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CHAPTER 1.0 
INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose 
 
Before approving a project, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the Lead Agency to 
prepare and certify a Final Environmental Impact Report. The County of Los Angeles (County) is the “Lead 
Agency” under CEQA for the proposed Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center Project (Project), and is 
responsible for preparing this Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Final SEIR) (State 
Clearinghouse No. 1993101036). This Final SEIR has been prepared in conformance with CEQA (California 
Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of 
Regulations, title 14, §§ 15000 et seq., 15162, 15163), and is a Supplemental EIR to the previously certified 
1997 EIR (SCH No. 93101036) and previously approved Addendum to the Final EIR for the Lancaster Landfill 
and Recycling Facility (LLRC) (June 2000). This Final SEIR includes the contents required by CEQA 
Guidelines section 15132. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15088, subdivision (b), the County 
must also provide written proposed responses to the comments submitted by each public agency on the Draft 
SEIR at least 10 days before consideration of certification of the Final SEIR. 
 
1.2 Environmental Review Process 
 
1.2.1 Draft SEIR 
 
The County determined that preparation of a Supplemental EIR was required for the Project after conducting 
preliminary review of the past environmental impact report (EIR) prepared for the site, and preparing an Initial 
Study (July 16, 2003) for the proposed Project in accordance with Sections 15060, 15063, 15162-15163 of 
the CEQA Guidelines. Following this determination, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was issued by the County 
of Los Angeles for the required 30-day review period from May 28, 2004 through June 28, 2004 to solicit early 
comments on the proposed content of the Draft SEIR (see Appendix A to the Draft SEIR). All NOP comments 
relating to the Supplemental EIR were reviewed and the issues raised in those comments were considered in 
the preparation of the Draft SEIR. 
 
In compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines, the County of Los Angeles circulated copies of the Draft SEIR 
to the State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, trustee agencies, local agencies, and other interested 
parties for a 45-day review period.  Copies of the Draft SEIR were also made available for public review at the 
County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning and at the Lancaster Public Library, Quartz Hill 
Public Library, and the Littlerock Public Library.  The Draft SEIR public review period extended from 
December 29, 2006 through February 14, 2007.  The County of Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission 
(RPC) held a public hearing and took public testimony on this project at the Lancaster Public Library, 601 
West Lancaster Boulevard, Lancaster, CA 93534 on February 24, 2007. 
 
1.2.2 Amendment to Draft SEIR 
 
Since circulation of the Draft SEIR in 2006, the issue of global climate change resulting from human activities 
has gained prominence and the scientific basis for measuring and predicting climate change has 
strengthened. The potential consequences for humanity and life on earth have become better understood, 
and efforts have increased to reverse climate change through reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  
Therefore, a new chapter to the Draft SEIR was prepared to evaluate the potential impacts of GHG emissions 
and global climate change as a result of the proposed Project. The new chapter was entitled “AB 32 
Information, Amendment to the Draft Supplemental EIR” [hereinafter Amendment to the Draft SEIR] and was 
circulated for a 45-day public review period from December 22, 2008 through February 4, 2009. 
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1.3 Final SEIR Contents 
 
This document dated October 2011, Volumes 1 - 3, together, constitute the Final SEIR for the proposed 
project. As shown in Volume 2, the Draft SEIR (December 2007) and the Amendment to the Draft SEIR 
(December 2008) have been revised in response to comments received and to include additional specific 
information regarding the proposed project. The revisions and clarifications in Volume 2 are provided in 
underline/ strikethrough format and the document has been reprinted in its entirety to provide context to the 
reader (rather than including the revisions as part of a “Clarifications and Corrections” Section of the Final 
SEIR, Vol. I, which is more common). This Draft SEIR, as revised in Volume 2, this Volume 1, and Volume 3 
(Appendices reproduced from the Draft SEIR and Amendment to the Draft SEIR) make up the Final SEIR.    
 
This Final SEIR is organized in the following five sections: 
 
Volume 1: 
 
• Section 1.0 (Introduction): This section provides a brief introduction to the Final SEIR and its 

contents. 
 
• Section 2.0 (Summary of Project Description): This section provides a summary of the Project 

Description.  
 
• Section 3.0 (Responses to Written Comments): This section provides each written comment letter 

submitted by both public agencies and interested parties, followed by responses to the substantive 
comments.  

 
• Section 4.0 (Responses to Regional Planning Commission Public Hearing Comments): This section 

provides responses to the issues raised by the public and by the Regional Planning Commission at 
the RPC Public Hearing. 

 
• Section 5.0 (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program): This section includes the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program that identifies the mitigation measures, monitoring timing, 
responsible agency/party, the action required, and the monitoring agency/party responsible for 
ensuring each mitigation measure is implemented. 

 
Volume 2: 
 
Revisions to the Draft SEIR and the Amendment to the Draft SEIR are included in one updated volume 
(Volume 2) as the Final SEIR. As noted above, this section consists of text changes made to the Draft SEIR 
and the Amendment to the Draft SEIR as a result of comments raised during the public review process and 
as deemed needed to be revised by County staff. Changes within Volume 2 do not result in significant new 
information that could require recirculation of the Draft SEIR, pursuant to Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines.  Specifically, the County has considered and determined that additional recirculation of the Draft 
SEIR, the Amendment to the Draft SEIR, or sections thereof, are not required despite the revisions and new 
information. The recirculation of an EIR, or sections therefore of, is governed by Public Resources Code 
(PRC) Section 21092.1. This section states that: 
 

When significant new information is added to an environmental impact report after notice has 
been given pursuant to Section 21092 and consultation has occurred pursuant to Sections 
21104 and 21153, but prior to certification, the public agency shall give notice again pursuant 
to Section 21092, and consult again pursuant to Sections 21104 and 21153 before certifying 
the environmental impact report. 
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Significant new information is defined in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a): 
 

As used in this section, the term ‘information’ can include changes in the project or 
environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. New information added 
to an EIR is not "significant" unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project 
alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to implement. 

 
The County has determined that no new significant environmental impacts would result from the project or 
from a new or revised mitigation measure to be implemented as part of this Final SEIR (Volumes 1-3), and 
that no new substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures were adopted that reduce the impact to less than significant. The County has also concluded that 
there are no feasible alternatives or mitigation measures considerably different from others previously 
analyzed that would lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but which have not been adopted.  
 
Volume 3: 
 
Volume 3 is available on CD (and included in the cover jacket of Volume 2). Volume 3 consists of a 
reduplication of the appendices prepared previously for the Draft SEIR and Amendment to the Draft SEIR, 
and circulated for public review and comment. Volume 3 also includes a new Appendix I (Fill Sequencing 
Plan) referenced in the Final SEIR response to comments. These documents have been compiled into a new 
volume for ease of reference.  
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CHAPTER 2.0 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT DESCRIPTON 

 
 
2.1 Project Location 
 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center (LLRC) encompasses 276-acres in unincorporated Los Angeles 
County. The LLRC property is located approximately two miles northeast of the City of Lancaster in 
unincorporated Los Angeles County in a larger area bounded by Division Street on the west, Avenue “F” on 
the north and Avenue “G” on the south; 10th Street East divides the Eastern Area from the remainder of the 
landfill property.  The LLRC is composed of the current active area (82 acres), the Western Area (62 acres), 
the Eastern Area (112 acres), and the 20-acre portion of the property that accommodates the landfill 
operation facilities.   
 
2.2 Existing Permit Conditions 
 
Under the approved Solid Waste Facilities Permit (SWFP) and Conditional Use Permit (CUP 93-070-(5) 
issued May 13, 1998), the LLRC is currently permitted to accept 1,700 tons per day (tpd) of municipal solid 
waste (MSW) for disposal.  An additional unspecified quantity of soil, green waste, and recyclable and 
beneficial use materials is also accepted at the LLRC.  In addition, the LLRC may also accept up to 10 tpd of 
non-hazardous sludge and other non-hazardous materials, including non-friable asbestos-containing waste, 
non-hazardous contaminated soils, wood waste, agricultural waste, and other bulky items (i.e., “white 
goods”).  Only non-hazardous waste is accepted at the LLRC because of the site’s Class III MSW 
designation.  A calibrated radiation detector is operated at the scales to detect radioactive materials.  The 
permitted disposal area within the LLRC encompasses 209 acres.  The maximum approved elevation of the 
LLRC is 2,400 feet above mean sea level (amsl).  Operating hours of the LLRC extend from 5:00 a.m. to 
10:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday.  The estimated closure date of the LLRC is 2035 based on the current 
rate of disposal. 
 
2.3 Project Description 
 
The project applicant, Waste Management of California, Inc. (WMI), requests amendment of the existing 
Conditional Use Permit approved on May 13, 1998 by the County of Los Angeles for the subject property that 
allows the current use of the site.  The proposed amendment, if approved, will increase the allowable daily 
volume of municipal solid waste (MSW) for disposal from 1,700 tons per day (tpd) that is currently permitted 
to 3,000 tpd.  An estimated 1,600 tpd of soil, green/wood waste, and recyclable and beneficial use materials 
are also currently accepted at the LLRC.  As part of the proposed project, the LLRC would receive and 
process up to 500 tpd of additional green/wood waste at the landfill. 
 
The proposed project does not include a horizontal expansion of the permitted landfill footprint over and 
above what was previously approved, and would result in a reduction in the expected life of the facility.  At the 
present time, closure of the LLRC is required by the existing CUP to be August 1, 2012, although site 
capacity could yield added life to 2035 depending on the amount of tonnage received. Project 
implementation, if at 3,000 tpd, would result in a closure date of approximately 2021 as the maximum 
permitted elevation would be reached sooner.  In addition to a new Conditional Use Permit, the Solid Waste 
Facilities Permit (SWFP) must also be revised to reflect the proposed increase in daily refuse intake at the 
LLRC.  The Los Angeles County Department of Health Services (Local Enforcement Agency) must approve 
the Revised SWFP which is also subject to concurrence by CalRecycle.  No other modifications are proposed 
to the LLRC, which will continue to be operated as a Class III facility.  Finally, all of the mitigation measures 
prescribed in the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Facility EIR (SCH No. 1993101036; April 1997) and related 
conditions remain applicable to the LLRC, and will continue to be implemented in accordance with the 
approved permit(s).
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2.4 Project Phasing 
 
Implementation of the proposed project does not include any expansion of the existing facilities and, 
therefore, does not require development phasing. The applicant is proposing only to increase the daily refuse 
intake from 1,700 tpd to 3,000 tpd.  No other changes to the existing permit are proposed.  If approved by the 
County of Los Angeles, it is anticipated that the applicant would increase the daily operations to accept 3,000 
tpd immediately, beginning in 2011, upon issuance of the SWFP. 
 
Project implementation will not change the base excavation plan (i.e., phasing plan) prepared for the landfill.  
Based on that plan, the following completion of the existing landfill area, landfilling activities would occur in 
the Western Area (Fill Phases I and II), followed by Fill Phase III that would occur over the top of Fill Phases I 
and II and the existing landfill area in order to bring the area up to final grades.  Fill Phases IV through VIII will 
occur in the Eastern Area, beginning in the western limits of that area and proceeding in an easterly direction 
to the eastern limits of the Eastern Area.  The final phase will be Fill Phase IX, which will occur over the top of 
the Eastern Area prior to closure of the LLRC. 
 
2.5 Project Objectives 
 
EIR SCH No. 1993101036 listed several general objectives of the County of Los Angeles for solid waste 
management; however, those objectives were superseded by the June 1997 Los Angeles County 
Countywide Siting Element (CSE), and subsequent updates, which are identified below. 
 

• To protect the health, welfare, and safety of all citizens by addressing the disposal need of 
the 88 cities and County unincorporated communities in Los Angeles County during the 15-
year planning period through development of environmentally safe and technically feasible 
disposal facilities for solid waste which cannot be reduced, recycled, or composed. 

 
 This goal incorporates policies to: 
 

- Enhance in-County disposal capacity 
- Facilitate utilization of out-of-County/remote disposal sites 

 
• To foster the development of transformation and other innovative solid waste disposal 

technologies as alternatives to land disposal. 
 

