this canyon will be a contain-

ment toe berm, grout curtain and extraction wells for

collection and removal of leachate. This provides an

additional safety factor against leakage and provides

extra safeguards to protect the waters of the State in

accordance with Subchapter 15 requirements, even in the

event of adverse conditions.

Comment 21: There is a discrepancy between Table 5 in Volume I, Page

89 (lists the magnitudes and "Maximum Probable 

Earthquake Magnitude"), and Table 2 in Volume I1A,

Appendix B (lists them as Maximum Credible Earthquake

Magnitude"). The Maximum Credible Earthquake Magnitudes

as listed on Table 1 of Reference 2 should be

incorporated into the DEIR.

Response 21: The maximum probable earthquake is the design seismic

event required for Class III sanitary landfills.

Therefore, Table 5 in Volume I of the DEIR is the

appropriate data. For the slope stability analyses and

for conservatism in design under a potential worst-case

scenario, the maximum credible earthquake bedrock
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acceleration of 0.6g was used instead of the required

design maximum probable earthquake; thus, this is

considered the worst-case scenario.

Comment 22: Volume I, Page 90, 1st and 4th paragraphs. The design

peak acceleration (g) value for the site should be 0.5

as shown by Greensfelder, instead of 0.3 as listed on

Table 5. Please review.

Response 22: The 0.5g acceleration contour indicated on Greens-

felder's map is for peak bedrock accelerations for

maximum credible earthquakes. The appropriate design

earthquake is the maximum probable seismic event, which

is 0.3g.

Comment 23: Volume I, Page 90, 1st paragraph, says: "... maximum

credible earthquakes of 0.55 and 0.65 ...". Please

correct.

Response 23: This typographical error should be corrected to "...

maximum credible earthquake bedrock accelerations of

0.55 and 0.65 ..."

Comment 24: Volume I, Page 90, 4th paragraph: "... during the 1971

earthquake... slopes in the canyon did not fail". This

is in disagreement with the landslides shown in Figure

19 and comments on "landslides" on page 84. Please

review.

Response 24: The sentence referenced in this comment refers to the

refuse slopes within the canyon which did not fail

during the 1971 earthquake. The majority of the slides

that occurred within the canyon were within the natural
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soil/weathered bedrock zone overlying the dense non-

weathered zone. Landfill operations will excavate this

loose surface zone prior to refuse infilling.

Comment 25: Comments on "Slope Stability", Volume I, Page 94„ 2nd

paragraph.

What slopes are referred to in this paragraph? Are

these natural slopes or proposed landfill slopes?

Response 25: The described slope stability analysis refers to

proposed refuse slopes. The cross-sections and

computer-generated stability analysis is presented in

the technical documentation in Appendix C of the Report

of Waste Discharge.

Comment 26: The value of 0.2g is described as "peak acceleration

value". According to Table 5, this value is the

"repeatable high ground acceleration".

Response 26: The reference to 0.2g in the 2nd paragraph on page 94 of

the DEIR is a typographical error and should be 0.6g.

Comment 27: As noted on Volume I, Page 86, 1st paragraph, dip slope

conditions are pervasive at the site. Please discuss:

(i) the potential impact of daylighted bedding con-

ditions on proposal at the site, (ii) Are there day-

lighted slopes adjacent and offsite which may affect the

landfill?, (iii) What is the effect of surcharge of the

landfill materials on such slopes?, and (iv) What effect

could failure or instability of these daylighted slopes

have offsite, if they undermine landfill materials?
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Evaluate the stability of the high, steep descending

natural slopes peripheral to the landfill, particularly

in the Bee Canyon area, where numerous landslides occur.

Response 27: Daylighted slopes with adverse, dipslope bedrock

structure will be buttressed as recommended by an

Engineering Geologist during construction excavations.

There will be no effect upon off-site areas either as a

result of excavation or due to the additional weight of

placed refuse. A discussion of landslide deposits and

slope stability is contained with the ROWD and in the

Slope Stability Report (Appendix C of the ROWD).

Comment 28: Volume I, Page 113, 4th paragraph says; "Because of the

topographic ..., groundwater and infiltration surface

water remain within Sunshine Canyon and do not affect

the roots of native vegetation in adjoining canyons."

Please clarify.

Response 28: This sentence states that the Sunshine Canyon hydrologic

conditions are self-contained within its own boundaries.

Surface and subsurface waters do not penetrate through

the mountain nor surface off-site as seepage on slopes

beyond the landfill boundaries.

Comment 29: Volume I, Page 114, 1st paragraph: "The subsurface water

in Sunshine Canyon is effectively hydraulically

separated from the San Fernando Valley alluvium by the

low-permeability rock". Please substantiate and

illustrate.
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Response 29: The sentence should read:

"The subsurface water in the Sunshine Canyon

bedrock material is effectively hydraulically

separated from the San Fernando Valley

alluvium by the low permeability of the rock

.unit."

Hydrogeologic investigations were performed for both the

existing and proposed extension landfill sites. The

.acceptance of the 5-Year Engineering Review report by

the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) over-

seeing the technical compliance of this site verifies

that the existing site has adequate natural and manmade

features to minimize the potential for contamination of

subsurface waters of the State. The technical data

generated for this site is contained within the ROWD.

(See also Response to Comment #11.)

While the surface alluvium from Sunshine Canyon is in

hydraulic continuity with alluvium within San Fernando

Basin, the bedrock structure and permeability would

considerably reduce the possibility of hydraulic con-

tinuity. Field work including rock corings, field

packer and pump tests and laboratory tests demonstrate

the low permeability values of the bedrock formation.

Regional data confirms the description of the bedrock

formations within Sunshine Canyon as aquicludes and

nonwater bearing. The bedrock structure shows plunging

folds towards the mouth of Sunshine Canyon, with what

little water penetrates the surface weathered fracture

zone would have to cross steeply dipping bedrock strata.

Water migration within the fractured bedrock is also

constrained by the numerous, small, intersecting fault

zones which provide barriers to fluid.
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That any possible water leaving the site is not

degrading the water of the San Fernando Basin is

evidenced by the difference in water quality comparing

the naturally occuring poor, nonpotable water quality

encountered within the alluvium and bedrock of Sunshine

Canyon and the good water quality within the San

Fernando Basin.

In addition, the regional bedrock structure of San

Fernando Pass indicates that the Susana thrust fault

zone crossing the pass south of the site would also

affect a bedrock barrier to fluid migration.

Comment 30: Potential Impacts, Volume 1, Page 116. The potential of

leachate entering groundwater (specifically entering

bedrock beyond the edge of the liner), and the impact of

possible subsequent migration into the San Fernando

Groundwater Basin, should be included in this section

with supporting subsurface data.

Response 30: As previously stated in Response to Comment #16:

"The limited lateral extent of the liner is

based upon the general principle that water

will flow along lines of greater permeability.

It is believed that the path of least

resistance will be the interface between the

bedrock and the refuse. This theory, coupled

with the slope of the canyon sides, will

contain and guide any infiltrated water into

the leachate collection and removal system

(LCRS)."

The technical hydrogeologic report prepared by the Earth

Technology Corporation (Exhibit B of the ROWD) describes

the computations used in the Wong model to substantiate
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the area of liner placement. A State licensed

Engineering Geologist will evaluate canyon excavations

to verify depth of overburden removal and to determine

the need for supplemental liner areas. (See also

Response to Comments #11 and #16.)

Comment 31: Mitigation Measures, Volume I, Page 118. As described

in Reference 9, Page 18, 1st paragraph, groundwater

elevation should be at least five feet below the solid

waste bottom to "provide a definite separation between

the non-hazardous solid waste and water of the state".

This statement should be incorporated, with the appro-

priate recommendations, into the DEIR.

Response 31: As required by the State permitting agency, the Regional

Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), the regulation

referenced above will be complied with.

Comment 32: Volume I, Page 120, 3rd paragraph. More detailed

information on the containment structures proposed

(grout curtain, slurry wall, cut-off wall and/or

containment dam), should be included. These should

include, but not limited to: location, depth, monitor-

ing, etc. (see Reference 3).

Response 32: See the Earth Technology Corporation's "Preliminary

Design for Sunshine Canyon Landfill Extension" (Exhibit

C of the Report of Waste Discharge), page 56; Grout

curtain and cut off wall descriptions.

Comment 33: Cross Section A-A'-A" shown in Volume I, Figure 22 is

missing. Please provide.
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Response 33: The Cross-Sections A-A'-A" indicated on Figure 22 were

draft cross-sections which were based on preliminary

data compiled for the Report of Waste Discharge, and

were incorrectly referenced on this figure in the DEIR.

The cross-sections were later superseded by cross-

sections which are contained within the Report of Waste

Discharge for this site (Geologic Cross-Sections,

Figures 9-12 of the ROWD).

Comment 34: The following logs of borings are missing:

From Reference 7: Page 6 of 6 of MW-3, log of MW-4 and

Page 1 of CM-1.

Log of MW-4 is missing from Volume [IA.

Logs of borings DW-1 to OW-4 are missing both from

Volume IIA and in Reference 7.

Response 34: The above referenced boring logs are provided for review

in Appendix D of this Volume III document.

Comment 35: The following comments on Earth Technology's Report

(Reference 8) should be addressed and incorporated into

the DEIR:

i) As described, groundwater at the site occurs

primarily in the alluvial units and underlying

shallow bedrock. Is this groundwater, particularly

in bedrock, in hydraulic continuity with the

aquifers of the Sylmar Hydrologic Subarea? Provide

hydrogeologic cross section(s) and other details as

already described above.
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ii) The confined groundwater zone present in bedrock

should be described and defined, including its

relationship to the shallow unconfined zone at the

site, and to the San Fernando Valley Groundwater

Basin.

Response 35: Subsurface water at this site is limited to the surface

alluvial covering and within the surface fractures of

the highly weathered bedrock zones. Both regional and

site-specific investigations demonstrate through field

and laboratory testing that the bedrock consists of

bedrock with a high percentage of silt and clay and

inherent low permeability, and that the fractures are of

limited extent and close at depth. The groundwater of

the site is not potable, with high natural sulfate

content, and the alluvium and bedrock are considered

poor aquifers with low hydraulic conductivities.

Surface drainage discharge at the mouth of Sunshine

Canyon is confined to a lined channel which is the Los

Angeles River. (See also Response to Comments #11 and

#29.)
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C.

	

	 Comments received from Land Development Division - Geology and 

Soils Section, letter dated May 26, 1989.

Note: The following comment makes reference to literature

sources that are listed in the original comment letter

from the agency which is included in Appendix A of this

document.

Comment 36: The consultant's recommendation to extend the liner only

10 feet up the side slopes of the proposed landfill is

based on an extrapolation of Wong's model (Reference 1).

Based on Earth Technology's report (Reference 2), Wong's

model is for efficiency of liner slopes only. There-

fore, the consultant's use of this model to eliminate

the liner on natural slopes where permeabilities exceed

10
-6

cm/sec is unsubstantiated.

No evidence has been presented that indicates that this

method is applicable or has been successful in other

operating landfills. It appears that this approach is

inappropriate, considering the potential consequences of

leachate infiltration.

Response 36: The Wong Model presents a conservative approach for

evaluating potential percolation of leachate into soil

liners at different slope gradients. However, this

model also demonstrates that at steep slopes, the

requirement of a liner is lessened, since the model

assumes a constant head of leachate within a sand layer

on top of the liner. Since the Wong Model is based

upon a drainage layer of sand, and an assumed constant,

uniform head of leachate, this model would represent a

worst-case scenario that would not occur against a

steep canyon slope situation. Any leachate generated

would be directed downward to the base of the canyon.
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This leachate would then be collected atop of the soil

liner placed against the slope for direction towards

the LCRS.

As stated previously, overburden removal within the

canyon slopes is to be observed by a licensed

Engineering Geologist, field tested to determine field

permeability conditions for its consistency with design

assumptions based upon prior field and laboratory

testing. The technical review of the proposed LCRS and

liner design is currently ongoing by the RWQCB and the

proposed design may be revised or modified pending

incorporation of comments by the approving agency.

D.

	

	 Comments received from Land Development Division - Geology and

Soils Section, letter dated July 3, 1989.

Comment 37: The responses [to date] satisfactorily provide answers

to our comments. Data presented by the consultant

indicates that the landfill is underlain by bedrock

materials with permeabilities that exceed 10 -6 cm/sec.

These areas will be field tested to determine if a

liner is required in accordance with established

criteria.

Response 37: This comment is acknowledged. Field testing during

excavation and subgrade preparation will determine

areas requiring a liner. The Regional Water Quality

Control Board has the discretionary authority for

review and approval of the Report of Waste Discharge,

including future liner needs, and issuance of Waste

Discharge Requirements for the proposed landfill

extension.
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E. Comments received from Land Development Division - Drainage and 

Grading Section, letter dated April 24, 1989.

Comment 38: This project will not significantly affect the environ-

ment as far as the Section's interests are concerned,

provided the appropriate ordinances and codes are

followed.

Response 38: This comment is acknowledged.

F. Comments received from Waterworks and Sewer Maintenance Division 

Division, letter dated April 25, 1989.

Comment 39: As requested we have reviewed the subject Draft Envir-

onmental Impact Report (DEIR). The proposed expansion

will not have any significant impact on Sewer Mainten-

ance facilities or operations.

Response 39: This comment is acknowledged.