• To protect the economic well-being of Los Angeles County by ensuring that the cities and the 
County unincorporated communities are served by an efficient and economical public/private 
solid waste disposal system. 

 
• To provide siting criteria that considers and provides for the environmentally safe and 

technically feasible development of solid waste disposal facilities. 
 
• To reduce the volume (tonnage) of solid waste requiring land disposal or transformation by 

continuing to implement and expand source reduction, recycling, composting, and public 
education programs. 

 
• To conserve Class III landfill capacity through diversion of inert waste, disposal of inert waste 

at unclassified landfills, increased waste disposal compaction rate, and the use of green 
waste and other appropriate materials for landfill daily cover. 

 
▪ To promote and encourage waste diversion activities at disposal facilities. 
 
▪ To promote adequate markets for recycled materials and compose products. 

 
The objectives of the prior landfill expansion addressed the need to provide additional landfill capacity for the 
County with a minimal amount of environmental impact (e.g., increase landfill capacity in the County without 
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producing groundwater quality impacts caused by landfill leachate, etc.). The objectives for the proposed 
project identified below are intended to supplement those objectives and include: 
 

• Authorize daily refuse handling capacity at an existing in-county landfill to accommodate 
future projected population growth and waste load shifting within Los Angeles County. 

 
• Provide a regional resource within the Antelope Valley area that is available for both local 

and County waste disposal for at least 15 years. 
 
• Decrease the amount of dependence on out-of-county waste disposal and long-haul options 

of waste by increasing in-county disposal options, and thereby avoiding adverse regional air 
quality and traffic impacts. 

 
• Minimize the impacts of solid waste disposal through a well-engineered and environmentally 

sound operation. 
 
• Dispose of refuse in an existing landfill and relatively isolated area thus efficiently utilizing 

land space. 
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CHAPTER 3.0 
RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 

 
3.1 Introduction  
 
The following Responses to Written Comments has been prepared in conformance with Section 15088 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines and is divided into two sections: (1) responses to comments received on the Draft 
SEIR and (2) responses to comments received on the Amendment to the Draft SEIR.   
 
The Responses to Written Comments portion of this Final SEIR uses the following convention.  Each 
comment letter has been reproduced and numbered in order of date received, starting with the earliest date.  
Each substantive comment within each letter has also been individually numbered beginning with “1” along 
the left margin of the letter. For example, Comment Letter No. 1 is from the Native American Heritage 
Commission, dated January 4, 2007. The first comment of Comment Letter No. 1 is identified as Comment 
No. 1-1; if there were a second comment, it would be identified as Comment No. 1-2, etc.  Responses to 
these written comments are identified using the same convention; hence, the response to the first comment 
of this letter is identified as “Response to Comment No. 1-1.”   
 
3.2 Draft Supplemental EIR 
 
The 45-day public review period for the Draft SEIR prepared for the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 
Project extended from December 29, 2006 through February 14, 2007.  During and after the close of the 
formal public review period on February 14, 2007, the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional 
Planning received a total of eleven (11) comment letters on the Draft SEIR.  Table 3-1 contains a list of   
agencies/organizations/persons that provided written comments on the Draft SEIR to the County of Los 
Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 
 

Table 3-1 
 

Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 
List of Agencies, Organizations and Persons 

Commenting on the Draft SEIR  
 

Commen
t 

Letter ID 
No. 

 
Commenter/Affiliation 

Date  

 
Draft SEIR (December 2006) 

1 Dave Singleton/Native American Heritage Commission 1/4/07 
2 Rossana D’Antonio/Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 1/23/07 
3 Sylvia Patsaouras/Southern California Association of Governments 1/23/07 
4 Cheryl J. Powell/California Department of Transportation 1/29/07 
5 Raymond M. Seamans/California Integrated Waste Management Board 2/6/07 
6 Joseph Gosney/Homeowners Association of Leisure Lake Mobile Home Estates 2/8/07 
7 Bryan Moscardino/Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation 2/14/07 
8 Ron Hawkins/Antelope Acres Town Council 2/15/07 
9 Michael J. Mulligan/California Department of Fish and Game 2/21/07 

10 Dana Kiersch Haycock 2/22/07 
11 John R. Todd/Los Angeles County Fire Department 5/8/07 
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Written Responses to: 
 
1. Native American Heritage Commission (January 4, 2007) 
 
Response to Comment No. 1-1: 
 
An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared for the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Facility (SCH 
No. 1993101036) that addressed a full range of environmental topics, including cultural resources.  The 
findings and recommendations presented in that EIR were based on a cultural resource records and literature 
search of historical and archival records as well as a field inspection of the project area.  That entire property 
comprising the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center was examined for surface indications of cultural 
occupations such as artifacts, features, soil changes, and cultural features.  Neither the archival records 
search nor the field survey revealed the location of any surface evidence of an archaeological site or past 
aboriginal occupation (including isolated artifacts) onsite.  Similarly, neither search revealed the existence of 
any surface evidence of a historic period site and/or structure onsite.  Nonetheless, the EIR concluded that 
“[D]ue to the nature of this type of surface survey, it is impossible to assess any buried cultural remains 
and/or resources; it must be stressed that no known buried materials have been recorded within the property, 
but unknown archaeological and/or historical materials could be buried beneath the present land surface.”  
Further, the analysis presented in the EIR concluded that there were no activities associated with the LLRC 
that would indirectly impact any off-site historic and/or prehistoric resources.  The prior EIR also addressed 
the effects of landfill expansion and related activities on paleontological resources and concluded that the 
impact was potentially significant.  The increase in daily capacity to 3,000 tpd will not result in any additional 
potential impacts to paleontological resources because the proposed project will not result in any changes to 
the adopted landfill footprint. 
 
Several mitigation measures were identified in the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Facility EIR (SCH No. 
1993101036; April 1997) to address the potential of encountering cultural artifacts and paleontological 
resources. If cultural resources are encountered, operations would be temporarily halted and, in the event 
human remains are encountered, a Native American Advisor and/or the County Coroner would be notified in 
accordance with State law.  A qualified paleontologist will also be required to conduct periodic inspections 
and, if fossils are encountered, salvage operations would be conducted.   
 
It should be noted that the proposed project (i.e., Conditional Use Permit 03-170) would increase the total 
daily volume of refuse accepted at the LLRC from 1,700 tons per day (tpd) to 3,000 tpd and will not result in 
any physical changes to the activities conducted at the existing approved landfill.  Specifically, no additional 
areas either within the landfill property or adjacent to the landfill would be affected by grading and/or related 
landfill activities.  Based on the proposed project, the initial study conducted for the proposed project 
determined that the potential impacts associated with cultural resources had been adequately evaluated in 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Facility EIR (SCH No. 1993101036; April 1997) and no additional impacts 
would occur.  As a result, no additional project-related analysis was required.  Nonetheless, as indicated 
above, the mitigation measures prescribed in Section 5.8.4 of the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Facility 
EIR (SCH No. 1993101036; April 1997) will continue to apply to the proposed project and will be included in 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) adopted for the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment No. 1-2: 
 
This comment is a two page attachment that contains a list of Native American Contacts.  No response is 
required.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Written Responses to: 
 
2. Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (January 23, 2007) 
 
Response to Comment No. 2-1 
 
This comment states that the Countywide Siting Element adopted by the County of Los Angeles supports the 
expansion of existing landfills if it is determined to be environmentally and technically feasible, but does not 
state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft SEIR.  
Therefore, no response is required. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
 
Response to Comment No.2-2 
 
Section 1.1.3 on page 1-1 of the Draft SEIR incorrectly states that an estimated 1,600 to 2,800 tpd of soil, 
green/wood waste, and recyclable and beneficial use materials would also be accepted a the LLRC.  The 
third and fourth sentences in the first paragraph of Section 1.1.3 on page 1-1 of the Draft SEIR have been 
revised in Volume 2 of this Final SEIR to reflect the following: 
 

“An estimated 1,600 tpd of soil, green/wood waste and recyclable and beneficial use materials are 
also currently accepted at the LLRC.  As part of the proposed project, the LLRC would receive and 
process up to 500 tpd of additional green/wood waste at the landfill.” 

 
In addition, an estimated breakdown of tonnages for various materials is provided in Table 4.1-4b of the Draft 
SEIR (as modified in the Final SEIR Volume 2) for traffic analysis purposes.  These tonnages for non-MSW 
(municipal solid waste) that are anticipated in the future are reflected below. 
 

 
Recycling Category 

Future Peak Tonnage 
(Tons/Day) 

Recyclables in Trucks 59 
Cover Soil in Trucks 250 
Contaminated Soil in Trucks 1,250 
Greenwaste in Haul Trucks 47 
Greenwaste in Transfer Trailers 500 
Other Recyclables in Trucks 2 
Future Estimated Peak Tonnage 2,108 

 
Response to Comment No. 2-3 
 
The reference to the 2019 anticipated closure date cited in Section 1.1.3 was based on a 2004 project 
initiation without recognition of the August 1, 2012 Conditional Use Permit (CUP) termination date.  The 
lengthy CUP application and environmental review process has resulted in a revision based on the 15 years 
of remaining life (based on capacity alone) upon implementation of the proposed daily tonnage level (i.e., 
3,000 tpd).  The closure year is correctly identified as 2021 in Section 3.5 on page 3-34 of the Draft SEIR.  
The sixth sentence in the first paragraph in Section 1.1.3 on page 1-1 of the Draft SEIR has been revised in 
Volume 2 of this Final SEIR to reflect the following: 
 

“At the present time, closure of the LLRC is required by the existing CUP to be August 1, 2012, 
although remaining site capacity could yield an added life to 2035 (i.e. approximately 24 years) 
depending on the amount of tonnage received.  Project implementation (assuming acceptance of 
3,000 tpd) would result in a closure date of roughly 2021 as the maximum permitted elevation would 
be reached sooner.”  

 
In addition, the last paragraph of Section 3.5 on page 3-42 of the Draft SEIR has been revised in Volume 2 to 
reflect the following: 
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The LLRC currently (April 2011) has a remaining air space of approximately 15,126,270 cubic yards.  Based 
on the current waste disposal rates at the landfill increasing to 3,000 tons per day maximum, it is estimated 
that the landfill will reach its current permitted capacity in approximately 14 years (2021).  An airspace 
utilization factor (AUF) of 0.76 ton/cubic yard of refuse was used to calculate the ‘worst case’ conditions for 
site life of the landfill. It is important to note that either lower tonnage intake rates or a high AUF (due to better 
compaction and/or more efficient use of daily cover) would result in corresponding increases in site life.  If, for 
example, the site continued to accept 1,700 tpd 310 days per year the life of the landfill could extend until 
2035, or, at 261 working days, until 2038, based on the April 2011 flyover and estimation of remaining 
airspace (15,126,270 cy).  Pursuant to the existing LLRC CUP 93-070 Condition No. 6, however, the grant 
will expire upon completion of the approved fill design or on August 1, 2012, whichever occurs first. 
Therefore, because there is currently remaining capacity in the LLRC, and the existing CUP No. 93-070 
expires by its own terms on August 1, 2012, the LLRC would no longer be permitted to operate past that time 
without the processing and approval of a new CUP to continue landfill operations at the site. 

 
 
Response to Comment No. 2-4 
 
As indicated in the Draft SEIR, project implementation will not result in any physical changes to the approved 
landfill footprint and related features, including the Fill Sequencing Plan. Although the proposed increase in 
daily tonnage intake would affect (i.e., increase) the rate at which the landfill reaches its ultimate capacity, fill 
sequencing would not be changed as a result of project implementation. The attached exhibit (refer to 
Volume 3, Figure 1 in Appendix I) illustrates the approved/adopted Fill Sequencing Plan in the Joint Technical 
Document (JTD). The JTD will be completed and submitted for approval to CalRecycle if the project or 
alternative analyzed in this SEIR is approved. The JTD will include the engineering details required by 
CalRecycle under State law, including title 27 of the California Code of Regulations, including design and 
construction standards, construction sequencing plans, grading plans and environmental controls.   
 
Assuming an intake rate of 3,000 tpd and an Airspace Utilization Factor of 0.76 tons per cubic yard, the 
remaining capacity in phases one and two will last approximately five and one half years.  Phase three will 
last just over one and one half years, phases four and five will last just over two years each, and phases six 
and seven will last approximately one and one half years each, for a total of approximately 15 years (2021).  
Should daily tonnages be less than the maximum (i.e., 3,000 tpd), there would be a correspondingly longer 
time period to fill the respective phases. 
 
Response to Comment No. 2-5 
 
Based on the Table presented in Appendix E-2.3 of the 2004 Siting Element Annual Report and comparing 
waste generation rates from 2006, the increase in  anticipated waste generation is 4,293,794 tons 
(28,743,594 tons minus 24,449,800 tons), which averages 11,764 tpd.  Based on that figure, a 50 percent 
diversion would result in an additional daily permitted landfill capacity of 5,882 tpd.  The third paragraph on 
page 3-26 of the Draft SEIR has been revised in Volume 2 of this document to reflect the following: 
 

“The projected growth rate over the next 10 years will result in the generation of approximately 
11,764 tpd in Los Angeles County of additional waste over the current generation rate that must be 
managed.  Assuming the resource recovery programs currently in place in Los Angeles County  had 
reached their maximum effectiveness, a minimum of 5,882 tpd of additional daily permitted landfill 
capacity would be needed to accommodate the population and economic growth.” 

 
Response to Comment No. 2-6 
 
Table 3-6 on page 3-27 of the Draft SEIR has been revised in Volume 2 of this Final SEIR to reflect the 
updated information provided in the relevant annual reports prepared for the Siting Element. Table 3-6, as 
revised, is reflected below. The Los Angeles County Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan 2009 
Annual Report provides additional information and is available on the County’s DPW website at: 
http://www.dpw.lacounty.gov/  
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Table 3-6 
 

Los Angeles County Waste Generation 
 

Year 
Total Waste 
Generated 

(Tons) 

In-County 
Disposal 
(Tons) 

Percent 
of Total 

Export 
(Tons) 

Percent 
of Total 

Refuse to 
Energy 
(Tons) 

Percent 
Of Total 

1998 11,013,000 9,742,000 89 858,000 8 413,000 4 
1999 11,143,000 9,950,000 89 738,000 7 455,000 4 
2000 11,384,354 10,078,989 89 794,910 7 510,455 4 
2001 11,468,535 9,825,357 85 1,095,711 10 547,466 5 
2002 11,523,142 8,973,755 78 2,009,845 17 539,542 5 
2003 11,899,395 9,152,334 77 2,207,873 19 539,188 4 
2004 11,966,728 9,110,298 76 2,308,181 19 548,249 5 

 
SOURCE:  Los Angeles County Public Works Department, Environmental Programs Division, Integrated Waste 
                  Management Plan Updates 1998 through 2004. 
                  2004 Annual Report 
 
Response to Comment No. 2-7 
 
The first three paragraphs under the heading “In-County Solid Waste Disposal System” on page 3-27 of the 
Draft SEIR has been revised in Volume 2 of this Final SEIR to reflect the following: 
 

“Currently, solid waste disposed in Los Angeles County can be received at one of 13 facilities, 
including 11 landfills and two waste-to-energy plans as shown on Table 3-7.” 

 
“It is important to note that, for purposes of this analysis, the Pebbly Beach and San Clemente 
Landfills were not considered in the discussion of existing in-County landfill capacity.  Pebbly Beach 
Landfill is located on the Island of Catalina and handles a limited portion of the island’s waste (i.e., 
City of Avalon and adjacent unincorporated County areas).  The San Clemente Landfill is owned and 
operated by the United States Navy and is available for use only by the Navy.  In addition, both of 
these facilities have extremely limited remaining disposal capacity. Therefore, the list of 9 in-County 
landfills and two waste-to-energy facilities presented in Table 3-7 does not reflect these two sites.” 
 
“As shown in Table 3-7, Los Angeles County’s landfills and waste-to-energy facilities in 2004 had a 
combined permitted daily refuse capacity of 55,130 tpd.  That estimate has been revised as reflected 
in Table 3-7 below to be approximately 45,530 tpd after consideration of the closure of the Bradley 
Landfill and recent 2011 approval of the Reduced Project Alternative at the AVPLF.  Although the 
55,130 tons of permitted daily capacity for the 2004 in-County waste disposal system exceeded the 
average of 29,675 tpd of in-County waste generated for disposal in 2004, the permitted daily capacity 
did not reflect actual site specific limitations nor the closure of the Bradley Landfill in April 2007 and 
the pending closure of the Puente Hills Landfill (anticipated in 2013).  With the closure of Bradley 
Landfill, only four landfills in Los Angeles County are private and have no restrictions on waste 
acceptance.  The Puente Hills Landfill, operated by LACSD, can accept waste from all areas in the 
County with the exception of cities and counties having populations over 2,500,000 (e.g., City of Los 
Angeles).  The remainder of the sites (all public agency sites) have some sort of restriction (i.e., 
waste shed limits) effectively reducing their permitted daily inflow rate.  The effective reduction of 
permitted daily capacity is discussed below.”   

 
Response to Comment No. 2-8 
 
Bradley Landfill in the City of Los Angeles closed on April 14, 2007.  As indicated in this comment, footnotes 
2, 3 and 6 in Table 3-7 on page 3-28 of the Draft SEIR are incorrect and have been revised. In addition, 
footnote 4 has been deleted from the list of landfills reflected in Table 3-7 because Bradley Landfill is closed.  
With the deletion of footnote 4 related to Bradley Landfill, footnote 5 has been renumbered.  Table 3-7 on 
page 3-36 of the Draft SEIR has been revised in Volume 2 of this Final SEIR to reflect the following: 
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Table 3-7 
 

In-County Landfill and Refuse-to-Energy Facilities 
Maximum Daily Permitted Capacity/Effective Daily Capacity 

 
  

Facility Name2 
Operator 

Type 
Facility 
Type 

Permitted 
TPD 

Effective 
TPD1 

1 Antelope Valley3 Private Landfill 1,8400 1,8400 
2 Bradley Avenue West4 Private Landfill 10,000 800 
3 Burbank Public Landfill 240 170 
4 Calabasas Public Landfill 3,500 1,760 
5 Chiquita Canyon Private Landfill 6,000 6,000 

6 Commerce Refuse-to-Energy 
Facility (CREF) Public Waste-to-Energy 1,000 5 565 

7 Lancaster Private Landfill 1,700 1,700 
8 Puente Hills6 Public Landfill 13,200 13,200 
9 Savage Canyon Public Landfill 350 274 

10 Scholl Canyon Public Landfill 3,400 1,403 

11 South East Resource 
Recovery Facility (SERRF) Public Waste-to-Energy 2,240 1,900 

12 Sunshine Canyon Private Landfill 12,100 12,100 
 Total   45,53055,130 40,8721,272 

 

1Effective TPD is based on the permitted tonnage adjusted to account for limitations on inflow such as  
wasteshed restrictions, etc. through August 2005. 
2Does not include Pebbly Beach, San Clemente and Brand Park Landfills. 
3Applied for expansion and/or increase to 3,600 tpd. Approved in 2011 at 1,800 tpd. 
4 Bradley Avenue West Landfill will closed in April 2007, reducing effective countywide tpd capacity by 800 tpd. 
5 Not to exceed 2,800 tons/week. 
6Puente Hills Landfill will close by October 31, 2013, reducing effective countywide tpd capacity by 13,200 
 tpd. 
 
SOURCE:  CIWMB/CalRecycle SWIS Information Data Base 
 
Response to Comment No. 2-9 
 
The following discussion regarding the Mesquite Regional Landfill, which is located in Imperial County, has 
been added to Volume 2 of this document to follow the discussion of Kern County facilities under the heading 
“Waste Export – Disposal Options” on page 3-39 of the Draft SEIR. 
 

“Imperial County:  The Mesquite Regional Landfill is projected to open in 2008, initially accepting 
300 tpd of refuse from local sources.  The time frame for establishing intermodal infrastructure and 
rail capacity for significant export capabilities is not clear at this time; however, under the most 
optimistic scenario, it is planned to be in place by the end of 2013, when the Puente Hills Landfill 
closes (refer to the discussion presented below related to waste-by-rail).” 

 
The fifth sentence in the first complete paragraph on page 3-32 of the Draft SEIR has been revised in Volume 
2 of this Final SEIR to reflect the following: 
 
 “The Waste-by-Rail system is scheduled to be operational under the most optimistic scenario by  the 
end of 2013.” 
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Response to Comment No. 2-10 
 
The consistency analysis for the fifth policy under Public Facilities in Table 3-3 on page 3-14 of the Draft SEIR 
has been revised in Volume 2 of this Final SEIR to reflect the following: 
 

“The LLRC continues to evaluate conversion technologies although current conditions are infeasible 
for such applications due to the current high cost of such technologies.  Although not reasonably 
foreseeable at this time, WMI will continue to monitor the feasibility of such technologies and consider 
their implementation as costs allow.  WMI will also continue to  monitor the production of landfill gas 
at the LLRC and study the feasibility of establishing “waste to energy” capability, either to satisfy 
existing on-site energy needs or in tandem with waste conversion technologies, consistent with the 
policies and programs of the Los Angeles County General Plan.” 

 
Response to Comment No. 2-11 
 
This distance of 150 miles represents an estimated economic “break point” between the cost-effectiveness of 
trucking waste via transfer trailer and shipping it via rail haul. 
 
Response to Comment No. 2-12 
 
The third sentence in the third paragraph on page 3-38 of the Draft SEIR has been revised in Volume 2 of this 
Final SEIR to reflect the following: 
 

“Available landfill capacity in the Southern California market is divided between landfills owned by 
public entities (e.g., local cities such as Whittier and Burbank, Orange County, and the LACSD) and 
landfills owned or operated by private solid waste companies (e.g., Allied Waste, Republic, and 
Waste Management).” 

 
Response to Comment No. 2-13 
 
No physical changes (i.e., increases in waste footprint or volumetric capacity of the landfill) are proposed as 
part of the Project that would require changes in the design of the landfill gas monitoring and 
collection/control systems, which are currently in place and functioning in accordance with the California 
Code of Regulations. This includes title 17 of the California Code of Regulations section 95300 et seq. 
regarding the regulation of methane emissions from municipal solid waste landfills as part of the gas 
collection and control system requirements. (See Cal. Code Regs., tit. 17, §§ 95464, 95465 (Surface 
Methane Emission Standards), 95469 (Monitoring Requirements)). The project applicant will continue to 
comply with any and all future applicable regulatory changes related to LFG monitoring and collection at the 
LLRC. 
 
Response to Comment No. 2-14 
 
The City of Palmdale approved the Antelope Valley Landfill (AVL) wedge expansion (of approximately 11 
acres) in June 2011. The daily tonnage did not change (e.g., AVL permitted to continue receiving up to 1,800 
tons per day (tpd) excluding recyclables and materials used for Alternative Daily Cover (ADC) and beneficial 
use). No significant impacts to the LLRC proposal to increase the daily tonnage limit to 3,000 tpd are 
anticipated, however, because the service areas which are tributary to each of these landfills have been 
established based upon historic operational practices/trends and relative haul distances.  As a result, the 
service areas do not overlap. Approval of the AVL is not expected to affect operations and activities 
conducted at the LLRC. The AVL operation is an independent business center and will provide priority service 
to the City of Palmdale pursuant to existing agreements. Waste received from jurisdictions outside the City 
limits are generally to the south and may help offset the shortage in Countywide daily waste capacity if such 
capacity is available after serving the needs of the City of Palmdale.   
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Response to Comment No. 2-15 
 
Closure of the LLRC will further exacerbate the current dilemma facing the County to provide adequate 
landfill capacity in its Countywide system by eliminating 1,700 tons per day of existing/permitted capacity from 
the already limited daily disposal capacity available within the system. Haul distances may increase to 
accommodate portions of the Antelope Valley and the life of the AVL could be adversely affected (i.e., 
reduced). 
 