G. Comments received from Traffic and Lighting Division, letter

dated June 1, 1989.

Comment 40: The report projected that the project would generate an

additional 3,180 truck trips per day. However, it does

not analyze the impact on the structural section of

County roadways. We, therefore, recommend the report

address the project's impact on the structural section

of Sierra Highway and The Old Road in the

unincorporated County area.

Response 40: The landfill trucks will not travel on Sierra Highway

in the unincorporated County area.
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Landfill trucks will impact approximately a 1/4 mile

section of The Old Road, from the Route 14 offramp

southward to the County boundary. We assume that six

percent of inbound trips or 95 truck trips per day

(i.e., 3,180/2 x 6% = 95) of the generated landfill

traffic would travel over this section of The Old Road.

Based on existing Browning-Ferris Industries (BFI)

Sunshine Canyon Landfill related types of trucks, we

project the percentages of trucks and ESAL (Equivalent

Single Axle Loads) for a 20-year design period, as

follows:

ESAL

Truck Type Trips Constant* ESAL

2-axle 22% x 95 = 21 1,380 28,980

3-axle 58% x 95 = 55 3,680 202,400

4-axle 20% x 95 = 19 5,880 111,720

Total: 343,100

Source: Caltrans, "Highway Design Manual" (page

600-6).

The foregoing calculation suggests that the 20-year

load on this section of The Old Road will be 343,100

ESAL.

According to the Materials Laboratory of the Public

Works Department, The Old Road has a 2-inch A.C.

(Asphalt Concrete) on top of an 8-inch P.C.C. (Portland

Cement Concrete), which rests on top of a 4-inch base.

The rigid pavement has an equivalent 36-inch A.C.

value. From the Caltrans Highway Design Manual, this

10-inch thickness can support a T.I. (Traffic Index)

value greater than 12 (Ref. Table 607.2 on page

600-23).
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A Traffic Index of 12 is associated with an ESAL of

13,500,000 (Ref. Table 603.4A on page 600-8).

The project would cause an increase of 0.305 in the

Traffic Index (i.e., 12 x 343,100/13,500,000 = 0.305)

on the impacted 1/4 mile of The Old Road. Based on

Table 607.2 of the Caltrans "Highway Design Manual," a

0.75 foot (9-inch) pavement can support a T.I. of 10.5

to 12.0. Therefore, we conclude that an increase of

0.305 in Traffic Index will not be significant enough

to require a thicker pavement.

H. Comments received from Traffic and Lighting Division, letter

dated July 5, 1989.

Comment 40a: We have reviewed additional information concerning the

increase in truck traffic on County roads as provided

by the developer of the subject project. We agree that

the increase in truck traffic will not have a

significant impact on the structural section of Sierra

Highway and The Old Road in the unincorporated County

area. No additional information is required.

Response 40a: This comment is acknowledged.

37

Recycled pape r 0



III. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES COMMENTS

Comments received from Department of Health Services, letter dated

May 11, 1989.

Comment 41: The staff of the Solid Waste Management Program (SWMP)

have reviewed the most recent version of the PDEIR and

have found that all the concerns of the SWMP regarding

the prior version have been satisfactorily addressed.

Response 41: This comment is acknowledged.

Comment 42: Furthermore, we believe that the authors of the docu-

ment have done an exceptionally good job in its content

and presentation. They appear to have exceeded CEQA

requirements relative to the extent of technical detail

used to describe some of the proposed environmental

controls, which, perhaps, would be more appropriately

contained within the Report of Waste Discharge and

Report of Disposal Site Information required later in

the permitting process by the Regional Water Quality

Control Board and the Local Enforcement Agency.

Response 42: This comment is acknowledged.
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IV. COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT COMMENTS

Comments received from County Sanitation District, letter dated May

26, 1989.

Comment 43: The subject document fails to adequately discuss the

potential cumulative impacts of the proposed Sunshine

Canyon project with other probable future solid waste

projects, specifically the six potential landfill sites

(Blind Canyon, Browns Canyon, Elsmere Canyon, Mission

Canyon, Sullivan Canyon, Towsley Canyon and Toyon

Canyon) identified in the Solid Waste Management Action

Plan adopted by the Board of Supervisors and the

Sanitation Districts' Boards of Directors last year. A

Notice of Preparation for a Program EIR on the Action

Plan and the six sites was circulated by the Sanitation

Districts in December, 1988. Guidance on dealing with

Cumulative Impacts provided by the Resources Agency

(California EIR Monitor, Vol. 12, No. 1, February,

1985) indicates that "probable future projects" to be

evaluated should include projects undergoing environ-

mental review for which the lead agency possesses

specific knowledge concerning the nature of the

project. Clearly this is the case for the County of

Los Angeles in regard to the six potential landfill

sites identified in the Action Plan. It is also clear

that since the PDEIR makes numerous references to the

and studies upon which the Action Plan was based, that

the project proponent was also aware of the status of

these potential sites. The potential cumulative

impacts in the areas of traffic,- biology and air

quality should be addressed for all probable solid

waste projects.
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Response 43: The Draft EIR considered the cumulative impact (traffic

- pages 207 through 209, and air quality - page 176)

from all known projects in the near vicinity of

Sunshine Canyon that are in the development process and

which could have a cumulative environmental impact.

The cumulative impact of the other six (6) potential

landfill sites referenced in the Solid Waste Management

Action Plan for Los Angeles County (SWMAP) were not

considered for the following reasons:

The environmental review being undertaken by the County

Sanitation Districts is to determine the feasibility

and propriety of developing any of the Action Plan

sites to meet the regional need for additional landfill

capacity and to avert an impending waste disposal

crisis.

Because the solid waste stream amount is not directly

dependent on the number of landfills available. First,

the number of trucks hauling the waste will not change

as a function of the number of landfills. Therefore,

the traffic is not expected to be any greater on the

roadways serving Sunshine Canyon. If other landfills

are assumed, the cumulative impacts will not be any

greater, but in fact the direct impacts will be less

because of the diffusion of truck trips to other sites.

The traffic impacts noted in the DEIR for Sunshine

Canyon could, therefore, be considered worst-case.

Furthermore, the combined existence of Sunshine Canyon

and other Action Plan sites would not produce increased

environmental impacts.

Second, the air quality, from both mobile and landfill

disposal related sources, would not be any worse than

projected in the DEIR, if more landfills were con-

sidered, because the vehicle trips would not increase
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nor would the volume of waste disposed of increase.

Therefore, the air quality analysis in the DEIR for the

Sunshine Canyon extension could be considered to be

comparable to that which would exist from a cumulative

standpoint.

Third, in order to evaluate the cumulative biological

impact several speculative assumptions (i.e., future

development of existing regional habitat areas,

regional gene flow characteristics and long term

disposition of SEA designated lands) would have to be

made relative to which landfill or landfills among the

six suggested sites in the Action Plan would be devel-

oped. Further, the detailed biological features of

each of the proposed Action Plan sites would need to be

determined. A detailed comprehensive study for a

regional biota analysis would need to be prepared.

Without this information any cumulative impact assess-

ment would be shallow and not meaningful.

Comment 44: The subject document fails to adequately discuss a

reasonable range of alternative sites and waste manage-

ment methods to the proposed use of Sunshine Canyon,

which could attain the basic objectives of the project.

The Resources Agency (California EIR Monitor, Vol. 14,

No. 1, March, 1988) in discussing recent court deci-

sions indicates that a comparative analysis of suffi-

cient detail and specificity to permit a comparison of

the potential impacts of the proposed project and the

alternatives is an important component to the success-

ful completion of the environmental review of a major

project. A reasonable range of alternative sites and

methods should include at a minimum all six potential

landfill sites and a reasonable assumption regarding

the implementation of waste diversion strategies

identified in the Solid Waste Management Plan adopted

by the Board of Supervisors in April, 1988.
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Response 44: The DEIR evaluated an alternative site, i.e, Elsmere

Canyon, which is one of six sites listed in the SWMAP,

even though this alternative site did not "feasibly

attain the basic objective of the project" which is to

extend the life of the existing operations at Sunshine

Canyon landfill through utilization of the established

infrastructure. The Sunshine Canyon applicant's

project objective differs significantly from the

project objective of the SWMAP. It appears that the

Action Plan's objective is to evaluate "six potential

new sanitary landfills near metropolitan Los Angeles

County previously identified." Further, the Action

Plan has been prepared by three public agencies "in

response to an impending solid waste disposal crisis

which faces the metropolitan area of the County." The

approach which has been taken by the County Sanitation

Districts fulfills the appropriate approach to

satisfying their objectives but does not include the

Sunshine Canyon extension. The Action Plan sites do

not present reasonable and feasible alternatives to the

Sunshine Canyon landfill extension. The Action Plan is

considering these sites in order to satisfy a regional

demand and need for additional waste disposal facili-

ties, whereas the project applicant's intention is to

extend its business enterprise by increasing the

capacity of the existing landfill operation. Further,

BFI does not own, nor do they have land options for the

proposed SWMAP sites, therefore, further consideration

of such sites as alternative sites would be

speculative.

Comment 45: The subject document does not address historical/

cultural resources for the Sunshine Canyon Project, yet

raises that very issue when discussing Elsmere Canyon

(see page 275). The project proponent should contact
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Native American representatives about cultural

resources of Sunshine Canyon in order to address this

issue.

Response 45: Appendix D, Volume IIA of the Draft EIR contains an

assessment of archaeological and historic resources for

the landfill extension area. Section 3.2.5 of Volume I

(pages 151-153) also provides a summary of the tech-

nical report. No archaeological or historical

resources were found on the property during the field

reconnaissance, and the one previously recorded archae-

ological site near the bottom of the canyon has already

been naturally covered by alluvial deposits. It was

concluded in the report that significant impacts to

archaeological or historical resources from the project

are not expected.

Comment 46: The existing Sunshine Canyon Landfill is the only major

landfill in the metropolitan area which does not have

weigh scales to accurately determine the quantity of

refuse which it handles. It is recommended that if

this proposed expansion is approved one of the con-

ditions of the conditional use permit require that the

operator construct weigh scales and maintain accurate

weight measurements of all waste received at the site.

Response 46: The existing landfill has been operated effectively

since its opening without the use of weigh scales.

Daily waste stream tonnage can be accurately calculated

using an industry accepted conversion factor of four

cubic yards per ton to determine weight from volume,

plus or minus ten percent. The use of weigh scales

would be less efficient and create a slower, more
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cumbersome movement of vehicles into the landfill site.

A change to the use of weigh scales in the future would

present an economic and operational burden to the

applicant with little or no resulting benefits.

Comment 47: Table 1, Page 33 should be updated to 1989. Under the

heading "Operator" the Sanitation Districts should be

listed in place of L.A. County for the Calabasas,

Puente Hills, Scholl Canyon and Spadra Landfills.

Response 47: Table 1 of the Draft EIR has been revised and is shown

on page 5 of this Volume III (see Response to Comment

#3).

Comment 48: On Page 43, the quantity of daily and final cover have

been reversed.

Response 48: This sentence under Cover Material Excavation and 

Handling in the Draft EIR should state that on-site

soils expected to be encountered will be adequate to

provide 80 million cubic yards of material for daily

cover and 5 million cubic yards for intermediate and

final cover.

44

Recycled paper tS



V. FIRE DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

Comments received from Fire Department, letter dated May 10, 1989.

Comment 49: Our evaluation of the impact on fire protection and

paramedic service for the proposed development is based

on the current level of service available within the

general area. With this in mind, additional manpower

and equipment may be required as the need arises.

Response 49: This comment is acknowledged.

Comment 50: The Sunshine Canyon Sanitary Landfill currently lies

totally within the City of Los Angeles. The proposed

initial extension, which is adjacent to the existing

sanitary landfill, is located within the County of Los

Angeles. The current area of the existing landfill

covers 230 acres. The proposed extension will increase

the land area by 100 percent to 460 acres.

Response 50: The approximate acreage figures for the proposed

landfill extension within both County and City of Los

Angeles areas of the Canyon are shown on the figure in

Appendix L, Volume IIB.

A. Comments from Preparedness and Emergency Planning Division 

Comment 51: The subject development will receive fire protection

and paramedic service from the County of Los Angeles

Fire Department. Fire Station #73, located at 24875

North San Fernando Road, Newhall, CA 91321, is the

jurisdictional engine for this property.
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DISTANCE/ TIME/

EQUIPMENT MILES MINUTES MEN

Engine 46 3.5 6.0 3

Engine 73 6.25 10.7 4

Engine 273 6.25 10.7 4

Truck 73 6.25 10.7 3

Paramedic Squad 107 8.0 13.7 2

Response 51: This comment is acknowledged. The information provided

• egarding fire protection and emergency medical service

availability supplements the discussion provided in the

Draft EIR, page 252.

B. Comments from Engineering and Water Flow Division 

Comment 52: The development of this project must comply with all

applicable code and ordinance requirements for access,

water mains, fire flows and fire hydrants.

Response 52: The landfill extension will comply with all applicable

code and ordinance requirements for access, water

mains, fire flows and fire hydrants as specifically

defined by the County Fire Department.

Comment 53: A water supply shall be provided capable of flowing not

less than 750 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per

square inch residual pressure for a period of not less

than 1-1/2 hours.

Response 53: New construction of water tanks, water mains and fire

hydrants will be completed to meet the fire flow

requirements of the County Fire Department.
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Comment 54:

	

	 Adequate on-site hydrants shall be installed every

1,000 feet.

Response 54: Fire hydrants will be installed to meet the

requirements of the County Fire Department for 1,000

foot spacing.

Comment 55: In addition, a Class II standpipe system shall be

provided and located within 200 feet of dumping oper-

ations and shall have sufficient 1-1/2 inch hose with a

variable fog nozzle to reach all portions of such

operations. The standpipe system shall be capable of

delivering a fire flow of not less than 250 gallons per

minute from water mains of not less than two (2) inches

in diameter.

Response 55: On-site are one 7,000 gallon and three 4,000 gallon

water trucks that will be used as a source of water for

firefighting at the active area. A 200-foot 1-1/2 inch

fire hose with fog nozzle will be available on the

vehicles for firefighting at the working area. In

addition, earth moving equipment will be available for

controlling fires by smothering fires with dirt.

Comment 56: Approved access roads shall be provided and maintained

at all times around the dumping areas to provide access

for fire fighting equipment.

Response 56: Access roads will be constructed and maintained around

the working area of the landfill to provide emergency

access for firefighting equipment.
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gClY)>
. • C. Comments from Forestry Division 

Comment 57: The statutory responsibilities of the Forestry Division

of the Los Angeles County Department of Forester and

Fire Warden include rare and/or endangered species,

potential erosion and control of same, biota, and the

Oak Tree Ordinance. The Preliminary Draft Environ-

mental Impact Report (PDEIR), Project #86-312 has been

reviewed in respect to these responsibilities.

Response 57: This comment is acknowledged.

Comment 58: According to the PDEIR, the fill area will ultimately

extend into the portion of the canyon located in the

City, and this PDEIR addresses the impact of the entire

project. The Oak Tree Summary in Appendix Z does not

reflect the oak resource found within Los Angeles City

nor does the PDEIR address this issue.

Response 58: The Draft EIR addresses impacts to flora and fauna from

the ultimate landfill development (County and City

extension) in sufficient detail to satisfy CEQA

requirements. However, although CEQA Section 15378

requires the DEIR to address the "whole of the action"

for purposes of environmental review, additional

detailed technical analyses are only necessary to

support those specific facility permits currently under

consideration. Thus, the data provided in the Oak Tree

Report is focused on the County portion of the landfill

extension since an Oak Tree Permit and other entitle-

ments are currently only being sought for operations in

that portion of the canyon. When subsequent entitle-

ments are requested for operations within the City

portion of the extension area, a supplemental technical
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oak s tree resource assessment and mitigation plan will

be prepared as necessary to support an oak tree permit

application for that portion of the canyon.

Comment 59: The effect of expansion into both Los Angeles City and

Los Angeles County should be addressed at the present

time, not in the future. The magnitude of both expans-

ions would have a compounded effect on the vegetation

due to the size. The final use of the site and com-

pleted landform should be specifically determined prior

to possible approval. A "private open space, land-

scaped, planted, and maintained in a park-like setting"

does not return this area to previous conditions. "The

only project related unavoidable adverse environmental

impact which could remain significant after mitigation

is the loss of vegetation and natural habitat."

Response 59: The DEIR does address the impacts to biotic resources

within the entire landfill extension area (see also

response to comment #58). The applicant is not

proposing any specific future use for the completed

landfill. The landfill surface will be revegetated in

accordance with the Revegetation Program (Appendix H,

Volume IIA) and other measures will be taken to

re-establish vegetation on the project site. The

filled portion of the property will be maintained as

private open space until the time that it will be

converted for future uses consistent with applicable

regulations. Current regulations restrict the use of

completed landfills as public open space or for further

land development.
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Comment 60: Revegetation should be an attempt to re-establish the

native species removed and should not include "new

species that are suitable to a sanitary landfill

environment."

Response 60: It should be noted that revegetation efforts will be

comprised of ground cover and vegetation planting on

the landfill surface (as specified in the Revegetation

Program - Appendix H, Volume IA), and re-establishment

of native oak tree resources through the proposed Oak

Tree Mitigation Plan (see Appendix B of this Volume

III). To the extent feasible, native plantings will be

placed in the landfill extension area itself, particu-

larly along the perimeter of the fill area, to maintain

the existing biotic environment of the canyon. Plant-

ings around the perimeter of the landfill will also

protect and enhance views of Sunshine Canyon.

Comment 61: The proposed relocation of the Southern California

Edison 66KV line will create an additional impact.

This should be fully explained in the EIR, to include

new access roads which may be required.

Response 61: As stated in the Draft EIR, page 146, the transmission

line reroute will be jointly defined by the applicant

and Southern California Edison. Only on-site rerouting

of the line will occur; access roads may also need to

be constructed. However, there are currently no

specific plans for this line relocation. It should be

noted that transmission line rerouting will not be

necessary for the permit application currently under

consideration (i.e., County extension only). When the

balance of the project (i.e., City and County ultimate

development, as discussed in the Draft EIR) is

requested, additional environmental information will be
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submitted as necessary to determine potential impacts

from the line relocation activities (i.e., tower

footings construction and access roads).

Comment 62: SEA 20 "was established as a representative area,

within the small dry interior mountain ranges of Los

Angeles County, to provide for an assortment of oaks

and for gene flow and species movement between the San

Gabriel and Santa Monica Mountains." This designation

As designed to preserve unique biota resource values

and should not be allowed to be reduced in size.

Response 62: A complete discussion of SEA 20 is provided on pages

• 123-124 of the DEIR, Volume I.

Comment 63: Any development should be consistent with the North Los

Angeles County General Plan - Santa Clarita Valley

Areawide General Plan (December 1983), or the Los

Angeles City General Plan.

Response 63: As stated in the Draft EIR, page 54, a General Plan

Amendment (GPA) to the Conservation Element will be

required to relocate the boundary of the SEA #20 and to

change various land use designations on the site in

order to allow the proposed landfill extension to be

consistent with the County General Plan.

Comment 64: The mitigations suggested on pages #16, #148, and #149,

Volume I state that the "Operator will plant oaks

off-site through County nursery programs. Measures

will be taken to cooperate with the Department of

Forester and Fire Warden in upgrading nursery facil-

ities and to provide seed for plantings." This should

be clarified as a proposal from BFI. There has been no
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formal agreement made between BFI and the Department of

Forester and Fire Warden, nor has this idea been pre-

sented as a potential mitigation measure in our re-

sponses to Regional Planning.

Response 64: The applicant will cooperate with the Department of

Forester and Fire Warden and other responsible agencies

to implement various mitigation measures to offset loss

of oak trees. Specific measures are discussed in the

proposed Oak Tree Mitigation Plan, included as Appendix

B of this Volume III.

Comment 65: In order of priority we recommend the no project

alternative, followed by the smaller landfill alterna-

tive, and finally the unincorporated County area-only

alternative. A city-only alternative should be con-

sidered in the Final EIR.

Response 65: The applicant is currently requesting entitlements for

extension of the landfill into only that portion of the

canyon under the County of Los Angeles' jurisdiction.

However, as required by CEQA, the Draft EIR addresses

the ultimate development of the landfill within the

entire canyon. In terms of alternatives to the cur-

rently proposed project, a City-only landfill extension

would be outside the jurisdiction of the County of Los

Angeles and would not present a viable option to the

action currently under consideration by the County.

Comment 66: Any approval for expansion will result in the complete

loss of vegetation cover and associated ecosystem.

This loss cannot be mitigated.
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Response 66: Mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR, pages

147-150, the Revegetation Program (Appendix H, Volume

I A), and the proposed Oak Tree Mitigation Plan

(Appendix B of this Volume III) will offset some biotic

resource impacts. Measures will be taken to reestab-

lish the ecosystem within the canyon as well as replace

lost vegetation and habitat through off-site mitigation

programs. Planting of all 17,226 replacement oaks (2:1

replacement ratio) will be initiated in the beginning

stages of the landfill development, even though removal

of oak trees in the extension area will only occur in a

staged process as necessary to provide new cut and fill

areas of the site. Thus, by the time the landfill

extension is completely developed (approximately 50

years), the replacement oak trees will be mature.

However, it is recognized that impacts created by the

loss of vegetation and natural habitat in the landfill

extension area could remain significant even after

mitigation.

Comment 67: Copies of the Los Angeles County Department of Forester

and Fire Warden responses to Regional Planning dated

February 2, 1989 and April 7, 1989, (see enclosures)

regarding this Oak Tree Permit Request #86-312 should

be included in the Oak Tree Issue Section of the EIR.

A copy of the Oak Tree Permit application dated May 25,

1989 should also be included. In addition, a revised

application should indicate 234 acres of Southern Oak

Woodland and 8,613 oak trees for removal.

Response 67: The referenced letters and Oak Tree Permit Application

are included as Appendix C of this Volume III.

Revisions to the Oak Tree Permit application will be

submitted to the County Department of Forester and Fire

Warden.
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Comment 68: We are in agreement with the results of the oak survey

conducted by Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. His

report of March 26, 1989, has been used as the basis

for our review.

Response 68: This comment is acknowledged. The Oak Tree Report is

provided in Appendix Z, Volume IIB, of the Draft EIR.

Comment 69: Sampling is designed to provide an estimate with a

given standard error. It does not give an exact

number, rather it provides a range within which the

exact number would fall. The upper range of this

survey indicates 8,613 oak trees. This figure is

accepted by the Department of Forester and Fire Warden

and should be utilized on the Oak Tree Permit appli-

cation. Our response of April 7, 1989, incorrectly

stated 11,888 oak trees. This number was the total

stem count taken from a February 23, 1989 Oak Tree

Report prior to the addition of extra samples plots.

Response 69: This comment is acknowledged. The revised Oak Tree

Permit application will indicate a reasonable worst-

case estimate of 8,613 oak trees to be removed.

Comment 70: It is standard practice to note any inconsistencies

found in the review of an Oak Tree Report. Procedural

inconsistencies listed in the April 7, 1989 response

are meant for matters of clarification and do not

affect the validity of the survey.

Response 70: It is recognized that the noted inconsistencies are

only procedural and do not affect the validity or

acceptability of the March 26, 1989 Oak Tree Report.
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The April 7, 1989 letter from the Department of

Forester and Fire Warden is included in Appendix C of

this Volume III.

Comment 71: The Oak Tree Permit as presented April 25, 1988 asks

for the complete removal of the Southern Oak Woodland.

The loss of an entire ecosystem cannot be adequately

mitigated. This removal is also inconsistent with the

intent of the Oak Tree Ordinance and should be denied.

Response 71: See Response to Comment #66.

Comment 72: If the commission decides to grant this Oak Tree

Permit, partial mitigation may be rendered by means of:

1. The reduction of acreage removed.

2. The preservation of the Douglas Fir/Oak vegetation

type.

3. The increased understanding of oaks through

studies.

4. The study of potential land use and landform of

the expansion area.

5. The inventory and planting of suitable lands to

continue the oak species.

6. The development of public education displays

regarding oak trees.
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Response 72: While this comment is acknowledged, specific measures

are set forth in the applicant's proposed Oak Tree

Mitigation Plan which is provided in Appendix B of this

Volume III.

Comment 73: As a . condition of this permit the health and vigor of

all remaining trees should be protected. Future

removal of the remaining trees should not be allowed

under subsequent applications.

Response 73: The applicant fully intends to protect all remaining

trees and understory within the canyon, as well as

protecting biotic resources within the remainder of

adjacent property under ownership, namely East Canyon,

by restricting future landfill operations from

extending into those areas. Mitigation measures

presented on pages 147-150 of the Draft EIR, Volume I

outline various efforts that will be taken to protect

and maintain undisturbed trees and other vegetation.

Ridgetop vegetation will also be protected around the

canyon, and, although not required, the Douglas-Fir

(big cone spruce) habitat will be reestablished.
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VI. SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

Comments received from Sheriff's Department, letter dated May 19,

1989.

Comment 74: Our primary concern is the illegal dumping that occurs

in the unincorporated areas just north of the landfill.

It has been our experience that the majority of these

illegal dumpers arrive at the dump after hours, and on

weekend days. When they find the dump closed, they

drive north to our area, dumping their trash just off

our rural highways.

Response 74: This comment from the County Sheriff's Department is

acknowledged. However, illegal waste dumping occurs

County-wide and is not just related to the Sunshine

Canyon landfill. Illegal dumping typically occurs in

predominantly rural or open space areas, such as those

north of the landfill, regardless of the presence of a

nearby landfill.

It should be noted that as part of normal daily

operations Sunshine Canyon landfill employees watch

carefully for any illegal dumping activities on or

around the project site. The landfill has also

established a Litter Cleanup Program (see page 12 of

this document) to provide cleanup service in the

landfill area. Additionally, the applicant has

contracted with various metropolitan area cities to

provide neighborhood cleanup and disposal programs.

Comment 75: Our strongest suggestion for mitigation would be to

open the landfill seven (7) days a week. This would

assist tremendously in our efforts to eliminate illegal

dumping. It would also reduce state and county expend-

itures required to clean up the debris.
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Response 75: It has been and will continue to be the policy of the

Sunshine Canyon landfill to be closed on Sundays; very

few landfills in the County are open seven days a week.

It should also be noted that illegal waste dumping is

not simply a result of landfills being closed on

certain days and after certain operational hours;

rather, it is a sympton of some people's desire for

convenience and financial savings.