Response to Comment No. 2-16 
 
The daily tonnage increase will primarily accommodate commercial waste disposal vehicles, which must 
comply with strict requirements for tarping under Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations as part of the 
State Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling. (See Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 17402.)  As a result, the 
local non-commercial disposal from the general public, and not the larger commercial vehicles, are the 
primary source of litter on the access routes leading to the landfill.  While it may be anticipated that an 
increase in litter may occur as the refuse is landfilled, in order to ensure the proper management of litter 
resulting from the operation of the LLRC, a litter control program was developed and implemented.  
Specifically, litter is controlled by properly compacting and covering the daily refuse. The site maintains wind 
fences between the working face and the perimeter fencing.  In addition, litter inspections are conducted by 
WM on Challenger Way, East Avenue F and Division Street on a daily basis.  Daily checks for litter outside 
the immediate area of the landfill are also performed and litter removal is undertaken as required. 
 
Site management also utilizes workers on a contract basis to collect litter that has blown on and off the site on 
an as needed basis.  During especially windy periods, additional help (usually from 7 to 12 people) is utilized 
to assist in litter control during and after the winds.  Also, during high wind periods, the working face is located 
at the lowest elevation available to take advantage of existing terrain as a wind barrier.  Additional preventive 
measures to minimize litter include: (1) temporary fencing to trap wind-blown materials; (2) daily inspection 
and cleanup of the site and surrounding area, as needed, to ensure that the ongoing cleanup program is 
effective in collecting any litter that may have escaped; and (3) portable wind screens near the active face 
during windy weather.  Finally, the LLRC has initiated a policy to require tarping of all private vehicles for 
trucks delivering refuse and/or recyclables to the facility.  LLRC monitors all vehicles, including all commercial 
waste disposal vehicles and local non-commercial disposal vehicles, for compliance with the tarping program 
requirements.  A litter control program and a vehicle tarping program will be submitted to the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works for review and approval as conditions of the Conditional Use Permit.  
 
Response to Comment No. 2-17 
 
The proposal to increase the daily tonnage accepted at the LLRC does not include any changes to the 
approved/permitted leachate management system in place at the LLRC. Current operations include 
monitoring and extraction of liquids (when adequate volumes are present) from collection sump(s) located 
below the refuse.  If liquids are detected, they are pumped to the surface, tested and analyzed in accordance 
with Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requirements to confirm ability to retain on-site for use 
in dust control procedures.  Should the liquids not qualify for dust control use on-site, they will be removed 
from the site by a licensed liquid/hazardous waste hauler for proper handling at an off-site facility 
 
Response to Comment No. 2-18 
 
This comment, which recommends the incorporation of provisions for the applicant to assist the County’s 
efforts aimed at diversion, is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making 
bodies for their review and consideration.  It should be noted that the LLRC incorporates numerous diversion 
activities as part of its existing operations in compliance with the existing Waste Plan Conformance 
Agreement. 
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Response to Comment No. 2-19 
 
As suggested in this comment, the traffic analysis prepared for the proposed project evaluates the daily 
operations changes (i.e., increase from 1,700 tpd to 3,000 tpd of refuse and an increase of 500 tpd of 
greenwaste beyond the current 1,600 tpd of beneficial use material) resulting from the implementation of the 
proposed project.  Based on that analysis, no significant traffic impacts are anticipated to occur.  All of the 
intersections and roadway links analyzed in the traffic analysis are forecast to operate at LOS D or better 
based on the proposed increase in daily tonnage. 
 
Response to Comment No. 2-20 
 
This comment suggests that the Los Angeles County Department Public Works (DPW) be consulted to 
develop project conditions to ensure consistency with the Countywide Solid Waste Management System, but 
does not raise a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft 
SEIR.  Therefore, a response is not required and the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.  However, it should be noted that 
DPW was consulted with in the development of the draft Conditional Use Permit conditions for the proposed 
project.   
 
Response to Comment No. 2-21 
 
Impact 4.1-1 and MM 4.1-1 on pages 1-5 and 4.1-30 of the Draft SEIR have been revised in Volume 2 of this 
Final SEIR to reflect the following: 
 
Impact 4.1-1 Project-generated truck traffic will impact the pavement integrity of Division Street between 

Avenue F and Avenue G (without the Avenue F extension).  Table 4.1-10 indicates the 
traveled roadway segments are already compromised due to the existing truck trips to and 
from the facility. 

 
MM 4.1-1 Prior to an increase in operation Within 360 days after the Effective Date of the conditional 

use permit, the applicant shall pay its fair share to fully improve the pavement and thickening 
of the base/sub base to sustain the entire truck traffic loading of the project operation and any 
increase in project operation on the following streets or as required to the satisfaction of the 
Department of Public Works:  (1) Challenger Way (10th Street East) between Avenue F and 
Avenue HG; (2) Avenue F between Division Street and 10th Street West Challenger Way (10th 
Street East); (3) Division Street between Avenue F and Avenue G H; and (4) 10th Street 
West between Avenue F and Avenue G; and (5) Avenue G H between 100 feet west of the 
southbound SR-14 on/off rampsDivision Street and Challenger Way and (10th Street East). If 
Avenue F between Sierra Highway and Division Street is constructed, the project applicant 
shall also be responsible to improve Avenue F between 100 feet west of the southbound SR-
14 on/off ramps and Sierra Highway.   

 
 The Director of Public Works, at his/her sole discretion, may grant an extension of time not to 

exceed an additional 360 days, if the applicant demonstrates good faith effort toward 
construction and completion of the above street improvement projects. 

 
In addition, the mitigation measure prescribed in Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Facility EIR (SCH No 
1993101036; April 1997) on pages 1-5 and 4.1-30 of the Draft SEIR has been deleted and superseded by 
MM 4.1-1 (as modified; see Volume 2 of this Final SEIR). 
 
It should be noted that the applicant shall submit additional information/field pavement analysis to confirm the 
extent of improvements necessary on the roadways cited in MM 4.1-1 to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works.  The results of the analysis may result in further modifications to the 
requirements prescribed in MM 4.1-1. 
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Response to Comment No. 2-22 
 
The reference to 10th Street on page 4.1-30 of the Draft SEIR refers to 10th Street East (Challenger Way).  
The discussion under “Long-Term Operational Impacts” on page 4.1-30 of the Draft SEIR has been revised in 
Volume 2 of this Final SEIR to reflect the following: 
 

“As previously indicated, a pavement analysis was also conducted along the four roadway segments 
adjoining the subject property.  The existing pavement design of three of those segments (along Avenue 
F. Division Street, and 10th Street East) currently exceeds the traffic index (TI).  However, Table 4.1-10 
indicates that the project is not expected to increase TI values from Year 2006 Cumulative Base 
conditions at all of the segments analyzed, with the exception of 10th Street East between Avenue F and 
Avenue G under conditions with the project but without the Avenue F extension.   Therefore, except for 
the 10th Street East segment without the extension of Avenue F, the project would not cause any 
significant impacts on the pavement integrity of the four roadway segments.” 

 
“The project-related increase in the TI value along 10th Street East between Avenue F and Avenue G 
under conditions with the project, but without the Avenue F extension, constitutes a project significant 
impact.  To mitigate this impact, the project will be required to contribute towards the reconstruction of the 
pavement and thickening of the base/sub-base on this one segment (if Avenue F is not extended).” 

 
Response to Comment No. 2-23 
 
In response to this comment, the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Facility EIR (SCH No. 1993101036; April 
1997) mitigation measure referenced on pages 1-5 and 4.1-30 of the Draft SEIR has been removed in 
Volume 2 of this Final SEIR. 
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Written Responses to: 
 
3. Southern California Association of Governments (January 23, 2007) 
 
Response to Comment No. 3-1 
 
This comment indicates that SCAG has reviewed the project and has determined that it is not regionally 
significant and, therefore, does not warrant comments from that agency.  Because no environmental issues 
are raised in this letter related to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, no response is required.  However, the 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review 
and consideration. 
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Written Responses to: 
 
4. California Department of Transportation (January 29, 2007) 
 
Response to Comment No. 4-1 
 
This comment, which identifies the need to discharge clean runoff water from the subject property, is 
acknowledged.  The proposed project does not result in modifications to any physical features of the existing 
landfill operations.  Nonetheless, the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center is subject to the State Water 
Resources Control Board General Industrial Stormwater Permit and all of the conditions established by the 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Lahontan Region) to ensure that surface runoff meets 
discharge requirements. 
 
Response to Comment No. 4-2 
 
Although the proposed project will not include the use of oversized transport vehicles, the applicant shall 
obtain a Caltrans transportation permit in the event the proposed project would require the use of such 
vehicle, as a condition of the CUP. In addition, all haul trucks under the permittee’s control will be subject to 
restrictions during peak commute periods as a condition requirement of the CUP.   
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Written Responses to: 
 
5. California Integrated Waste Management Board (February 6, 2007) 
 
As a point of clarification to the CIWMB comment letter, the table on page 2 of the comment letter identified a 
proposed Entitlement of 394 vehicles per day (not including the additional trips reflected in the footnote) as 
the “Maximum Permitted Traffic Volume.”  The Maximum Permitted Traffic Volume ranges from 394 trips per 
day to 419 trips per day, based on the anticipated range of future loads per day, which will account for 
possible fluctuations in tons per load and, hence, the total number of peak loads (refer to Table 4.1-4b on 
page 4.1-11 of the Draft SEIR, which has been revised in Volume 2 of this Final SEIR to reflect the 
anticipated fluctuation).   
 
Other clarifications include the increase in green/wood waste (500 tons per day) and the anticipated closure 
date (2021) based on the proposed increase in daily tonnage. These clarifications are also reflected in 
redline/strikeout format in Volume 2 of this Final SEIR. 
 
Response to Comment No. 5-1 
 
Electronic waste (i.e., “e-waste) is currently accepted at the LLRC and will continue to be accepted at the 
landfill if the proposed CUP is approved by the County of Los Angeles.  At the present time, e-waste is 
separated from the refuse stream and diverted for proper processing by a licensed and approved e-waste 
processor.  The e-waste is accepted, stored and shipped to the processor in accordance with all regulatory 
requirements. 
 
Response to Comment No. 5-2 

 
The Draft SEIR, which contained all of the mitigation measures (including those previously prescribed for the 
CUP 93-070) was circulated to all responsible and trustee agencies on December 29, 2006 for a 45-day 
review period that ended on February 14, 2007.  The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 
that has been prepared for the proposed project in Chapter 5.0 of this Final SEIR is based on prior knowledge 
of the agencies that are responsible for ensuring that all of the mitigation measures will be carried out and/or 
enforced.   
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Written Responses to: 
6. Homeowners Association of Leisure Lake Mobile Homes Estates, Inc. (February 8, 

2007) 
Response to Comment No. 6-1 
This comment reflects the opposition of the Leisure Lake community to the proposed project, but does not 
state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft SEIR.  
Therefore, no response is required. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 6-2 
It should be noted that the provision of adequate refuse disposal is a regional concern that is addressed in 
the Los Angeles County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP).  While this comment opposes the 
disposal of refuse from outside the Antelope Valley, the County is responsible for providing a system of 
sanitary landfills that can accommodate the County’s long-range landfill needs (i.e., 15 years).  At the present 
time, the LLRC is an integral part of the Countywide system and does provide landfill capacity for refuse 
generated outside of the Antelope Valley.  The Draft SEIR addresses potential environmental impacts from all 
additional refuse inflow proposed by the project, regardless of where it originates.   

Response to Comment No. 6-3 
A detailed traffic analysis and an air quality assessment were prepared for the proposed project to quantify 
the potential impacts of the increase in daily tonnage at the LLRC.  The traffic impact analysis concluded that 
project-related traffic impacts would be less than significant.  Specifically, all of the intersections evaluated in 
the traffic impact analysis are currently operating at acceptable levels of service (i.e., LOS D or better) during 
both the morning and afternoon peak hours.  The traffic analysis concluded that the study area intersections 
would continue to operate at LOS D or better during both peak periods, even with the addition of project-
related traffic.  Even though no significant project-related traffic impacts are anticipated, all haul trucks under 
the permittee’s control will be subject to restrictions during peak commute periods as a condition requirement 
of the CUP. Although the projected traffic could result in increased dust and litter, the potential impacts were 
found to be less than significant through the continued implementation of existing mitigation measures. (See 
MMRP, Chapter 5.0, requiring dust suppression on unpaved roads, borrow areas, road sweeping, installation 
of rumble gates, etc.) and/or ongoing operational measures (e.g., tarping). 

Air emissions were also evaluated and an air quality assessment was prepared for the project in the Draft 
SEIR. Based on that analysis, it was determined that the increase in heavy truck traffic would generate 
additional air emissions into the air basin, which is currently identified as a non-attainment area for ozone and 
particulates.  The Draft SEIR concluded that the generation of NOx and PM10 resulting from landfill activities 
associated with the proposed project would exceed the significance thresholds and continue to exacerbate 
the existing adverse air quality conditions in the air basin on a direct project basis.  Further, because the 
incremental increase in NOx and PM10 emissions cannot be fully mitigated, the potential cumulative impacts 
are considered to be a cumulatively considerable contribution and a significant and unavoidable impact. This 
would require an adopted statement of overriding consideration from the Los Angeles County Regional 
Planning Commission.   

Response to Comment No. 6-4 
Although all of the on- and off-ramps along the SR-14 Freeway in the project study area were evaluated in 
the Draft SEIR, Avenue F is not currently used to access the LLRC.  Potential traffic, noise and air quality 
impacts in the event Avenue F is extended between Division Street and Sierra Highway, were evaluated in 
the Draft SEIR to provide an assessment of “worst case” impacts.  In the event that Avenue F is extended, 
that “worst case” analysis concluded that the proposed project would not have a significant impact along the 
roadway or intersections in the area. However, this interchange would not be utilized by any of the landfill 
vehicles operating out of the LLRC and therefore is not considered a significant impact.
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Written Responses to: 
 
7. Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (February 14, 2007) 
 
Response to Comment No. 7-1 
 
This comment states that the project will not affect facilities under the jurisdiction of Los Angeles County 
Department of Parks and Recreation.  This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding 
the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, the 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review 
and consideration. 
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Written Responses to: 
 
8. Antelope Acres Town Council (February 15, 2007) 
 
Response to Comment No. 8-1 
 
The traffic impact analysis prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Inc., was conducted in accordance with 
the methodology and standards prescribed by the County of Los Angeles and Caltrans to determine the 
potential impacts of the proposed project on local roads and SR-14.  Based on that analysis, the project 
implementation will result in the addition of 97 trips to the site per day (i.e., 194 “two way” trips).  When 
converted to passenger car equivalent (PCE) two-way trips, a total of 388 truck trips would be generated.  
That total is estimated to be 408 PCE trips per day with the addition of the employee/visitor trips per day, 
resulting in the addition of 53 p.m. peak hour trips cited in this comment.  The traffic analysis, which 
concluded that no significant project-related traffic impacts are anticipated to occur as a result of project 
implementation, was reviewed by both the County of Los Angeles and Caltrans.  Specifically, all of the study 
intersections and key roadway links are forecast to operate at acceptable levels of service (i.e., LOS D or 
better) during both the peak hours with the addition of project-related vehicles. The pavement of roadways 
cited in MM 4.1-1 (as modified; see Volume 2 of this Final SEIR) shall be improved to accommodate existing 
as well as proposed heavy truck traffic. With respect to the anticipated emissions  of criteria pollutants, please 
see Response to Comment No. 6-3  in Section 3.2 of this Final SEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 8-2 
 
It should be noted that closure of the LLRC is governed by two factors:  (1) volume capacity of the landfill and 
(2) termination of operating permits.  While volume capacity of the landfill at current daily tonnage limits (i.e., 
1,700 tons per day) may yield a landfill life to approximately 2035, the existing Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
states that the operation of the LLRC shall cease upon the earlier of reaching volume capacity or August 1, 
2012 (even though refuse capacity may not have been exhausted in the landfill). The proposed project, 
therefore, functions to extend, rather than shorten, the permitted life of the landfill.   
 
Response to Comment No. 8-3 
 
As indicated in Volume 2 of this Final SEIR, the local area served by the LLRC is generally the 
Lancaster/Palmdale area and surrounding areas (e.g., Quartz Hill, Antelope Acres, Lake Los Angeles, 
Pearblossom, and other unincorporated Los Angeles County areas).  Refuse is also received from Edwards 
Air Force Base (AFB), Acton, Wrightwood, and Gorman.  However, it is important to note that the volume of 
waste received from Kern County/Edwards AFB (located in Kern County) is less than one percent (1%) of the 
total waste currently received.  In addition, waste can be delivered from the City of Los Angeles as well as 
San Bernardino, Riverside, and San Diego Counties.  
 
Response to Comment No. 8-4 
 
This comment, which is requesting information on the potential for increased trash fees resulting from 
competition from other areas, does not raise any environmental issues. Therefore, no response is required.  
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies 
for their review and consideration. 
 
Response to Comment No. 8-5 
 
The estimated life of the LLRC if the proposed project is approved is 2021 as indicated on page 3-34 of the 
Draft SEIR, based on a constant maximum daily volume of 3,000 tpd.  However, it should be noted that the 
life of the landfill would be extended in proportion to the amount of solid waste less than the 3,000 tpd 
maximum daily volumes requested by the applicant, or if the County were to approve the project without an 
increase in daily tonnage.  Nonetheless, the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works is the 
agency responsible for providing adequate landfill capacity.  Future landfill capacity, beyond the life of the 
LLRC would be determined by the Department of Public Works and reflected in the Countywide Integrated 
Waste Management Plan (CIWMP), which is reviewed annually and updated to identify the ability to provide 
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at least 15 years of landfill capacity.  It should be noted that future landfill capacity can be affected by several 
factors, including conversion technologies, recycling, diversion, etc.  As a result, identification of a specific 
“replacement” landfill for refuse generated in the Antelope Valley would be speculative. 
 
Response to Comment No. 8-6 
 
It should be noted that the proposal to increase the daily capacity to 3,000 tpd is not limited to refuse 
generated by commercial land uses.  Rather, the proposed increase in daily capacity is intended to 
accommodate increases in municipal solid waste generation resulting from residential, commercial and 
industrial growth. 
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Written Responses to: 
 
9. California Department of Fish and Game (February 21, 2007) 
 
Response to Comment No. 9-1 
 
As indicated in Section 3.5 of the Draft SEIR (refer to pages 3-33 and 3-34), the Lancaster Landfill and 
Recycling Center (LLRC) is an existing Class III non-hazardous municipal solid waste landfill facility that 
encompasses several components, including the 112-acre Eastern Area, which is presently “undeveloped.”  
The LLRC had a remaining air space capacity of approximately 17,860,801 cubic yards (cy) in November 
2005, and 15,126,270 cy as of April 25, 2011. This estimate has been updated in Volume 2 of the Final SEIR. 
Based on the current approved daily allowable daily intake volume of municipal solid waste of 1,700 tons per 
day (tpd), the LLRC would not close until at least 2035 (based solely upon capacity constraints); however, the 
existing Conditional Use Permit (CUP) requires that the landfill be closed on August 1, 2012 if maximum 
capacity has not been reach by that time.   
 
The Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Facility Final EIR (SCH No. 1993101036; December 1997) included the 
results of focused surveys for rare, threatened and endangered species, including desert tortoise and 
trapping results for the Mojave ground squirrel. The EIR concluded that although higher quality potential 
habitat for the Mojave ground squirrel existed in the Eastern Area, no sign of the species was found on-site. 
In addition, the LLRC site was found not to support the preferred Creosote Scrub habitat of the Mohave 
ground squirrel.  
 
On October 2-3, 2010, consistent with the 1997 EIR mitigation measures, Mr. Philip Leitner conducted a site 
visit of the LLRC to assess the potential for suitable Mohave ground squirrel habitat within a proposed 4-acre 
Borrow Site area located within the 112-acre Eastern Expansion area (just east of Challenger Way and south 
of East Avenue F). After walking the site, comparing habitat values and reviewing the most recent data in the 
California Natural Diversity Data Base on Mohave ground squirrel occurrence within 10 miles, Mr. Leitner 
concluded that the Borrow Site did not appear to provide suitable habitat for the Mohave ground squirrel. This 
was because: (1) shrub cover on the site is very low, probably less than 5% which would provide little 
protection from thermal stress or from predators; (2) vegetation on the site lacks the variety that Mohave 
ground squirrels need for an adequate diet through their active period (February-July); (3) the burrows that 
were detected appear to be inhabited by antelope squirrels and Marriam’s kangaroo rats; and (4) the 
immediate surroundings include extensive human disturbance. (See Leitner, Philip, “Mohave Ground Squirrel 
Habitat Assessment/ Lancaster Landfill Borrow Site” (October 5, 2010).)   
 
A desert tortoise survey was also conducted for the proposed Borrow Site in the Eastern Expansion area of 
the LLRC.  (See Goodlett, Gilbert, EnviroPlus Consulting, “Desert Tortoise Survey for Proposed Borrow Site – 
Lancaster Landfill, Lancaster, CA,” (August 1, 2010).)  No evidence of desert tortoise was found on the 
proposed borrow site. Considering the silty sand soil the survey concluded that the area also appears unlikely 
to support the structure of the larger sized burrows needed by the tortoise without collapsing.  
 
Nonetheless, as acknowledged by the commenter, and consistent with the 1997 EIR mitigation measures, 
future development of the LLRC into undeveloped portions of the LLRC will be preceded by pre-construction 
and protocol-level surveys to determine the presence or confirm the absence of the above species. The 
SEIR’s conclusion that these species are unlikely to occur in the project area, and that the impact is less than 
significant, nevertheless remains unchanged. 
 
Response to Comment No. 9-2 
 
While it may be possible that the increase in heavy truck trips (97 trips to the site per day), as a result of 
Project implementation, if approved, may result in additional collision-related injuries and/or mortality to local 
wildlife, such potential impacts are not reasonably foreseeable to substantially impact the Mohave ground 
squirrel or the desert tortoise based on the fact that there has been no known vehicle strikes of these species 
linked to operations that the LLRC. 
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In addition, the routes utilized by refuse vehicles will not substantially change. Those routes include Avenue H 
to Division Street and north to the Landfill at its Avenue F location as well as Avenue D to Division Street and 
south to the landfill at its Avenue F location. These routes have been utilized by trucks for approximately 20 
years.  Although trip generation is anticipated to increase on a daily basis, changes in truck routes to and 
from the LLRC are not anticipated to occur.  However, any proposed circulation scenario associated with the 
operation of the LLRC shall avoid areas of high biological diversity as a required condition of the CUP.   
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Written Responses to: 
 
10. Dana Kiersch Haycock (February 22, 2007) 
 
Response to Comment No. 10-1 
 
The commenter’s general concern about the project is noted. A detailed traffic analysis was conducted for the 
proposed project based on the methodology and requirements prescribed by the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works (Traffic and Lighting Division).  The results of the traffic analysis are presented in 
Section 4.1 (Traffic and Circulation) of the Draft SEIR as reprinted in Volume 2 of this Final SEIR.  As 
indicated in Table 4.1-6, the additional traffic generated by the project will not result in any significant impacts 
at critical intersections, including freeway ramps in the project area; all of the freeway ramps in the project 
environs (i.e., Avenue F/SR-14, Avenue G/SR-14, and Avenue H/SR-14) are forecast to operate at a level of 
service (LOS) A. 
 
Response to Comment No. 10-2 
 
The air quality analysis prepared for the proposed project is presented in Section 4.2 (Air Quality) of the Draft 
SEIR as reprinted in Volume 2 of this Final SEIR.  Based on that analysis, project emissions will exceed the 
significance thresholds for PM10 and NOx.  Because these impacts are "significant and unavoidable," the 
County must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations prior to approval of the project. Please also see 
Response to Comment 6-3 in Section 3.2 of this Final SEIR. 
 
Response to Comment No. 10-3 
 
Refer to Response to Comment No. 2-16 in Section 3.2 of this Final SEIR. 
 