Comment 76: An additional possible mitigation would be to place a

large trash bin at the entrance for after-hour dumping.

I understand that this may not be practical from the

owner's viewpoint, however, it would help to eliminate

the serious problem of illegal dumping in the county

and city areas north of the landfill.

Response 76: It should be noted that no other landfills in the

County have such after-hours disposal receptacles.

Provision of an unmanned trash bin 24 hours per day

would only serve to encourage after hours disposal due

to its convenient availability, which would result in

the bin being regularly filled beyond its capacity.

More importantly, such unregulated after-hours disposal

of wastes would result in many hazardous substances

being discarded in the bin, which are otherwise

restricted from being deposited at the landfill,

thereby creating a burden on the applicant to dispose

of unacceptable materials.
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VII. DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION COMMENTS

Comments received from Department of Parks and Recreation, letter

dated April 27, 1989.

Comment 77: Screening and other mitigation measures should be used

to minimize the landfill activity's harsh visual impact

(see photo on page 245, Vol. I) on hikers and horseback

riders using the trails immediately adjacent to the

landfill.

Response 77: As stated in the Draft EIR, Volume I, page 244:

"Upper levels of the landfill extension will be

visible from some elevated portions of hiking

trails in O'Melveny Park (Viewshed Area "A" of

Figure 38). The project will also be visible

from portions of elevated ridgeline trail

routes proposed by the County and City of Los

Angeles.

.... It should be noted that landfill develop-

ment and filling of the canyon to elevations

which would be visible from O'Melveny Park or

the proposed trails is a slow process. The

lower reaches of the canyon are filled first

and only after a period of many years will the

surface of the landfill become visible to

hiking trail areas outside the canyon itself."

Figure 47 in the Draft EIR, Volume I, is more repre-

sentative of landfill activities that could be observed

at the later stages of the landfill development as the

fill height reaches higher elevations. It is recog-

nized, however, that some portions of the landfill

extension may be intermittently visible from certain
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trail locations as the landfill development progresses.

As part of revegetation efforts for the landfill

extension the upper ridges of the canyon will be

planted with native species (oaks and ground cover) to

both supplement the existing vegetation on the ridges

and to reestablish naturally bare areas in order to

protect and enhance views of Sunshine Canyon.

Comment 78: While the document states that a revegetation program

will be undertaken, it will take years to replace the

mature oak and walnut woodlands destroyed by the

project.

Response 78: It should be noted that oak tree mitigation measures

are intended to offset impacts to oak resources, not

necessarily replace them at the landfill site itself.

Revegetation of the landfill face will be undertaken as

the landfill extension progresses in the canyon.

However, off-site oak tree planting of all 17,226

replacement oaks (2:1 replacement ratio) will be

initiated in the beginning stages of the landfill

development, even though removal of oak trees in the

extension area will only occur in a staged process as

necessary to provide new cut and fill areas of the site

(see the Oak Tree Mitigation Plan, Appendix B of this

document). Thus, by the time the landfill extension is

completely developed (approximately 50 years), the

replacement oak trees will be mature.
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APPENDIX A

Comments and Letters Received

from County Agencies Listed in this Document



LA CO DPW WTR QUALITY TEL No.818-458-3569 May 22,89 13:14 No.001 P.02

May 19, 1989 II A

TO: Carl Blum
Planning Division

Attention Rene Villa-Agustin

FROM: Alice P. Chung-"
Waste Management Division

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR)
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 84082908
SUNSHINE CANYON LANDFILL EXTENSION
PROJECT NO. 86312

Pursuant to your notice of April 19, 1989, this office has reviewed the subject
document in reference to our area of responsibility. Based on our previous
comments (March 10, 1989) and response from Ultrasystems, Inc. (May 9, 1989),
the following is offered:

I. GENERAL COMMENT

As one of the requirements under the Conditional Use Permit, it is
recommended that the spacing of landfill gas monitoring probes not to I 01exceed 500 feet, unless otherwise approved by the Waste Management Division
of this Department.

II. SPECIFIC COMMENTS •

Volume I - Sunshine Canyon Landfill Extension •

1. Page 32, Figure 7

The figure should be revised to exclude the closed landfills.
I 02

2. Page 33, Table 1

This office recognizes that the capacity as shown in Table 1 is current
as of February, 1988. However, due to the critical and dynamic
situation regarding waste disposal in Los Angeles County at this time,
the consultant should conduct a survey on current disposal quantities
and remaining capacity, and revise Table 1, so that the most recent
shift/trend changes can be properly evaluated.

3. Page 37, Paragraph 3

The information should be revised to include the City of Los Angeles
Board of Zoning Appeals to limit the height of the landfill not to
exceed 1,700 feet and to close the main canyon by the end of next year,
unless a new zoning variance is approved. The information that this
final decision is under appeal should also be included.
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LA CO DPW WTR QUALITY TEL No.818-458-3569 May 22,89 13:14 No.001 P.03

Carl Blum -2- May 19, 1989

..11MMIMIO

4. Page 62, Table 2

The table should be updated regarding the exclusion of nonhazardous
liquid waste in Class III landfills and the appropriate percentages
recalculated.

5. Page 169, Paragraph 3

The section assumes a worst-case scenario for landfill gas protection
of 40 million cubic feet per day (MMCFD) for evaluating flaring
emissions. However, page 183 shows this is actually the lowest
expected gas flow rate projection. As such, the evaluation should be
revised for the worst-case and should be based on 95 MMCFD flow rate.

6. Page 179, Paragraph 5, Line 4

The statement that, "The County's Solid Waste Management Plan has not
identified any future waste disposal sites close to the waste source
that could serve the communities currently served by the Sunshine
Canyon Landfill*, is inaccurate. We do not agree with this statement
as the development of Elsmere Canyon is specifically identified in the
Co5WMP. As a matter of fact, this is one of the six (6) potential
landfill sites identified in the County Solid Waste Action Plan (Action
Plan) adopted by the Board of Supervisors in April, 1988.

7. Page 267-281, Alternate Project Location

In regard to the discussion provided on Elsmere Canyon, this office
does not concur with the statement *.... a number of constraints that
made development of this new landfill site Infeasible.' The section
should be revised to either provide supporting information or the
statement should be deleted (page 267, paragraph 2, last sentence).
The site is selected for further studies in the Action Plan, and this
office is not aware of any technical data which would substantiate the
conclusion reached in the DEIR.

Volume 118 

8. Appendix Y

The litter control program is not adequate. The vehicle tarping
requirements should be enforced and applicable to all users. It is
recommended that first time violaters should be warned and put on
record. Repeated violaters should be fined or turned away at the
facility. As previously stated, the litter control program is a
condition for granting a Finding of Conformance of the subject
facility.

HA:du/SUNSHINE
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May 10, 1989 11 B

TO: Anna Marie Gilmore
Planning Division

FROM: Lidia Lustig
Geology and Soils Section
Land Development Division

GEOLOGIC AND HYDROGEOLOGIC REVIEW - SUNSHINE CANYON LANDFILL EXTENSION, DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, DATED APRIL 1989

As per your memo dated April 19, 1989, we have reviewed the geologic and
hydrogeologic sections of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and
supplemental reports (see References) pertinent to the project. This review
supersedes our March 31, 1989 review sheet. We have prepared the following
comments. Response to technical questions should be provided by the project
geotechnical consultants.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The hydrogeologic characteristics of the site area (onsite and offsite) are not
adequately covered in the DEIR report. Additional analysis and data should be
provided, including, but not limited to:

a) The pervasive presence of friable, non-cemented sandstone beds and the
presence of fractures/joints in bedrock should be addressed with I 10
respect to potential subsurface water/leachate migration pathways at
the site.

b) Nature and extent of groundwater occurrence and aquifer(s) description
In and surrounding the proposed landfill. See also convent 8b below. 11

c) Feasibility appears to be significantly dependent on capping (soil
lining) of all permeable materials, and availability of reported low
permeability bedrock for lining. Due to the Interbedded nature, and
therefore, variable permeability of sandstone and siltttone units,
substantially more extensive lining may be required then indicated, to
assure permeable sandstone and fractured siltstone are adequately
°protected'. Approximate field distribution and calculations of volume
of each type appear warranted.

d) The hydrologic and hydrogeologic conditions at the Sunshine Canyon
mouth/San Fernando Pass area, in relationship to the groundwater of the
San Fernando Groundwater Basin.

If the Sunshine Canyon groundwater is a °closed system* (see Volume I,
page 114, 1st paragraph), how can this be verified?

Existing and proposed groundwater monitoring downgradient of the
property and peripheral to the area, relative to the extent of the
proposed landfilling.

Recycled paper to)
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Anna Marie Gilmore May 10, 1989

Some of the above issues are covered in The Earth Technology Corporation's
Report reviewed (see Reference 8), but this report IS insufficient as it focuses 15
only on the County section of the proposed landfill. Pertinent information
contained in this report should be incorporated into the DEIR.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Permeability of Site Materials 
weamm■by

a) As described in Volume I, Page 96, 1st paragraph, and Reference 9, Page
27, 5th paragraph, the proposed liner will be placed along the base of
the canyon and extend 10 feet up the side slopes of the proposed
landfill. However, Reference 4, Page 11, 2nd paragraph says: 'The
bowl-shaped fill section would be extended upward from the low point
center line of the canyon to a variable height on each canyon flank.
The extent and height of the clay liner below the landfill will be
determined by a representative of PRA during placement.° Please
clarify.

In addition, please clarify and explain the following comment from
Reference 9, Exhibit C, Page 27, 5th paragraph: 'At heights above the
canyon floor greater than 10 feet the potential of leachate
Infiltrating and reaching groundwater is greatly decreased because of
the steep canyon slope.'

b) How effectively can the leachate be isolated so that it does not get lir-
contact with water of the underdrain or subdrain from seeps or springs
and does not enter ground water aquifers beyond the area of the liner?
The limited lateral extent of the liner assumes that any percolation of
water through the landfill will only occur where the liner exists, or
will be funneled into the liner. What happens to any landfill
Infiltrated water in bedrock beyond the limits of the liner,
particularly in the permeable sandstones and fractured siltstone?

C) Volume IIA, Appendix B, Table 1. The laboratory permeability values
for sand appear to be low, as compared with published values for these 18
grain size materials. Please comment.

2. Landslides 

Comments on Landslide Section, Volume I, Page 84 and Figure 16.

Based on Reference 8, Figure 5.1; Reference 5, Figure 8; Reference 1, and
aerial photographs, larger or additional landslides occur at the site,
Indicating that these deposits are more extensive than as shown in Figure 16
of the DEIR. Therefore, substantial additional removal will be required.
Additional data will be required for landslides prior to approval of
specific development plans subsequent to the DEIR.

Recycled paper C.,

16

17

amnislim

19



PD-MICE ADM No. May 18,89 03:01 P.04

Anna Marie Gilmore -3- May 10, 1989

3. Geologic Structure 

Comments on 'Fold and Faults'. Volume I, Page 87, 3rd parapraph, says: 'No
movement was detected on the Santa Susana fault traces in the vicinity of
the site during the San Fernando earthquake in 1971. Limited portions of
that fault did show movement several miles east of the site ...°. However,
based on information contained in this report (Figure 16, and Page 88),
fault breaks occurred within only about 3/4 of a mile east of the site.

Please discuss the potential effects of surface fault rupture on the lining
and underlying canyon subdrain at the base of the landfill, and recommended
mitigation measures.

4.

a) There is a discrepancy between Table 5 in Volume I, Page 89 (lists the
magnitudes as 'Maximum Probable Earthquake Magnitude'), and Table 2 in
Volume IIA, Appendix D (lists them as Maximum Credible Earthquake 21
Magnitude'). The Maximum Credible Earthquake Magnitudes as listed on
Table I of Reference 2 should be incorporated into the DEIR.

b) Volume I, Page 90, 1st and 4th paragraphs. The design peak
acceleration (g) value for the site should be 0.5 as shown by 22
Greensfelder, instead of 0.3 as listed on Table 5. Please review.

c) Volume I, Page 90, 1st paragraph, says: °... maximum credible ] 23
earthquakes of 0.55 and 0.65 ... P . Please correct.

Ii
d) Volume I, Page 90, 4th paragraph: °... during the 1971 earthquake ... ,..

slopes in the canyon did not fall'. This is in disagreement with the Zcl•

landslides shown in Figure 19 and comments on 'Landslides' on page 84.
Please review. ll

5. Slope Stability

Comments on 'Slope Stability', Volume I, Page 94, 2nd paragraph.

a) What slopes are referred to in this paragraph? Are these natural 25
slopes or proposed landfill slopes?

b) The value of 0.2g is described as 'peak acceleration value'. According 1 26
to Table 5, this value is the °repel-tibia high ground acceleration'.

Other Comments

20

As noted on Volume I, Page 86, 1st paragraph, dip slope conditions are
pervasive at the site. Please discuss: (I) The potential impact of
daylighted bedding conditions on proposals at the site, (ii) Are there
daylighted slopes adjacent and offsite which may affect the landfill?, (iii)
What is the effect of surcharge of the landfill materials on such slopes?,
and (iv) What effect could failure or instability of these daylighted slopes

Recycled paper rs
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have offsite, if they undermine landfill materials? Evaluate the stability
of the high, steep descending natural slopes peripheral to the landfill,
particularly In the Bee Canyon area, where numerous landslides occur.

6. Groundwater,

a) Volume I, Page 113, 4th paragraph says; "Because of the topographic
..., groundwater and infiltration surface water remain within Sunshine I 28Canyon and do not affect the roots of native vegetation in adjoining
canyons.' Please clarify.

b) Volume I, Page 114, 1st paragraph: 'The subsurface water in Sunshine
Canyon is effectively hydraulically separated from the San Fernando
Valley alluvium by the low-permeability rock'. Please substantiate and 29
Illustrate.

0 Potential Impacts, Volume 1, Page 116. The potential of leachate
entering groundwater (specifically entering bedrock beyond the edge of
the liner), and the impact of possible subsequent migration into the I 30
San Fernando Groundwater Basin, should be included in this section with
supporting subsurface data.

0 Mitigation Measures, Volume I, Page 118. As described in Reference 9,
Page 18, 1st paragraph, groundwater elevation should be at least five
feet below the solid waste bottom to 'provide a definite separation 31
between the non-hazardous solid waste and water of the state". This
statement should be incorporated, with the appropriate recommendations,
Into the DEIR.

e) Volume I, Page 120, 3rd paragraph. More detailed information on the ----
containment structures proposed (grout curtain, slurry wall, cut-off
wall and/or containment dam), should be included. These should
Include, but not limited to: location, depth, monitoring, etc. (see
Reference 3).

7. Cross Section A-A'-A" shown in Volume I, Figure 22 is missing. Please
provide. 33

8. Additional Comments

a) The following logs of borings are missing:

From Reference 7: Page 6 of 6 of MW-3, log of MW-4 and Page 1 of CM-1.

34Log of MW-4 is missing from Volume IIA.

Logs of borings OW-I to DW-4 are missing both from Volume 11A and in
Reference 7.

Recycled paper 4.)
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b) The following comments on Earth Technology's Report (Reference 8)
should be addressed and incorporated into the DE1R:

1) As described, groundwater at the site occurs primarily in the
alluvial units and underlying shallow bedrock. Is this
groundwater, particularly in bedrock, in hydraulic continuity with
the aquifers of the Sylmar Hydrologic Subarea? Provide
hydrogeologic cross section(s) and other details as already
described above.

11) The confined groundwater zone present in bedrock should be
described and defined, including its relationship to the shallow
unconfined zone at the site, and to the San Fernando Valley
Groundwater Basin.

Recyciec pape r n
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May 28, 1989 'I C
TO: Anna-Marie Gilmore

Planning Division

FROM: Lidia Lustig
Land Development Division

SUNSHINE CANYON LANDFILL EXTENSION - DEIR DATED APRIL 1989
RE: LANDFILL LINER

The purpose of this letter is to address Item 1a of our
previous review sheet of May 10 1 1989, relative to our
discussions with the consultant during our meeting on May 24,
1989.
The consultant's recommendation to extend the liner only 10---"”
feet up the side slopes of the proposed landfill is based on
an extrapolation of Wong's model (Reference 1).
Based on Earth Technology's report (Reference 2), Wong's
model is for efficiency of liner elopes only. Therefore, the
consultant's use of this model to eliminate the liner on
natural slopes where permeabilities exceed 10- 11 cm/sec, is 36
unsubstantiated. No evidence has been presented that
indicates that this method is applicable or has been
successful in other operating landfills. It appears that this
approach is inappropiate, considering the potential
consequences of leachate infiltration.

REFERENCES

1. Wong, J. 1977. The Design of a System for Collecting
Leachate from a Lined Landfill Bite, Water Resources
Research, Vol. 13, No. 2, April.

2. The Earth Technology Corporation. 1988. Preliminary Design
Report for Sunshine Canyon Landfill Extension, Sylmar,
California, September 30. Exhibit C.
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July 3, 1989

II DTO: Anna-Marie Gilmore
Planning Division

FROM: V. C. Martinez
Geology and Soi s Section
Land Development Division

GEOLOGIC AND HYDROLOGIC REVIEW: SUNSHINE CANYON LANDFILL
EXTENSION - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT, APRIL 1989

RE: LANDFILL LINER

The response from Ultrasystems dated June 19, 1989 satisfactorily provides
answers to our comments. Data presented by the consultant Indicates that the
landfill is underlain by bedrock materials with permeabilities that exceed 10-

6 37
cm/sec. These areas will be field tested to determine if a liner is required in

accordance with established criteria.

VCM:sh
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Information relative to the above comments may bc obtained by contacting:

Engineering Investigator

	

	
Telephone ISIS) 458-4510
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---ainage and Grading Section
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II F
April 25, 1989

TO: Carl L. Blum
Planning Division

Attention Repe)Villa-Agustin

FROM: Gary Hartley tY744.14,4SCC44"1-001.---
Waterworks and Sewer Maintenance Division

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR SUNSHINE CANYON LANDFILL EXPANSION

As requested we have reviewed the subject Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR). The proposed expansion will not have
any significant impact on Sewer Maintenance facilities or
operations.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. If
you have any questions, please contact M. Tim Hampton at
extension 7173.

TH:jl W-9 (SM 971)

bc: Hartley, Scanlon, Khojasteh, Hampton, File (EIR Review)
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June 1, 1989

TO: Carl Blum
Planning Division

FROM: A. H. Kelm
Traffic and ighting Division

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (APRIL 1989)
SUNSHINE CANYON LANDFILL
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

As requested, we reviewed the revised traffic study prepared for the
proposed expansion of the Sunshine Canyon Landfill. The proposed project,
located southwest of the Golden State and Antelope Valley Freeways
Interchange, consists of the expansion of the landfill from its current
capacity of 6,600 tons of refuse per day to 17,500 tons per day.

The report projected that the project would generate an additional 3,180
truck trips per day. However, it does not analyze the impact on the
structural section of County roadways as requested in our December 28, 1987
memo (attached).

We, therefore, recommend the report address the project's impact on the
structural section of Sierra Highway and The Old Road in the unincorporated
County area.

If you have any questions, please contact our Traffic Studies Unit at 5909.

PTC:as/L
7-2

Attach.

cc: Roger W. Burger
Land Development Division (2)
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'A.

THOMAS A. !HAMAN/0Na DIreHot
CACI!. E. SLICK ChIst Doputy Dlivetm
M AS MAGAS% Aslesaal

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

MO ROUTH VALMONT MINIM
ALHAMSRA, CALIFORNIA 11034321

Telephaut (III IMMO ADDRESS ALL CORRISFONDLNCE TO1
P.O. SOX 140

ALHAMSRA, CALIFORNIA 111101.140

AMY 7-2'KM TO FILL 850.27,14
July 5, 1989

Mr. James E. Hartl, Director
Department of Regional Planning
County of Los Angeles
320 West Temple Street

Attention Mr. Frank Ku0
Impact Analysis Section

Dear Mr. Marti:

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
SUNSHINE CANYON LANDFILL
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

11 H

We have reviewed additional information concerning the increase in truck
traffic on County roads as provided by the developer of the subject
project,

We agree that the increase in truck traffic will not have a significant
impact on the structural section of Sierra Highway and The Old Road in the
unincorporated County area. No additional information Is required.

If you have any questions, please contact our Traffic Studies Unit at
(818) 1188-5909.

Very truly yours,

T. A. TIDEMANSON
Director of Public WorkS

(.4)

ROGER W. BURGER
Deputy Director

PTC:sl
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1 . Co
Director, Solid Waste nagement Program

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES • DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH / HEALTH FACILITIES

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

2615 SCUTN GRAND AVENUE ROOM 450 • LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 9&DOC•Ca11412i-3261

III
May 11, 1989

L.A. County Department of Regional Planning
Impact Analysis Section
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, Ca. 90012

Attention: Frank Kuo

RE: Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Report (PDEIR) - Project 86-312
(Sub-Plan Amendment and Oak Tree Permit), Conditional Use Permit 2556-
Sunshine Canyon Landfill Extension

Dear Sirs;

The staff of the Solid Waste Management Program (SWMP) have reviewed the
most recent version of the PDEIR and have found that all the concerns
of the SWMP regarding the prior version have been satisfactorily addressed.

41

Furthermore, we believe that the authors of the document have done an
exceptionally good job in its content and presentation. They appear to
have exceeded CEQA requirements relative to the extent of technical
detail used to describe some of the proposed environmental controls,
which, perhaps, would be more appropriately contained within the Report
of Waste Discharge and Report of Disposal Site Information required
later in the permitting process by the Regional Water Quality Control
Board and the Local Enforcement Agency.

If you have any questions regarding this matter please contact myself
or Richard Hanson of my staff at (213) 744-3261.

•■••■.11.

42
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COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

1955 Workman Mill Read / Whittier, California
Mailing Address: / P. 0. Box 4998, Whittier, California 90607-4998 CHARLES W. CARRY
Telephone: (2131 699-7411 / From Los Angeles 1213) 685-5217

May 26, 2.989 
Chief Engineer and General Manager

File No. 31R-10.10

Mr. Frank Kuo, AICP
Supervising Regional Planner, Section Manager
Impact Analysis Section .
Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Mr. Frank Kuo:

IV

Yreliminery Drat Environmental Impact Report (PDE/I1
Sunshine Canyon Landfi).l Extensiq

The Sanitation Districts' staff has reviewed the above referenced PDEIR
and offers the following comments:

1) The subject document fails to adequately discuss the potential cumulative
impacts of the proposed Sunshine Canyon project with other probable future
solid waste projects, specifically the six potential landfill sites (Blind
Canyon, Browns Canyon, Elsmere Canyon, Mission Canyon, Sullivan Canyon,
Townley Canyon and Toyon Canyon) identified in the Solid Waste Management
Action Plan adopted by the Board of Supervisors and the Sanitation
Districts' Boards of Directors last year. A Notice of Preparation for a
Program EIR on the Action Plan and the six sites was circulated by the
Sanitation Districts in December, 1988. Guidance on dealing with
Cumulative Impacts provided by the Resources Agency (California EIR
Monitor, Vol. 12, No. 1, February, 1985) indicates that "probable future
projects" to be evaluated should include projects undergoing environmental
review for which the lead agency possesses specific knowledge concerning
the nature of the project. Clearly this is the case for the County of Los
Angeles in regard to the six potential landfill sites identified in the
Action Plan. It is also clear that since the PDEIR makes numerous
references to the and studies upon which the Action Plan was based, that
the project proponent was also aware of the status of these potential
sites. The potential cumulative impacts in the areas of traffic, biology
and air quality should be addressed for all probable solid waste projects.

2) The subject document fails to adequately discuss a reasonable range of
alternative sites and waste management methods to the proposed WM of
Sunshine Canyon, which could attain the basic objectives of the project.
The Resources Agency (California EIR )1onitor, Vol. 14, No. 1, March, 1988) 44
In discussing recent court decisions indicates that a comparative analysis
of sufficient detail and specificity to permit a comparison of the
potential impacts of the proposed project and the alternatives is an
important component to the successful completion of the environmental
review of a major project. A reasonable range of alternative sites and

Recycled pa
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Mr. Frank Kuo, AICP
May 26, 1989
Pegs 2

methods should include at a minimum all six potential landfill sites and
a reasonable assumption regarding the implementation of vista diversion
strategies identified in the Solid Waste Management Plan adopted by the
Board of Supervisors in April, 1988.

3) The subject document does not 'address historical/cultural resources for
the Sunshine Canyon Project, yet raises that very issue when discussing
Elsmere Canyon (seepage 275). The project proponent should contact Native
American representatives about cultural resources of Sunshine Canyon in
order to address this issue.

4) The existing Sunshine Canyon Landfill is the only major landfill in the
metropolitan area which does not have weigh scales to accurately determine
the quantity of refuse which it handles. It is recommended that if this
proposed expansion is approved one of the conditions of the conditional 46
use permit require that the operator construct weigh scales and maintain
accurate weight measurements of all waste received at the sits.

5) Table 1, Page 33 should be updated to 1989. Under the heading "Operator" A.w
the Sanitation Districts should be listed in place of L. A. County for the 44
Calabasas, Puente Hills, Scholl Canyon and Spadra Landfills.

6) On Page 43, the quantity of daily and final cover have been reversed. a48
If you have any question concerning this matter, please contact the

undersigned at the above listed number.

Vary truly yours,

Charles W. Carry

Donald S. Mellor
Planning/Engineering Section Head
Solid Waste Management Department

DSN:rm

cc: David Yamahara, Department of Public Works

45
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The subject development will receive fire protection and paramedic service
from the County of Los Angeles Fire Departm onent. Fire Station 073, located
at 24875 North San Fernando Road, Newhall, CA 91321, is the jurisdictional
engine company for this property.

EgaZIELT JAMS=Mai .127.04:21=1.......-1112i.... 516.0 3
10.7 4
10.7 4
10.7 3
13.7 2

Engine 46 3.5
Engine 73 6.25
Engine 273 6.25
Truck 73 6.25
Peramedic Squad 107 8.0

B zoo AND (224EXCTICVThe development of this project must comply with all epplicable code and 52
ordinance requirements for access, water rains, fire flows and fire
hydrants.