Response to Comment No. 10-4 
 
Refer to Response to Comment No. 2-16 in Section 3.2 of this Final SEIR.  In addition, the following MM 4.1-
2 is prescribed to minimize the potential impact identified in this comment 
 
 MM 4.1-2 As part of the proposed Project, the LLRC intends to shall implement the following 

program to help maintain a clean road surface of the County roadway supporting 
ingress and egress for landfill traffic: 

 
• Install “rumble grates” on the access road within the site property between 

the exit scale and the driveway leading to East Avenue F (to remove loose 
material from vehicles prior to exiting the site). 

• Wash down the pavement surface of the onsite exit road as well as East 
Avenue F, between Division Street and Challenger Way, on a weekly basis. 

• Conduct road sweeping twice per month on East Avenue F, between 
Division Street and Challenger Way. 

 
Response to Comment No. 10-5 
 
The estimated life of the LLRC if the proposed project is approved is approximately 2021 as indicated on 
page 3-34 of the Draft SEIR, based on a constant maximum daily volume of 3,000 tpd. If the project is 
approved it will not necessarily result in a substantial increase in additional disposal of waste generated from 
outside the area due, in part, to other the capacity available at other MSW landfills and the cost of transport. 
The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works is the agency responsible for providing adequate 
landfill capacity.  Future landfill capacity, beyond the life of the LLRC would be determined by the Department 
of Public Works and reflected in the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP), which is 
reviewed annually and updated to identify the ability to provide at least 15 years of landfill capacity. 
 



Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 
Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  Vol. 1 
 
 

3-46 

The remainder of the issues identified in this letter do not raise environmental concerns.  No further response 
is necessary. These comments are acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers 
for their review and consideration. 
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Response to Comments to: 
 
11: Los Angeles County Fire Department (May 8, 2007) 
 
Response to Comment No. 11-1 
 
This comment acknowledges the Department's review of the SEIR.  No response is necessary. 
 
Response to Comment No. 11-2 
 
This comment acknowledges that the Department does not have additional comments on the SEIR.  No 
response is necessary. 
 
Response to Comment No. 11-3 
 
This comment identifies the Forestry Division's statutory responsibility.  No environmental issues are raised; 
no response is necessary. 
 
Response to Comment No. 11-4 
 
All of the comments submitted by the LACFD have been addressed in the SEIR.  No response is necessary. 
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3.3 Amendment to Draft Supplemental EIR 
 
Subsequent to the release of the Draft SEIR for public comment, the Amendment to the Draft SEIR was 
prepared to evaluate the potential impacts of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and global climate change 
resulting from the proposed Project. The Amendment to the Draft SEIR was circulated for a 45-day public 
review and comment period that extended from December 22, 2008 through February 4, 2009.  During and 
after the close of the formal public review period on February 4, 2009, the County of Los Angeles Department 
of Regional Planning received a total of nine (9) comment letters on the Amendment to the Draft  SEIR.   
 
Table 3-2 contains a list of agencies/organizations/persons that provided written comments on the 
Amendment to Draft SEIR to the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning.  

 
Table 3-2 

 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

List of Agencies, Organizations and Persons 
Commenting on the AB32 Information, Amendment to the Draft Supplemental EIR 

 
Comment 
Letter ID 

No. 

 
Commenter/Affiliation 

 
 

Date  

 
Amendment to Draft Supplemental EIR (December 2008) 

1 Jan M. Zimmerman/California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Lahontan Region 1/13/09 

2 Alan J. DeSalvio/Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District 1/14/09 
3 Rosa Munoz/California Public Utilities Commission 1/29/09 
4 David Singleton/Native American Heritage Commission 2/2/09 
5 Carlos Ruiz/Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 2/4/09 
6 Raymond M. Seamans/California Integrated Waste Management Board 2/4/09 
7 Terry Roberts/State Clearinghouse 2/5/09 
8 Terry Roberts/State Clearinghouse 2/11/09 
9 Frank Vidales/Los Angeles County Fire Department 2/19/09 
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Written Response to: 
 
1. California Regional Water Quality Control Board Lahontan Region (January 13, 2009) 
 
Response to Comment No. 1-1 
 
This comment indicates that the Regional Water Quality Control Board has reviewed the Amendment to the 
Draft SEIR and has determined that the proposed project would not pose a threat to water quality.  This 
comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in 
the Amendment to the Draft SEIR.  Therefore, no response is required. However, the comment is 
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 
consideration. 
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Written Responses to: 
 
2. Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (January 14, 2009) 
 
Response to Comment No. 2-1 
 
This comment indicates that the Antelope Valley AQMD has reviewed and concurs with the analysis and 
findings contained in the Amendment to the Draft SEIR, but does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Amendment to the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no 
response is required. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.   
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Written Responses to: 
 
3. California Public Utilities Commission (January 29, 2009) 
 
Response to Comment No. 3-1 
 
This comment states that the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) has jurisdiction over the 
safety of highway-rail crossings and the construction or alteration of crossings would require approval from 
the PUC, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained 
in the Amendment to the Draft SEIR.  Therefore, no response is required and the comment is acknowledged 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.   
 
Response to Comment No. 3-2 
 
The comment is noted. According to Waste Management’s (WM) safety records, there has not been a safety 
incident involving their refuse delivery vehicles and the at-grade crossing at Nearby Avenue G for over 20 
years. (pers. Communication with Jim Merritt, WM District Manager LLRC.) Although the project description 
allows for an increase in peak daily refuse inflow from 1,700 tons to 3,000 tons (a 76 percent increase), the 
increase in peak daily traffic flow is from 322 vehicles to 394 vehicles (an increase of only 22 percent due to 
the use of larger refuse vehicles). The project entails seventy-two additional vehicles arriving at the landfill on 
occasional peak inflow days. These seventy-two vehicles will be spread out over a 15-hour period (from 5am 
to 8pm) representing approximately 5 additional vehicles per hour on average. This incremental increase is 
negligible and, in light of the excellent historical safety record, is not considered significant.  
  
Response to Comment No. 3-3 
 
The increase in the number of trucks generated by the project has not been found, based on historical safety 
records at the LLRC, to result in a new significant adverse impact to the physical environment or from a new 
substantial increase in a significant hazard to the public or the environment as identified in the thresholds of 
significance or Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  The mitigation measures suggested by the commenter 
therefore lack a nexus and rough proportionality to the reasonably foreseeable significant impacts of the 
project (i.e. appropriate barriers to limit the access of trespassers, vandal resistant fencing etc.)   
 
Response to Comment No. 3-4 
 
The suggestion that the County schedule a meeting with RCES staff and Union Pacific Railroad Company 
staff is noted. 
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Written Response to: 
 
4. Native American Heritage Commission (February 2, 2009) 
 
Response to Comment No. 4-1 
 
The substantive comments in this letter are the same comments that were included in the NAHC comment 
letter dated January 7, 2007.  See Response to Comment No. 1-1 through 1-2 in Section 3.2 of this Final 
SEIR.   
 
Response to Comment No. 4-2 
 
This comment is a two page attachment that contains a list of Native American Contacts.  No response is 
required.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Written Responses to: 
5. Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (February 4, 2009) 
Response to Comment No. 5-1 
As a matter of clarification, Table 4.5-1 in the Amendment to the Draft SEIR does include all truck trips 
associated with both MSW and beneficial use materials proposed to be hauled to the site under the project, 
although those trips were not expressly identified in the table. After review of Tables 4.1-4a and 4.1-4b in the 
Draft SEIR, it was ascertained that the incremental increase in loads per day used in Table 4.5-1 (97 
additional loads referenced under the Personnel column for Future Daily Truck Haul Trips), was derived from 
the average tonnage increase (Table 4.1-4a) instead of the peak tonnage increase (Table 4.1-4b which 
equates to 72 additional loads). The calculations have been re-run in Volume 2 of this Final SEIR based on 
the 72 additional loads when comparing the existing peak traffic (322 loads per day, based on actual counts 
taken in 2003, as referenced in Table 4.1-4b (e.g., the baseline for CEQA purposes), to the proposed peak 
traffic (394 loads per day) under the proposed project. The revised GHG analysis contained in Volume 2 of 
this Final SEIR includes all activities associated with the proposed project, including truck trips for 
green/wood waste, soil and other beneficial use materials. This clarification does not change the conclusions 
of the Draft SEIR or revised GHG analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 5-2 
The incremental increase in the number of loads is actually 72 not 97 (see Response to Comment No. 5-1 
above). These loads are assumed to be split between MSW (49 additional transfer trucks which are assumed 
to come from Mission Road/WTR Transfer Station, as a worst case scenario, which is 160 miles round trip), 
and additional beneficial use materials (23 additional transfer trucks for green waste which are assumed to 
come from Bradley Landfill which is 124 miles roundtrip). This results in an average trip length of 148.5 miles. 
The calculations have been re-run using these assumptions and the updated results are included in revised 
Table 4.5-2 of this Final SEIR (Volume 2). Although there is a modest increase in GHG emissions based on 
the greater trip length (approximately 5 metric tons per day of CO2 equivalents), the conclusions of the 
impact analysis discussed on pages 4.5-13 and 4.5-14 of the Amendment to the Draft SEIR remain the same. 
The proposed project is not considered to have an individually significant adverse impact on global climate 
change. 

Response to Comment No. 5-3 
As a matter of clarification, although Table 4.5-2 (as modified; see Volume 2 of this Final SEIR) included a 
Landfill Carbon Sequestration component, to be conservative, this information was not subtracted out of the 
resulting daily total at the bottom of the table. This has been clarified in the revised Table 4.5-2 (see 
Response to Comment No. 5-4 below for more details). The development of protocols and models for 
estimating GHG emissions due to carbon that is sequestered in wood products and stored in landfills is 
ongoing. Various documents acknowledge the reality of carbon storage of this type in landfills (see bracketed 
areas on page 79 of USEPA’s Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Management of Selected Materials in 
Municipal Solid Waste, Third edition, and on draft language from the California Climate Action Registry’s 
Revised Forest Project Protocol).  How to most accurately account for sequestration is still under 
development.  For this reason, the Landfill Carbon Sequestration component is included in the Amendment to 
the Draft SEIR GHG analysis to acknowledge that it exists, but is not subtracted out due to the ongoing 
development of the accounting methodology for estimating storage.   

This approach is consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.4(a) which gives the lead agencies  the discretion 
to determine, in the context of a particular project, which model or methodology to use when quantifying GHG 
emissions resulting from a project. Lead agencies may also consider the extent to which a project may 
increase or reduce greenhouse gas emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting (Id., subd. 
(b)(1).)  Also, when a lead agency makes a statement of overriding considerations, the agency may consider 
adverse environmental effects of a project in the context of region-wide or statewide environmental benefits. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15093(a).)  
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Response to Comment No. 5-4 
 
With respect to the comment that landfill carbon sequestration is not a legitimate offset, please refer to 
Response to Comment No. 5-3 above. Carbon sequestration numbers have been removed from table 4.5-2 
(as modified; see Volume 2 of this Final SEIR) and included only as a footnote, and all CO2e quantities are 
shown in Metric Tons per Day (MT/Day). The table was also revised to include GHGs from 72 total truck trips 
driving 148.5 miles each way to the Lancaster site (see Response to Comment No. 5-2 above).  
 
The USEPA’s recommended approach for calculating fugitive emissions from landfills is but one of several 
approaches developed nationwide (see discussion above under Response to Comment No. 5-3 regarding the 
development of protocols and models for estimating GHG emissions and the discretion given lead agencies 
when quantifying GHG emissions from a project). Fugitive emission losses from LLRC were calculated using 
the Solid Waste Industry for Climate Solutions protocol, which is a method that uses site-specific data rather 
than generalized assumptions, for a more accurate estimate (refer to Appendix H in the Amendment to Draft 
SEIR, December 2008 for full details). Table 4.5-2 on page 4.5-11 of the Amendment to the Draft SEIR has 
been revised in Volume 2 of this Final SEIR to reflect the following: 
 

Table 4.5-2 
 

Potential Greenhouse Gas Emissions Associated with the Project (Metric Tons/Day) 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 

Proposed Project Scenario 
CO2E 

Metric Tons/Day (MT/Day)1 
1 new Compactor 1.05 

Additional Grinder Usage 0.49 
4 New Employees x 50 miles/day 0.09 
72 Haul Trucks x 148.5 miles/day 18.1 

Flare Emissions 0.3 
Office Utilities (Not Needed) 0.0 

Fugitive Landfill Losses 2.34 

Daily Total 22.5 MT/day2 

 
1Figures include methane emissions from decomposition of the increased MSW. 
2Landfill carbon sequestration (carbon not emitted) = 600 MT/day.  This far exceeds 
the total daily potential emissions of 22.5 MT/day for the entire project. 
 