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:

sRADSURY
CARSON H

GLENDORA
APp li AN GARDENS

CERRITOS HIDDEN 1.1ILLS
CLAREMONT IAVNTINGTON PARK
COMMERCE INDUSTRY
CLIDAPly IRwINDALE

DuARTE LA CAPADA FLINTRIDGE
RecycJec pa per .4 -‘

AGOURA 0111.4.8
ARTESIA •
AZUSA
sALD ININ PARK
SELL
SELLgLOWER
BEL. GARDENS

V.,/ ao a v.v. mai ,11 w ow wy I ft. "'VIM WWaloW

RmicHAELFREEMAN
FIRE CHIEF
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN

May 10, 2.989

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

1320
1.08
1.0‘ 2ei Mit 2 ag3.1 10: 4 I

D74,7:7t-i,141'

Frank RUo, AICP
Impact Analysis
Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, Ch 90012

Ds= Mr. Mot

SUB3EcT: INM3001MM IMPACT PEPORT SUNSHINE CANYON EXTENSIONmica= #86-312, CUP #2556 -- SUB-PLAN AMENDMENT AND OM
TREE PERMIT -- (STATE CLEARING HOUSE NUMBER 84082908)

Cur evaluation of the impact an fire protection and paramedic service for
the proposed development is based on the current level of service avail-
able within the general area. With this in mind, additional manpower and
equipment may be required as the need arises.

. The Sunmhine Canyon Sanitary Landfill currently lies totally within the
City of Los Angeles. The proposed initial extension, which is adjacent to
the existing sanitary landfill, is located within the County of LosArgyles. The current area of the existing landfill covers 230 acres. The
proposed extension will increase the land area by 100 percent to 460
acres.
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Frank I D, Jacp
May 10, 1989
Page 2

;or:NAND aws1RucrICH - (Continued)
Aviator supply shall be provided capable of awing not lass than 750
gallons per minute at 20 pounds per square indh residual pressure for a
period of not less than 11 hours.

Adequate on-site hydrants shall be instalied every 1,000 feet.

In addition, a Class II standpipe 'yet= shall be provided and located
within 200 feet of dupping operations and shall have sufficieneri indh
hose with a variable fog nozzle to readh all portions of iudh operations.
The standpipe system shall be capable of delivering a fire flo

g
 of not

less than 250 gallons per rinute &coveter mains of not less ttan two (2)
indhes in diameter.

Approved access roads shall be provided aid maintained at all times around
the dumping areas to provide aocess for firefighting equipment. 56
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The statutory responsibilities of the Foreetry Division of the Los Angeles
COunty Department of Forester and Fire Whrden include rare and/or endan-
gered species, potential erosion and control of same, biota, and the
Oak _ e Crdinanoe. The Preliminary Draft Environmental Inpact Report
(PDEIR), Project #86-312 has bean reviewed in respect to these reponsibil-
ities. The Los Angeles Ctunty Oak Tree Ordinance and Appendix Z, Oak Tree
Survey were reviewed under reponse #2.

Acccmding to the PDEIR, the fill area will ultimately extend into the
portion of the canyon located in the city, and this PDEIR addresses the
impact of the entire project. The Oak Tree Summary in Appendix Z does not
reflect the oak resource found within X08 Angeles City nor dose the PDEIR
address this issue.

The affect of expansion into both Los Angeles City and Los Angslea County
should be addressed at the present time, not in the future. The magnitude
of both expansions %mid have a compounded effect on the vegetation du* to
the size. The final use of the site and ocepleted Uniform ehould be 59specifically determined prior to possible approval. A "private open
sPoe, Undamped, planted, and maintained in a park-like setting" does
not return this area to previous conditions. "The only project related
unavoidable adverse environmental impact which could remain significarst
after mitigation is the loss of vegetation and natural habitat".

vegetation Should be an attempt to re-establish the native species
removed and should not include "mod species that are suitable to a
sanitary landfill environment".

Recycle° paper
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• Frank Rao, AICP
May 10 1 1989
Page 3

The pm:posed relocation of the Southern California Edison 66RV 11s will
create an additional impact. This should be fully4mplained in the EIR, 61.
to include new access roads which may be rewire:I.

SEA 20, "was estakaished as a representative area, within the small dry
interior ismuntain ranges of Los Angeles Cbunty, to provide for an assort-
ment of oaks and for gene flow and species movement between ths San
Gabriel and Santa Malice Mountains". This designation is designed to
preserve unique biota resource values and should not be allowel to be
reduced in site.

Any development should be consistent with the North IDS Angeles County
General Plan - Santa Clarita valley Areawlide General Plan (Deordber 1983), 63
or the Las Angeles City General Plan.

The mitigations suggested on pages #16, #148 1 and #149, Volume I state
that the "Cperatcrwdll plant oaks off-site through County nursery
programs. Mamma will be taken to cooperate with the Departmant of
Forester and Fire Warden in 1.wgra3ing nursery facilities and to provide 64
seed for plantings". This should be clarified as a proposal from EFL
There has been no formal agreement mede between WI and the Depart- rent
of Forester and FirelOarden nor has this idea been presented as a
potential mitigation measure in cur reppaneas to Regional Planning.

In order of priority we recommend the no , project alternative, followed by
the smaller landfill alternative, and finally the uninoDrporatad County 65
area - only alternative. A city - only alternative Should be considered
in the final EIR.

Any Approval for egpansion will result in the
cover associated ecosystem. This loss cannot be mitigated.

complete loss of vegetative
and

:1(5(5

nommujzonsioN - oravkze SURVEY PRAmoonse #21 
We have reviewed the Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Report (MEMO
Project #86-312 (Sub-Plan Amendment arA Oak flee Permit), Sunshine Canyon
LarxIf ill ratarsicm.

Copies of the Los Angeles County Department of Forester and Firs Warden
responses to Regional Planning dated February 2, 1989 and April 7, 1989,
(see emloeures) regarding this owcrree Permit Request #86-312 should
be included in the Oak Tree Issue Section of thelLER. Acopy of the Oak
Tree Permit Application dated Way 25, 3.989 Should also be ifthsiod.
addition a revised Application al ld indioate 234 acres of Sosthern Oak
Woodland and 8,613 cek: trees for removal.

Recycled pa per "
t.4

62

67



Frank Mo e AMP

May 10, 2.989
Page 4

We are in agree:eft with the results of the oak survey conducted by.Ralph
°sterling Consultants, Inc. Nis report of Mardh 26, 1989, bas been used • 68
as the basis for our review.

Sampling is designed to provide an estimate with a given standard er r.
It does not give an exact number, rather it provides a range within vhich
the exact mmter mild fall. The upper range of this survey indicates
8,613 oak trees. This figure is accepted by the Department of Forester
and Fire Warden and Should be utilised on the Oak Tree Permit applica-
tion. Cur reeponse of April 7, 1989, 1noorrect4 stated 11,888 oak
trees. This number was the total stem count taken from a February 23,
2.989 Oak Tree Repzrt prior to the addition of extra sample plots.

It is standard practice to note any inoonsistencies found in the
review of an Oak Tree Report. Procedural inconsistencies listed in
the April 7, 1989, response are meant for matters of clarification and
do not affect the validity of the survey.

The Oak Tree Permit as presented April 25, 1988 asks for the complete
removal of the Southern Oak WOodland. The loss of an entire ecosystem
cannot be adequately mitigated. This removal is also ircalsistent with
the intent of the Oak Tree Ordinance and Should be denied.

69

170

171
If the commission decides to grant this Oak Tree Permit, partial
mitigation may be rendered by means of:

1. The reduction of acreage removed.

2. The preeervation of the Douglas Fir/Oak vegetation type.

3. The increased undatvtanding of oaks throuqh studies.

4. The study of potential land use and landform of the axpension
area.

5 The inventory and planting of suitable lands to continue the oak

speCies.

6. The developsant of public education displays regarding oak trees.

72
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Frank NW, AICP
May 10, 1989
Pap 3

As a condition of this permit the health ard vigor of all remaining trees I 73
should be protected. Future removal of the remaining trees ehould not, be Ig
allowed under subsequent applications.

If you have any additional questions, please feel free to oonbsot me at
(213) 267-2481.

Very truly puts,

P. NICHOL MINIKAN
jr;77-1

JOSEFR FEFRARA
MAD DERITY FORYSTER
FORESTRY DIVISICN

JF:lo

Itnolosures
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S ijERMAN BLOCK. r,wcolrr

05/22/89 12:37 Z002

Tovut4! cdr ros Angeles
Office of the Rheriff

Nan of Justice
Tot Inks, Californiz 90012

(805) 255-1121

May 19, 1989 VI
Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Attention: Frank Ruo, AICP

Dear Mr. Kuo:

We have reviewed the documents sent to us regarding the
Sunshine Landfill Extension. Our primary concern is the
illegal dumping that occurs in the unincorporated areas
just north of the landfill. It has been our experience
that the majority of these illegal dumpers arrive at the
dump after hours, and on weekend days. When they find
the dump closed, they drive north to our area, dumping
their trash just off our rural highways.

Our strongest suggestion for mitigation would be to open
the landfill seven (7) days-a-week. This would assist
tremendously in our efforts to eliminate illegal dumping.
It would also reduce state and county expenditures required
to clean up the debris.

An additional possible mitigation would be to place a
large trash bin at the entrance for after-hour dumping.
I understand that this may not be practical from the
owner's viewpoint, however, it would help to eliminate
the serious problem of illegal dumping in the county and
city areas north of the landfill.

Sincerely,

SHERMAN BLOCK, SHERIFF

Tony F. Welch, Acting Captain
Santa Clarita Valley Station

Recycieo paper
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MA1-16—'89 13:23 :: A
R:S AND REC HO TEL NO:213-366-6620 p618 P02

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

433 South Vermont Avenue - Los Angeles, California 90020-1975 • (213) 738-2961

Rodney E. Cooper . . . . Director

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
10ARD OF SUPERVISORS

Pete Schabanim
First District

Kenneth Hahn
Second District

Edmund Edelman
Third District

Deane Dana
Fourth District

Mike Antonoyich
Fifth District

April 27, 1989

Frank Kuo, Section Manager
Impact Analysis Section
Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

VII

Dear Mr. Kno:

Sunshine Canyon Landfill Extension
Preliminary Draft Ellt, Project 086312

FISH AND GAME
COMMISSION

J. Bradford 0-ow
Bradley Nuremberg

Richard Knerr
George Kobayashi

David Lippey

This Department has the following comments concerning the subject
documenes treatment of visual impacts on county hiking and riding trails,
and impacts on vegetation within the Santa Susana Mountains (Significant
Ecological Area 20):

1. Screening and other mitigation measures should be used to minimize
the landfill activity's harsh visual impact (see photo on page 245, Vol. 77
1) on hikers and horseback riders using the trails immediately aaja-
tent to the landfill; and

2. While the document states that a revegetation program will be
undertaken, it will take years to replace the mature oak and walnut 78
woodlands destroyed by the project.

ThisDepartment appreciates the opportunity to review this project If you
have any questions about these comments, please contact me at (213) 738-
2971.

D
AR! AND RECREATION

COMMISSION

James Bishop

Arturo Chayra
Gloria !leer
George Ray

Douglas Washington

es Barber

00
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Departmental Facilities Planner It
cc: Jim Park

paper Joan Rupert



APPENDIX B

Oak Tree Mitigation Plan



OAK TREE MITIGATION PLAN
FOR THE 

SUNSHINE CANYON LANDFILL
EXTENSION PROJECT 

prepared for:

Browning-Ferris Industries, Inc.
Sylmar, California

prepared by:

Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc.
San Mateo, California

June 22, 1989

RALPH °STERLING
if CONSULTANT

PHOKE (415)573.8733
1650 BORFIPLAGE
SAN MATEO,GA94402
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Introduction

Browning-Ferris Industries, Inc. of California (BFI) owns and
operates the Sunshine Canyon Sanitary Landfill located in Sylmar,
California. The existing facility has been in operation since 1958
and has been owned and operated by BFI since 1978.

Currently, the landfill operates on approximately 230 acres within
the Los Angeles city limits. The presently permitted City portion
of the landfill is nearing capacity and is scheduled for closure
in 1991. BFI is in the process of filing for permits to extend its
current operation onto adjacent land it owns within Los Angeles
County jurisdiction.

The extension area is located northwest of the existing operation
and consists of a series of eastward trending canyons and
intervening ridges. Vegetation within the extension area is
composed of oak woodlands, chaparral, grasslands and oak/bigcone
Douglas-fir woodlands.

As part of the project application process, Los Angeles County
requires an Oak Tree Removal Permit before any native oak trees
can be removed from the extension area.  Los Angeles County's
Regional Planning Department is responsible for processing all Oak
Tree Removal Permits while the Los Angeles County Fire and Forester
Department is responsible for implementing the ordinance and
reviewing all Oak Tree Reports and requests. The County's oak tree
ordinance (Ord. 88-0157) requires that all trees to be
removed,trimmed or impacted be measured and identified in an oak
tree report. Another requirement of the ordinance is that each
oak tree removed must be replaced on a minimum 2:1 ratio with
indigenous oak trees. The ordinance requires maintenance and
replacement of dead plants for the first two years following
planting. To meet this requirement, BFI will plant 17,226 oak
trees and guarantee their survival with maintenance for a five year
period.

Due to the rugged terrain, the large area, and the number of trees
to be counted, a proposal to conduct a statistical sampling of the
oak trees was submitted to the Los Angeles County Fire and Forester
Department. The Department determined that the statistical
sampling was in compliance with the Oak Tree Ordinance and accepted
the proposal on October 17, 1988. The final Oak Tree Report dated
March 26, 1989 was accepted on May 10, 1989.

The sampling program indicated a mean of 7,741 oak trees within
the County extension area with a lower and upper range (+ 10%) of
6,870 and 8,613 oak trees, respectively. The high range (8,613
trees) was accepted by the County Fire and Forester Department as

1
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the number to be used for mitigation purposes. This is the maximum
number of oak trees to be removed over the 50 year life in the
County project area.

Objectives 

BFI will guarantee a 2:1 oak tree replacement and the successful
establishment of 17,226 oak trees at the end of the first five year
period. Table 1 illustrates the tree removal/replacement schedule.
Mitigation sites will be planted and replanted, as necessary, until
the minimum survival of 17,226 oak trees is attained. Planting
sites will be selected to provide the greatest potential for oak
tree growth and survival. In addition, drip irrigation and regular
maintenance will be provided to ensure successful plant growth and
establishment. All 17,226 oak trees will be planted by the end of
the third year following permitting of the extension area.  By the
end of landfill operations, the initial mitigation planting will
have developed into 50 year old, sexually mature, seed producing
trees, capable of self perpetuation.

This mitigation plan provides detailed plans for on-site and off-
site replacement of trees and related habitat lost due to the
construction of the proposed project. This includes identifying
potential mitigation sites on which to plant a total of 17,226 oak
trees (2:1 guaranteed replacement) plus added bigcone Douglas-fir
(Pseudotsuga macrocarpa) and grasslands, and technical
specifications for the installation and maintenance of the trees.
Graph 1 illustrates the removal/replacement schedule for the oak
trees.

Mitigation Site Characteristics 

Successful implementation of this mitigation plan requires that
mitigation sites possess topographic and site characteristics
conducive to the growth and establishment of coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia) and canyon live oak (Quercus chrysolepis)
trees. One . of the most important physical characteristics is
aspect. Aspect is the direction or exposure towards which a slope .
faces. In most instances, natural stands of native oak trees
within the Los Angeles area are found growing on north and east
facing slopes. These aspects have cooler, moister environments
than south and west exposures. Moisture deficiencies during
establishment can be overcome on the drier aspects with drip
irrigation. However, preference will be given to north and east
aspects when selecting mitigation sites on moderate to steeply
sloping sites.

All mitigation sites will be located within ownerships that
preclude land development and removal of oak tree plantings at any

2 RALPH OSTERLING
if CONSULTANTS.E.
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YEAR

TABLE 1
TREE REMOVAL/REPLACEMENT SCHEDULE

NUMBER OF EXISTING TOTAL NUMBER OF
TREES TO BE REMOVED NEW TREES PLANTED TOTAL INVENTORY

(VARYING AGES) (YEARS 1 - 3; 17,226) OF TREES
1 176 5742 14179

5 851 17226 24988

10 1801 17226 24037

15 234 17226 23464

20 2973 17226 22665

25 3677 17226 22162

50 8613 17226 17226

NOTE:
THE TOTAL NUMBER OF TREES TO BE REMOVED IS BASED ON
THE HIGH RANGE OF A SAMPLE ESTIMATE (8,613 TREES). THE
ACTUAL NUMBER OF TREES REMOVED MAY BE LESS THAN 8,613.
HOWEVER, MITIGATION IS BASED ON THE ASSUMPTION THAT A
TOTAL OF 8,613 TREES WILL BE REMOVED. REPLACEMENT IS
BASED ON A GUARANTEED SURVIVAL REPLACEMENT OF A 2:1 RATIO
(8,613 X 2 = 17,226 REPLACEMENT TREES).

RAM °STERLING
*CONSULIINTWE
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future date. In most cases this includes state, federal, or
municipal lands. However, private land can be considered provided
deed restrictions ensure protection of the plantings in perpetuity.

Mitigation Site Locations 

Offsite mitigation locations are being actively explored with
suggestions and guidance from the Los Angeles County Fire and
Forester Department, State of California Department of Water
Resources, California State Parks and Recreation Department, U.S.
Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Mountain
Conservancy Foundation, and the Santa Monica Conservancy. Tentative
offsite locations that are under consideration include:

1. Van Norman Reservoir
2. Rim of the Valley Trail corridor
3. Pyramid Lake
4. Placenta Canyon Visitor Center
5. Del Valle Park
6. Lake Hughes and Castaic project area
7. Interstate 5 along Five Mile Grade
8. Other County Parks

In addition to exploring publicly owned off-site locations for oak
plantings, the applicant is investigating the possibility of oak
planting in the dedicated open space, recreational and greenbelt
areas of private large-scale residential and commercial land
development projects.

Onsite planting will be done on the upper slopes between the upper
limit of the proposed landfill and the ridgetops. This area
presently contains a mature mixture of native oaks and big cone
Douglas-fir. This ridgetop buffer will remain undisturbed by the
landfill construction and operation.  Mitigation planting will
interplant and expand these existing woodland areas plus add a
young age class of oak and Douglas-fir trees grown from local seed
sources. In addition, work is currently underway to establish a
native oak woodland ecosystem within the canyons located southeast
of the existing landfill (buffer zone area between the existing
landfill and Granada Hills). Establishment of native oak trees
within these canyons will create new oak ecosystems in an area
where it did not formerly exist.

Seed Source and Species

All seed used for mitigation planting will be from local, southern
California seed sources. Two species of oak will be planted; coast
live oak, canyon live oak and valley oak. Total tree planting will
include a guaranteed 17,226 oak trees. In addition to the required
oak tree planting, BFI will also plant bigcone Douglas-fir.
Although this species is not protected by ordinance, BFI recognizes

5
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its population is limited within the Los Angeles area. Low
elevation variety bigcone Douglas-fir will be planted on the upper
slopes of Sunshine Canyon between the upper limit of the proposed
landfill and the ridgetop. The species will also be planted at
offsite locations that have the appropriate site requirement or
existing dwindling populations. Bigcone Douglas-fir when planted
will be intermixed with oak trees. Actual numbers of trees to be
planted will be determined by the availability of viable seed and
the number of trees lost within the County project area.

Planting Stock Sizes 

Small planting stock (2"x2"x6" containers with open bottoms) will
be used for most planting. Field studies and observations have
shown that smaller planting stock is more adaptable to adverse
growing conditions and suffers less from transplant shock than does
larger sized plant material. In most cases, the smaller sized
seedlings will outgrow larger sized plants within a few years after
planting. In addition, the smaller plants develop a deep, natural
root system that provides better anchorage and drought tolerance.
On planting sites with less harsh conditions, larger sized plants
may be planted. However, plant container size shall not exceed 5-
gallons.

Planting Patterns 

Tree planting patterns will be natural in appearance, avoiding
geometric patterns. Trees will be planted in groves or scattered
clumps in such a way as to imitate the natural patterns of the
Southern California oak woodlands.

Deer and Rodent Control 

Predation of young seedlings by browsing deer and rodents can
prevent successful plant establishment if not controlled. All
seedlings will be protected with browse protection screens, animal
repellents or a combination of the two.

Planting Specifications 

The following specifications will be used for all tree planting
projects:

1. A minimum three foot diameter area around each planting
spot will be scalped to bare soil to remove all grass and
competing vegetation.

2. A planting bench approximately two feet square shall be
constructed. The bench will be slightly backsloped to pre-
vent puddling of water around the seedling and to act as a
catchment for rainfall. 6 MPH MIMING
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3. The seedlings or seed spots will be planted in the center
of the planting bench. The location of the plant should
insure that it will not be inundated by water or buried by
soil and rocks moving downslope.

4. The planting hole will be excavated to a minimum depth of
12 inches and backfilled with loose friable soil to the proper
depth for the planting stock. This will provide a good medium
for root growth and infiltration of rainfall/irrigation water.

5. A 10 gram Agriform fertilizer tablet or approved equal
shall be placed in each planting hole. The tablet shall be
placed to the side of the root wad at approximately one-half
of the root depth.

6. Each plant will be provided with browse protection.
Screening material shall be either Vexar tubes or aluminum
mesh screen. An animal repellent such as RoPel may be
substituted for browse screens.

Planting spots shall be located on 8 to 10 foot centers with ran-
dom, natural appearing placement. Non-irrigated plants will be
installed in the fall after sufficient precipitation has moistened
the soil to a minimum depth of 12 inches. All non-irrigated plants
will be installed after adequate precipitation has been received.
This will allow time for suitable root development prior to the
onset of summer drought conditions. The normal planting season for
nonirrigated plants ranges between mid November and mid March.
Irrigated plants may be planted at any time of the year. During
the dry season, all planting spots will be thoroughly wetted before
planting.

Maintenance and Monitoring

Continued maintenance of the oak trees will include biannual
fertilization with a granular slow release fertilizer, spring and
fall weed control, and replacement of dead plants. As the oak
stands mature natural mortality is expected as individual trees
become larger and require more space. However, the intent of the
monitoring program is to assure the successful establishment of .
the oak trees during the difficult juvenile growth stages. A
survival monitoring report, including photographs, will be prepared
at the end of each of the first five growing seasons detailing the
percentage survival, follow-up recommendations, and remedial
actions taken. Reports will be submitted to the Los Angeles County
Fire and Forestry Department for their review and recommendations.

Irrigation Specifications 

Drip irrigation will be used where it is necessary for plant
establishment or to improve growth. When connection to a

7
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pressurized water supply is not available, a gravity fed tank
system will be used. This system will use temporary water tanks
supplied with water from an outside source. A gravity fed system
requires between 46 and 92 feet of elevation difference between
the tank and the planting area. This will provide the 20 to 40
psi necessary for proper operation the drip irrigation system (1
foot of head = .43 psi). For pressures above 40 psi a pressure
reducing device must be used. Any permits needed for the
installation of the irrigation systems will be obtained from the
appropriate agencies prior to any installation.

The emitters used in drip irrigation have extremely small openings
through which the water passes. These small openings may become
clogged if clean water is not used. To assure proper operation a
filter must be installed to prevent clogging; the filter must be
between 150 and 200 mesh. If line pressures exceed 60 p.s.i., the
filter must be installed down stream of the pressure reducing valve
to prevent damage to the filter.

Irrigated trees will receive a deep watering with a minimum of 1
gallon of water per week. Standard one-gallon/hour Vortex emitters
will be used requiring a minimum watering time of one hour per
week. To provide consistent watering schedules, battery operated
controllers and electric valves will be used to automate all
irrigation systems.

Conventional one-half inch polyethylene tubing will be used for
the drip distribution lines. Supply lines will be schedule 40
p.v.c. pipe. Pipe sizing will be dependent upon the number of
plants and the amount of water required for each planting area.
To reduce line pressure losses tubing lengths will not exceed 500
feet. Tubing will be installed above ground and pinned in place
with heavy wire staples. Emitters are to be placed approximated
6-12 inches away from the plant on the uphill side. Wire staples
are to be placed 6 inches from the emitter on both sides. Figure
1 provides a typical layout for a drip irrigation system.

Landfill Revegetation

As the new landfill is constructed, the completed slopes will be
revegetated with annual and perennial grasses and legumes. Native
species will be used where applicable. Providing rapid
establishment of a grass cover crop will control gully formation
and control wind blown dust from the landfill slopes. In addition,
the grasses and legumes will provide wildlife habitat with
palatable food and cover for many species of upland wildlife.

Revegetation and erosion control seeding will proceed at the same
rate as new land clearing. At any point in time, only the active
landfill and the construction area will be unvegetated. To insure
successful plant growth and establishment, the cover soils will be
sampled and monitored to determine soil nutrient and pH levels.

8
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Laboratory soil analysis recommendations will be used to correct
any imbalances. An aggressive soil analysis program is critical
for a successful revegetation program. This is especially true
when working with relatively unweathered soil materials such as
those often used for landfill cover material.

Other Mitigation Programs 

Other mitigation programs proposed in addition to the oak tree
replacement program are:

1. Inventory of dedicated open space properties (public and
private ownerships) to determine the need for oak tree
establishment. All candidate areas will be mapped and
categorized according to their suitability for oak tree
establishment and potential planting expanse.

2. Conduct literature and site specific studies to determine
reason(s) for the lack of oak tree regeneration in Los Angeles
County. Based on the findings of the study, provide
guidelines for site evaluation and techniques for increasing
oak tree planting successes and seed crop evaluation.

3. Preserve and enhance the bigcone Douglas-fir/oak
vegetation type within the upper canyon and ridgetop areas.

4. The grading limits of the landfill construction area will
be marked on the ground including fencing prior to
construction activities. These limits will serve as equipment
exclusion areas to protect and preserve trees bordering the
landfill construction area.

5. As part of a public education program, BFI will coordinate
with the Los Angeles County Fire and Forester Department,
County Parks and Recreation Department, other museums, and
other appropriate agencies, to develop an oak education
program. This program will include informative posters and
display material that explain the ecology and benefits
provided by the native oak trees.