SOURCE:  Environmental Compliance Solutions, Inc., April 2009 

 
 
 Response to Comment No. 5-5 
 
The comment states that the analysis contained in section 4.5.3 of the Amendment to the Draft SEIR 
assumed that any method of managing municipal solid waste, regardless of the technology employed or 
location of waste generated, would generate the exact same air emissions as the proposed project.  To 
clarify, the information provided in the analysis was intended  to give the reader a general understanding of 
the regional context of MSW management and to acknowledge the reality that if the proposed project is not 
approved, the need to dispose of waste currently being generated within the area will remain. Specifically, the 
analysis acknowledges that because MSW will continue to be generated within the County, regional air 
emissions from having to dispose of that waste at another site will continue to occur with or without the 
Project.  Thus, the Project has the potential to decrease GHG emissions that would occur without the Project 
and, at worst, the Project would merely shift GHG emissions from one area of the air basin to another 
because of the need to continue collection, transport and disposal of MSW that will continue to be generated 
by residents of Los Angeles County irrespective of whether or not the project is approved.  
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To the extent the comment implies that there are alternative waste disposal methods available in the region 
that could result in fewer greenhouse gas emissions if utilized, those options are still relatively limited when 
considering the entire waste stream at issue. There are, for example, very few waste to energy systems 
within the air basin. Without the siting and operation of additional alternative waste processing facilities, and 
their ability to handle a substantial amount of tons per day, the reduction in emissions from such alternative 
technologies cannot be assumed and is not a feasible alternative to the proposed project at this time.  
 
MSW will continue to be generated in Los Angeles County with or without the proposed project.  Considering 
the nature of the project and the ongoing need to continue servicing disposal needs, the proposed project 
would result in minimal increases in greenhouse gas emissions as presented in the Amendment to the Draft 
SEIR. 
 
Response to Comment No. 5-6 
 
With or without the inclusion of carbon sequestration as an estimate of reduced greenhouse gas emissions, 
the mitigation measures listed in Section 4.5.4 of the Amendment to the SEIR are all still relevant and 
applicable.  No additional feasible mitigation measures have been identified or required. 
 
Response to Comment No. 5-7 
 
DPW comment letter on the Draft SEIR dated January 23, 2007 are responded to fully in Response to 
Comment No. 2-1 through 2-23 in Section 3.2 of this Final SEIR. 
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Written Responses to: 
 
6. California Integrated Waste Management Board (February 4, 2009) 
 
Response to Comment No. 6-1 
 
This comment indicates that the California Integrated Waste Management Board staff (now CalRecycle) 
reviewed the Amendment to the Draft SEIR regarding greenhouse gas emissions and will defer to the 
Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District for comment on this section.  This comment does not state a 
specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Amendment to the Draft 
SEIR.  Therefore, no response is required. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.   Also, see Response to 
Comment No. 2-1 in Section 3.3 of this Final SEIR. 
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Written Responses to: 
 
7. State Clearinghouse (February 5, 2009) 
 
Response to Comment No. 7-1 
 
This comment indicates that the State Clearinghouse has submitted the LLRC Amendment to the Draft SEIR 
to selected state agencies for review and acknowledges that the County has complied with the State 
Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act. No response is required. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
 
Response to Comment No. 7-2 
 
The comment letter attachments comprise the State Clearinghouse Data Base Document Details Report and 
a Project comment letter received from California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) dated 
February 4, 2009. The CIWMB comment letter on the Amendment to the Draft SEIR is responded to fully in 
Response to Comment No. 6-1 in Section 3.3 of this Final SEIR.  
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Written Responses to: 
 
8.  State Clearinghouse (February 11, 2009) 
 
Response to Comment No. 8-1 
 
This comment indicates that the State Clearinghouse received a late comment letter on the Amendment to 
the Draft SEIR and encourages the County to address the late comments in its final environmental document. 
This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained 
in the Amendment to the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, the comment is 
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 
consideration. Also, see Response to Comment No. 8-2 below. 
 
Response to Comment 8-2 
 
The comment letter attachment is a Project comment letter received from Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC), dated February 2, 2009. The NAHC comment letter on the Amendment to the Draft 
SEIR is responded to fully in Response to Comment No. 4-1 in Section 3.3 of this Final SEIR and Response 
to Comment No. 1-1 through 1-2 in Section 3.2 of this Final SEIR.  
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Written Responses to: 
 
9. Los Angeles County Fire Department (February 19, 2009) 
 
Response to Comment No. 9-1 
 
This comment states that the Planning Division does not have comments at this time.  No response is 
required.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their review and consideration. 
 
 
Response to Comment No. 9-2 
 
This comment states that Land Development Unit does not have any comments at this time. No response is 
required.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their review and consideration. 
 
 
Response to Comment No. 9-3 
 
This comment states that areas germane to the statutory responsibilities of the Forestry Division have been 
addressed.  No response is required.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
 
 
Response to Comment No. 9-4 
 
This comment states that Health Hazardous Materials Division does not have any comments at this time. No 
response is required.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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CHAPTER 4.0 
RESPONSES TO REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 

PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 
 
4.1 Introduction  
 
This section addresses and provides responses to the proceedings of the County of Los Angeles Regional 
Planning Commission (RPC) Public Hearing that occurred on February 24, 2007 for the Lancaster Landfill 
and Recycling Center Project.  The topical issues raised by the public during the RPC Hearing, followed by 
the associated responses are provided in section 4.2 below.  Written responses to comments received from 
the RPC during the Public Hearing are presented in Section 4.3. 
 
4.2 Responses to Public Comments  
 
Issue 1: Impacts to local air quality 
 
Response 1:  The comprehensive air quality analysis was prepared and included in the Draft SEIR.  The air 
quality analysis concluded that project related emissions resulting from the increase in daily capacity 
accepted at the LLRC are projected to be "significant." Specifically, as indicated in the Draft SEIR, these 
emissions include PM10 and NOx.  These impacts are projected to be “significant” both on a project level and 
cumulatively.  Although a variety of mitigation measures have been prescribed and are outlined in the Draft 
SEIR (refer to Section 4.2.4), the potential air quality impacts will remain significant for PM10 and NOx, even 
after the mitigation measures are implemented because the local air basin is currently in non-attainment 
status for those pollutants.  As a result, the County will be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations as part of the CEQA certification action prior to approval of the proposed project. 
 
Issue 2: Trash accepted from Edwards AFB, Kern County, and other places 
 
Response 2:  As indicated in Section 3.2.2 of the Draft SEIR (refer to page 3-5), the LLRC also accepts 
municipal solid waste from areas outside the Lancaster/Palmdale area, including Edwards Air Force Base 
(AFB), which is located approximately 20 miles north of the subject landfill within Kern County.  However, it is 
important to note that the volume of waste received from Kern County/Edwards AFB is less than one percent 
(1%) of the total waste currently received.  Waste is also received from Acton (20 miles), Wrightwood (45 
miles), and Gorman (50 miles).  In addition, waste can be delivered from the City of Los Angeles as well as 
Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside, and San Diego Counties. 
 
Issue 3: Opposed to Avenue F being used as a haul route, which is narrow and would need to cross 

railroad 
 
Response 3:  As indicated in the analysis presented in the Draft SEIR, (refer to Section 4.1, Traffic and 
Circulation, pages 4.1-5 to 4.1-12), refuse collection vehicles are routed to the site via east-west roadways, 
which include Avenue G and Avenue H and, eventually, at the landfill site’s Avenue F address; however, 
access would not include the use of the SR-14/Avenue F on-off ramps.  Part of the reason Avenue F/SR-14 is 
not utilized is that Avenue F does not provide a continuous route between SR-14 and the landfill site.  The 
Draft SEIR also analyzed "potential" future access routes and considered the possibility that Avenue F may 
be improved from SR-14 to the landfill site.  However, the timing of implementing the Avenue F roadway 
improvements is unknown.  Regardless of this unlikely potential for use of the SR-14/Avenue F ramps, the 
intended, and preferred, WMI access route to the landfill site remains via the SR-14/Avenue H off-on ramps 
to Division Street and north to the site at its Avenue F location.  The primary rationale for designation of this 
route is that Avenue H has been constructed to accommodate commercial truck access, inclusive of its SR-
14 ramps, and avoids crossing Sierra Highway (a high speed/high traffic volume highway) as well as the 
railroad traffic, by use of its over crossing design. 
 



Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 
Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  Vol. 1 
 
 

4-2 

Issue 4: Traffic impacts to the area 
 
Response 4:  Traffic impacts have been thoroughly analyzed within Section 4.1 (Traffic and Circulation) in 
the Draft SEIR.  The detailed traffic analysis, prepared pursuant to Los Angeles County and Caltrans 
requirements concluded that all of the intersections evaluated would continue to operate at acceptable levels 
of service (i.e., LOS D or better) and that no potentially significant impacts are anticipated.  It was also 
determined that although project-related impacts to the structural integrity of the roadway segments would 
occur, those impacts will be reduced to a less than significant level through mitigation.  As a result, no 
significant adverse impact will remain after implementation of the mitigation measures.  
 
Issue 5: Noise created by passing trucks and Jake brakes 
 
Response 5:  An acoustical analysis was prepared to address potential noise impacts associated with the 
potential increase in traffic as well as operational activities occurring at the LLRC.  The results of the 
acoustical analysis are summarized in Section 4.3 of the Draft SEIR (See Volume 2 of this Final SEIR) and 
the analysis was included as Appendix D to the Draft SEIR.  As indicated in Section 4.3.3, the acoustical 
analysis concluded that project implementation would not result in significant adverse noise impacts due to its 
relatively remote location and the lack of “sensitive receptors” in the project environs.  The maximum increase 
in traffic noise attributable to the project is +0.6 dB along Avenue F, east of SR-14.  Such an increase is 
undetectable by the human ear, even under laboratory conditions and is below the +3 dB significance 
threshold.  All mitigation measures prescribed in Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Facility EIR (SCH No. 
1993101036; April 1997) shall continue to apply to the proposed project.  Jake brakes are not installed on 
typical refuse collection vehicles. Transfer truck tractors may have Jake brakes but since the primary use of 
the Jake brake is to slow down a truck on long downhill grades, its use will be minimal in the area surrounding 
the Lancaster facility due to the flat nature of the terrain. 
 
Issue 6: Landfill Odor 
 
Response 6:  Odors were also assessed in the Draft SEIR impact analysis to determine if potential impacts 
could occur. The working face is kept as small as practicable and cover is applied daily in order to minimize 
odors from the MSW deposited at the landfill. In addition, there are minimal sensitive uses in the zone of 
daytime odor detectability. The impact analysis (refer to page 4.2-12 in Section 4.2.3 of the Draft SEIR) also 
determined that the system of wells and the flare at the existing landfill maintain a zone of odor detectability 
that rarely, if ever, reaches the closest houses, which are located over 400 feet from the LLRC property.  In 
addition, no odor complaints have been received at the landfill. As a result of all of the above, no significant 
odor impacts are anticipated and no modifications to operations or the gas collection and monitoring system 
are proposed.  
 
4.3 Responses to Regional Planning Commission Comments 
 
This Section provides the topical issues, followed by responses that address the respective comments of the 
Regional Planning Commission.  
 
Issue 1: Environmental issues related to methane gas flare and future consideration of energy 
conversion sites and Material Recycling Facility (MRFs). 
 