6. Implement a monitoring program to assure the successful
establishment of 17,226 oak trees at the end of the first five
years. The monitoring program will be carried out by a
qualified Registered Professional Forester acceptable to the
County Fire and Forester Department. Written reports will be
prepared annually showing plant survival, follow up
recommendations, and remedial actions taken. Reports will be
submitted to the Department for their review and approval.
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Summary

The permitted City portion of the Sunshine Canyon Sanitary Landfill
is nearing capacity and is scheduled for closure in 1991. BFI is
in the process of filing for permits to extend its current
operation onto adjacent land it owns within the Los Angeles County
jurisdiction. Construction of the landfill extension will result
in the removal of a maximum of 8,612 native oak trees. Before
these trees can be removed, Los Angeles County Ordinance 88-0157
requires that an Oak Tree Permit must be obtained. A prerequisite
to the issuance of a permit is the preparation of an Oak Tree
Report. That completed report now identifies the location, and the
number of trees to be removed. Due to the rugged terrain, large
area, and high number of trees, BFI submitted a proposal to the Los
Angeles County Fire and Forester Department to conduct a
statistical inventory of the extension area.  The Department
determined that the statistical sampling was in compliance with the
ordinance and accepted the proposal on October 17, 1988. The final
Oak Tree Report dated March 26, 1989 was accepted on May 10, 1989.

As mitigation for tree removal the ordinance requires that each
tree removed be replaced 2:1 with native oak trees.  These
replacement trees must be maintained and their survival guaranteed
for a period of two years. BFI will plant 17,226 native oak trees
and guarantee their maintenance and survival for a period of five
years. In addition, BFI will also plant big cone Douglas-fir and
revegetation grasses. The tree planting program will plant all
17,226 oak trees during the first three years following issuance
of the landfill operation permit. By planting all of the trees
during the initial stages of landfill development, the mitigation
planting will be sexually mature, seed producing trees by the time
the landfill is completed.
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ti§rIREQUEST FOR OAK TREE PERMIT
ars Lea A Nr as County OtPAR mit N1 Of RE GIONAL PLANNING PIG View Tongs% Street, Las Angelo,. CA 1110011

As provided by Ordinance, 1)416)
eflectise August 20.1952

NOTE: It Is the epPlIrehrt rtiPOntlbniet to notift Or Manning
Dirtoof of lo t c h eogr o t the Principe's Involsed In this case
to the completion or processing

APPLICANT

Name  DAVID II. BRIER 

Address 10850 Wilshire Blvd. 

Telenhone (213) 474-7600 

CONCURRENT CASES.  Project tl.SP 8.63J2
Case:  CP2556 

PROPERTY OWNER

Name Browning
–Ferris Industries

of California, Inc.
Address ...1.1.5-11,.alar.Visitathrst.St.e.... 180

Pasadena, C
Telephone1.8 18) 791-0914 

OWNER'S AUTHORIZATION

I certify that I am the owner

request.

he herein described property and permit the applicant to file this

Location (i.e., address or general description of location) and legal description of property in question:
(use additional sheets as necessary)

34747 San Fernando Poscli_ Los Angel es , CA 91342 

13 acres of riparianHow many oak trees will be cut, removed, relocated or damaged? —Woodland, 186 acres—OT Southern
How many oak trees will remain' N°ne 

	

	 mes--111–tachse vegotatic
traP

Will trees to he removed be replace , No If yes, indicate the proposed size, type,
location (indicate on site plan) and schedule for planting.

Are trees to be relocated' No If yes, identify who will move them and his qualifications
for doing this.

BURDEN OF PROOF

Submit additional sheets describing how the following findings will be satisfied.

A. That the proposed construction or proposed use will be accomplished without endangering the
health of the remaining trees subject to this Part 16, if any, on the subject property, and

8. That the removal or relocation of the oak tree(s) proposed will not result in soil erosion through
the diversion or increased flow of surface waters which cannot be satisfactorily mitigated, and

C. That in addition to the above facts at least one of the following findings apply:

1. That the removal or relocation of the oak tree(s) proposed is necessary as continued exis-
tence at present location(s) frustrates the planned improvement or proposed use of the
subject property to such an extent that:

a. Alternative development plans cannot achieve the same permitted density or that the
cost of such alternative would be prohibitive, or

b. Placement of such tree(s) precludes the reasonable and efficient use of such property
for a use otherwise authorized, or

2. Than the oat, tree(s) proposed for removal or relocation interfere with utility services or
streets and highways either within or outside of the subject property and no reasonable
alternative to such interference exists other than removal of the tree(s), or

3. That the condition of the oak *ree(s) proposed for remmal ith reference to seriously
debilitating disease 4, r .^. thal t rxnnnt be remedied through reason-
able preservation procedures and practices.

Today's Da te: IL–Ar Applicant's Signature 

Recycled paper ,C)
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Burden of Proof: SP 86312

The property owner has applied for a General Plan
Amendment and for a Conditional Use Permit to allow the
continuation of its landfill operations onto property within
the jurisdiction of the County of Los Angeles. An initial
study was completed resulting in a conclUsion that pre-
paration of a major Environmental Impact Report was required.
The initial study is attached, and the EIR is presently being
completed by the Department Environmental Section. The removal
of oak trees is comprehesively discussed in the biota section
of the Report.

The project involves the filling of Sunshine Canyon
with Class III material, and such an operation requires the
removal/destruction of all the trees in the canyon. Since
the entire canyon will be filled, alternative development
plans could not achieve the saving of the trees, and the
location of the trees would preclude the use of the canyon
for a landfill.

The permit is necessary to allow the continuing
landfill operations which in turn will help prevent the
exhaustion of landfill capacity in Los Angeles County. Land-
fill capacity is badly needed in the County and this site is
geologically sound, close to urban generators and is virtually
isolated from residential uses.

The property owner requests a waiver of the Oak
Tree Report since an alternative design is not possible and
the filling of the canyon 14111 by necessity require the removal/
destruction of all trees.

Recycled



June 28, 1999

Mr, Prank Kuo
Impact Analysis Section
REGIONAL PLANNING .
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
320 West Temple, 13th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: AMENDMENT TO REQUEST FOR OAK TREE PERMIT, PROJECT SP86312,
CASE CP2556, BROWNING-FERRIS INDUSTRIES OF CALIFORNIA.

Dear Mr. Kuo:

This Amendment and Burden of Proof is to be included with the above
project application. This Burden of Proof and Oak Tree Report
complete the Request for Oak Tree Permit.

Should you or others have questions, please feel free to call at
your convenience.

Res fully,

y
President
a •h ee Oster in
4it

RSO:js

Enclosures
via: Federal Express

cc: J. Aidukas, Browning-Ferris Industries
P. Cohen, Ultrasystems, Inc.

RALF! maize
CONSULTAIMITI

PEORT Hifi) 873.8738
16b0 BOREI CI
EQUI MITA GA 94402

Recycled paper 4,7,



Jude 27, 1989

RE: AMENDMENT TO REQUEST FOR OAK TREE PERMIT, PROJECT SP86312,
CASE CP2556, BROWNING-FERRIS INDUSTRIES OF CALIFORNIA.

Burdem of fsoof;

The property owner has applied for a General Plan Amendment and
for a Conditional Use permit to allow the planned extension of the
Sunshine Canyon landfill operations. This extension of operation,
including 234 acres of oak woodland, falls within the jurisdiction
of the County of Los Angeles. The environmental impact report has
been prepared regarding this project. Included as part of the EIR
and this application is a detailed and comprehensive oak tree
mitigation plan. This plan recognizes the value of oaks, the
intent and covenants of the ordinance and when implemented will
mitigate the impacts of implementation of this project. Replanting
on site is not possible due to the filling operations. All fill
materials will be revegetated with selected species for soil
stabilization and habitat development.

Over the course of the projected fifty year life of the project,
a maximum of 8,613 oaks will be removed, as inventoried and
documented in the Oak Tree Report dated March 26, 1989. This
inventory and report was accepted by the County of Los Angeles
Department of Forester and Fire Warden on May 10, 1989. This
amounts to 173 trees per year, average. The mitigation plan calls
for replanting with guaranteed survival double that total number
of oak trees within the first five years of project development.
Oak tree plantings will be focused in areas that have had or can
support ecosystems of oaks that will be biologically meaningful
and accessible to the public. Planting schedules will include
additional trees beyond the required 17,226 to allow for natural
mortality and possible predation. Table 1 of the Oak Tree Report
details the removal rate over 50 years and the replacement rate
over the initial 3 year period. The criteria set forth within the
plan limits the planting to suitable sites on public property or
other properties suitable for perpetual oak growth. The project
proponent proposes to replant the oak trees at a greater than 2:1
ratio with a guaranteed tree establishment for the total 17,226
trees. Included within this five year program is a maintenance and
monitoring program to assure that all trees will be surviving and
capable of producing subsequent stands of oaks. On-site plantings
will be concentrated adjacent to the Granada Hills residential area
and on the ridge top areas above the clearing limits within the
proposed extension area. Both areas are identified as open space.

In addition, a public information program including educational
material and displays depicting the value of oaks, the life cycle
and oak enhancement is proposed. Albeit that many trees are being
removed within the project area, at the end of the fifty year
period double the number of trees will be growing on a variety of
sites suitable for public appreciation.

iiRAMiCOSSULD9M
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

1E20 NORrN EASTERN AVENUE

LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA =SI
(23.3) 267-2481

P. MICHAEL FREEMAN
FIRE CHIEF
FORESTER & FIRE RDEN

April 7, 1989

FM* Az), Secticn Head
Impact Analysis
Department of Regime Plannirg
320 West Temple Street
las Amal, CM, ma

Attar:Um Austin Ray Munger

Dear Mr. Rao:

SUBJECT: OAR 'ME MOM #86-312 (13304.11/ra-FEMIS INUMRIES)

Oak Tree P=mit Case #86-312 is located at 14747 San Fernando Road, Los
Argeles.

Foresters of the les Angeles County Npartment of Arrester and Fire Warden
have reviewed the Oek Trite Report and reqtast pretpared *bomber 30, 1988,
by Ralph *sterling Ccreultants, Dv. A field inspecticn of thirty
1/5-acre :maple plots randomly selected by cm:pt.:tar was ccrducted to
verity the accuracy of the field data collacted by Ralph *sterling
Consultants, Eno. The Cek True Report field messurecents ard tree
evaluations rewired by the Casty Oak Tree Ordinance were found to be
accurate and true.

2115 follcwirq inrunsistancies were however rcen4x1:

Vegetative typing accuracy ard field checks of vegetation types.

Ccapass magnetic declinaticns used to determine plot boundaries
and mark plot centers.

Field lozetion of plot centers in relation to the topographic map
of plot Cerzters prwided.

(4) Locaticrs of pasesurable plots in relaticri to plot centers.

Mese problems mixed with the hirfnly variable makeup of the oak resource
may have resulted in unrealistic oak tree estimates. At best, this
pm:mit:kis us with an estimate of 11,888 rek trees. This figure can be used

(1)
(2)

(3)

•

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:
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Frank Moo Sectim Hee
April 7, 1989
Pep 2

in developing mitigation neasures. However, the significant aspect of
this permit is the request to reeave all the oak trees in the area of the
proposed landfill expansion. At a minims, this prcdect will permanently
remove 234 acres of the oak ecoaystem. This is inconsistent with the
intent of the County Ook Tree Ordinanoe. We recomomnd denial of this Oak
Tree Permit as presented. The nature of the expansion project precludes
leaving scattered trees, however the size of the area being removed and
the lack of intent to preserve the oaks support cur recanaerriation.

If sufficient niurian of Proof' , is provided to prevent this denial, we
suggeet limiting the expansion to individual canyons or below a given
elevation to ensure the preservation of the Douglas Fir/Oak vegetation
typo.

Ices of an entire ecosyebam cannot be adequatelyudtigated. If the
conniesicn decides to grant this oak tree permit request, we would like to
reet and discuss possible roasures in the areas of increased understanding
of the native cake, potential land use of expansion areas, inventory and
planting of suite/Ile lands to continue the oak species, and public
education displaye.

The =nations ;doused on the remaining triers will be dependent upmn the
mad= mall location.

The Oak as Permit Request should be anended to indicate the change from
188 to 234 acres of Southern Oak; WbodLand and to refloat the aatimate of
11,888 oak trees for removal.

Additional questions may be directed to CI:pity ?Creator. Mike Wilksinson at
(213) 267-2481.

Vary truly yturs,

P. MICHAEL FFZEMAN

JOSEFH FERRARA
HEAD EERILY NEMER
Mammy =BIM

JF:lc

Recycled paper CI
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE

LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90063
(23) 267-2481

P. MICHAEL FREEMAN
FIRE CHIEF
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN

February 2, 1989

Roy Munger
Impact Analysis Section
Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Munger:

SUBJECT: OAK ZREE PERt(IT #86-312

We have reviewed the Oak Tree Permit Case #86-312 filed by Browning-Ferris
Industries.

The Oak 'Tree Permit as submitted fails to meet the ten percent sarple
required per cur agreement on sampling techniques dated October 17, 1988.
Deputy Forester Mike Wilkinson has antacted Ralph °sterling' and Doug
Nicks of Ralph °sterling Calsultants, regarding this matter. Mr.
Nicks stated that they would request Flamcn, Fensen, & Wallen to select
additional sample plots to meet this ten percent sample. In addition,
information on plots D-7 and F-2 is missing or in error.

Upon receipt of this additional information we will proceed with cur
review.

Questions may be directed to Deputy Forester Mike Wilkinson at
(213) 267-2481.

Very truly yours,

IMRL E. PORIXIAM, FIRE CHIEF

BY
JOSEPH FERRARA
HEAD DEFury FORESTER
FORESTRY DIVLSION

JF:lc

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF
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of Volume IIA
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