Response 1:  Currently, the methane in the landfill gas delivered to the flare is fully combusted and 
converted to carbon dioxide and water with virtually no methane exiting in the exhaust. Pursuant to Antelope 
Valley Air Quality Management District regulations, the flare facility meets the Best Available Control 
Technology standards for conventional pollutants. (See also title 17 Cal Code of Regulations relating to GHG 
from MSW landfills.) Because of the arid landscape in the Antelope Valley and the amount of MSW disposed 
of at the Lancaster landfill, the gas generation rate and the quality of the gas is not sufficient to support a 
landfill gas to energy facility at this time. In addition, there must be an interconnection capability with the 
electricity grid if electrical generating sets are installed. There are no interconnection capabilities at this time. 
As the landfill is filled, gas generation may reach a point where it is feasible to develop a landfill gas to energy 
facility. WMI will continue to review the gas generation rates and the quality of the gas at the Lancaster 
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Landfill, as well as market factors, to ascertain when it may make sense to implement this potential energy 
conversion project.  
Regarding the MRF development, WMI is placing these facilities in more centrally-located metropolitan areas. 
MRF location is a market-driven decision.  Today, recyclables are transferred from Lancaster to more 
centrally located processing facilities using a “back haul”.  This is done because it allows WMI to increase 
efficiencies and maximize fuel by using trucks that have brought waste into the landfill for disposal to transfer 
recyclables back to the LA area (rather than return with empty containers).  This back haul practice means 
that there are no additional truck trips generated.  
 
Issue 2: Future technologies to manage solid waste 
 
Response 2:  In general, municipal solid waste (MSW) conversion technologies (e.g. gasification, pyrolysis, 
and anaerobic digestion) are economically infeasible unless they are heavily subsidized because of the 
required infrastructure to capture, treat and transport LFG to energy, as well as the permitting and 
environmental review for often unproven technology that is not able to generate sufficient gas to support a 
commercial scale. The City of Los Angeles and LA County Department of Public Works are currently 
exploring these and other technologies and at some future point, they may become economically competitive 
with landfilling. Should this occur during the life span of the Lancaster Landfill, WMI would consider 
implementing conversion technologies at the Lancaster site in order to extend the life of the landfill and, 
possibly, reduce greenhouse gas emissions otherwise associated with more traditional landfill transportation 
and disposal practices. (See also GHG mitigation measures in Chapter 5.0 of this Final SEIR).  
 
Issue 3: Project benefits to the Antelope Valley community 
  
Response 3:  The proposed Project will provide a number of local benefits, including the following: 
 

▪ Increased ability for diversion; 
▪ Local road improvements in the areas around the landfill; 
▪ Help offset operating costs and maintain low disposal rates (at or below market); 
▪ Help maintain WM’s ability to support community programs and events, including Free Dump 

Days; 
▪ Help offset the Antelope Valley Environmental Collection Center (AVECC) operating costs. 

The AVECC is a joint partnership between the Cities of Palmdale and Lancaster, CalRecycle, 
the County of Los Angeles, Supervisor Antonovich's office, and Waste Management Inc., 
which operates a permanent household hazardous waste (HHW) collection center located at 
the Antelope Valley Public Landfill in the City of Palmdale. The Center provides a safe, 
efficient and convenient method for the residents of Antelope Valley to drop-off their 
Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) and Electronic Waste (E-waste) free of charge; 

▪ Increase county revenue to benefit county programs in the Antelope Valley; 
▪ Provides economic benefits to the Antelope Valley, exceeding $20 million per year through 

jobs, taxes, purchase of goods and services, etc. (as estimated by the Greater Antelope 
Valley Economic Alliance (GAVEA); and  

▪ Extends CUP past current 2012 expiration, thereby ensuring the ability to meet long term 
disposal needs. 

 
Issue 4: Project truck route 
 
Response 4:  As indicated in the analysis presented in the Draft SEIR, (refer to Section 4.1, Traffic and 
Circulation, pages 4.1-5 to 4.1-14 and Figure 4.1-5 in particular), refuse collection vehicles are routed to the 
site via various routes depending on the origin of the refuse being collected. Incoming traffic from SR-14 or 
from local routes will always end up on either of the primary north-south roadways, Division Street or 10th 
Street East (aka Challenger Way), which in turn feed into Avenue F and the landfill entrance. 
 
The east-west roadways that feed into Division Street and 10th Street East in the vicinity of the landfill include 
Avenue G and Avenue H (south of the landfill) and Avenue E and Avenue D (north of the landfill). The 
Avenue F/SR-14 on/off ramps are not utilized by the project because Avenue F does not provide a 
continuous route between SR-14 and the landfill site.  
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The Draft SEIR also analyzed "potential" future access routes and considered the possibility that Avenue F 
may be improved from SR-14 to the landfill site.  However, the timing of implementing the Avenue F roadway 
improvements is unknown. The intended and preferred WMI access route to the landfill site from northbound 
SR-14 remains via the SR-14/Avenue H off-on ramps to Division Street and north to the site at its Avenue F 
location. The primary rationale for designation of this route is that Avenue H has been constructed to 
accommodate commercial truck access, inclusive of its SR-14 ramps, and avoids crossing Sierra Highway (a 
high speed/high traffic volume highway) as well as the railroad traffic, by use of its over crossing design. The 
access route to the landfill site from southbound SR-14 remains via the SR-14/Avenue D off-on ramp to 
Division Street and south to the site at its Avenue F location.  
 
Issue 5: Illegal dumping in proximity to the landfill 
 
Response 5:  WMI currently collects and properly disposes of illegal dumping along all of Avenue F and 
along 10th Street East adjacent to the landfill. This program will continue into the future as part of the 
proposed project. 
 
Waste Management is also an active participant in the Antelope Valley Illegal Disposal Task Force to address 
illegal disposal issues throughout the Valley.  
 
Issue 6: Litter prevention and tarping programs 
 
Response 6: In order to ensure the proper management of litter resulting from the operation of the LLRC, a 
litter control program was developed and implemented. Litter is controlled by properly compacting and 
covering the daily refuse.  The site maintains wind fences between the working face and the perimeter 
fencing.  In addition, WMI conducts litter inspection on Challenger Way, East Avenue F, Division Street, and 
outside the immediate area of the landfill on a daily basis and litter removal is performed as required. 

 
Site management contracts with a local temporary employment agency for laborers who collect litter which 
has blown on and off the site.  During especially windy periods, additional help (usually from 7 to 12 people) 
is utilized to assist in litter control during and after the winds.  Also, during high wind periods, the working face 
is located at the lowest elevation available to take advantage of existing terrain as a wind barrier. 

 
Additional preventative measures to minimize litter include: 

 
▪ Temporary fencing to trap windblown materials, 

▪ Daily inspection and cleanup of the site and surrounding area, as needed, to ensure that the 
ongoing cleanup program is effective in collecting any litter that may have escaped, and 

▪ Portable wind screens near the active face during windy weather. 
 
WMI conforms to Sections 23114 and 23115 of the California Vehicle Code and ensures that all refuse 
vehicles have their loads covered.  Five types of refuse collection vehicles utilize this facility which include 
packer trucks, roll-off trucks, 10-wheel dump trucks, 18-wheel tilt-up trucks, and transfer trailer trucks.  All of 
these vehicles are either fully enclosed or tarped with the exception of the 10-wheel dump trucks which are 
required to be covered unless they are carrying large pieces of inert waste (i.e., broken concrete).  The LLRC 
has a written vehicle tarping program which is implemented at the landfill pursuant to State Minimum 
Standards.  
 
There have not been any violations or areas of concern issued by the Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency 
for litter control at the LLRC. Therefore the current litter control program is effective and no additional 
measures are recommended at this time. A litter control program and a vehicle tarping program will be 
submitted to the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works for review and approval as required by the 
CUP conditions of approval. 
 
Issue 7: Landfill closure plan 
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Response 7: Actual plans for post-closure land use will be developed in the future and incorporated into 
the Final Closure and Post Closure Maintenance Plan (FCPMP) for LLRC. The FCPMP will be developed 
along with required CEQA documentation and submitted to the regulatory agencies two years prior to actual 
closure. WMI is open to working with the County and the community in a collaborative manner with respect to 
the post-closure land use at the LLRC. 
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CHAPTER 5.0 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGAM 

 
 
The operation, design, maintenance and monitoring of the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center (LLRC), 
as well as other landfills in California, is subject to local, State and Federal regulations for solid waste 
management facilities. These regulations cover geotechnical, hydrogeological, surface water, air and 
groundwater quality, grading, and drainage elements of landfill development. The primary enforcement 
agencies responsible for compliance with these regulations and any associated permits are the California 
Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) and the local enforcement agencies (LEA). 
The LEA for the LLRC is the County of Los Angeles Department of Health Services. Other responsible or 
trustee agencies with jurisdiction, generally, over landfill projects or the proposed project include: the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Lahonton Region), and the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management 
District (AVAQMD).  
 
The following presents the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the Lancaster Landfill 
and Recycling Center Project which identifies the mitigation measures, monitoring timing, responsible 
agency/party, the action required, and the monitoring agency/party responsible for ensuring each mitigation 
measure is implemented.  
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 
Conditional Use Permit No. 03-170 

Los Angeles County, CA 
 
 

 
Mitigation Measure 

 
Mitigation 
Timing 

 Action  Required Responsible 
Agency/Party 

Monitoring 
Agency/Party 

 
Geotechnical 

All mitigation measures prescribed in the EIR (Section 5.1.4 Geotechnical), which was certified by the County of Los Angeles on May 13, 
1998, for the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Facility (County Case No. 93070; State Clearinghouse No. 1993101036) (“1997 EIR”) are 
incorporated herein by this reference and are applicable to this Project.  These measures shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the 
County unless such measures have already been fulfilled or are in conflict with more stringent provisions set forth in the California Code 
of Regulations, applicable state statutes, or other governing documents, in which case, the more stringent provisions shall control.  
These mitigation measures, which are summarized and/or excerpted quoted below, include, but are not limited to, the measures listed in 
the 1997 EIR and Mitigation Monitoring Program adopted on May 13, 1998 (“1998 MMP”), which is attached hereto as Exhibit A and 
incorporated herein by this reference.  In the event of any inconsistencies, the measures as set forth in the 1997 EIR and 1998 MMP 
shall control. 

● “Prepare Earthquake Preparedness 
Plan as part of Emergency Response 
Plan.” 
 

Plan to be 
prepared as part 
of joint document 
for revised Solid 
Waste Facility 
Permit (SWFP) 
and amended 
Waste Discharge 
Requirements 
(WDRs) prior to 
construction. 
 

 
 
Approval of SWFP 
by LEA and 
CalRecycle and 
WDRs by Regional 
Water Quality 
Control Board 
(RWQCB). 

Project 
Applicant 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

LEA 
RWQCB 

CalRecycle 
LACDRP 

 

● “Ensure that interim slopes during 
landfill development do not exceed 
gradients of 1.5:1.” 

Grading Plan to 
be prepared as 
part of SWFP 
and WDR joint 
support 
documents prior 
to construction. 
 

Approval of SWFP 
by LEA and 
CalRecycle and 
WDRs by RWQCB. 

Project 
Applicant  

 

 
LEA 

CalRecycle 
RWQCB 
LACDRP 

● “Develop the landfill in phases. Limit the 
acreage of disturbed ground during each 
phase.” 

Phasing plan to 
be prepared as 
part of SWFP 
support 
document prior 
to construction. 
 

Approval of SWFP 
by LEA and 
CalRecycle. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LEA 

CalRecycle 
LACDPW 
LACDRP 

● “Construct peripheral drainage channels 
around the EEA to route drainage around 
the refuse prism.” 

Drainage Plan to 
be prepared as 
part of SWFP 
and DWR joint 
support 
documents prior 
to construction. 
 

Approval of SWFP 
by LEA and 
CalRecycle and 
WDRs by RWQCB. 

Project 
Applicant  

 

 
LEA 

RWQCB 
CalRecycle 
LACDRP 

● “Continue to implement dust control 
program to minimize wind erosion at the 
site.” 

Continuous, over 
life of the project. 

Monthly 
inspections by LEA 
and compliance 
with Air Pollution 
Control District 
(AVAQMD) fugitive 
dust control 
requirements. 

Project 
Applicant  

 

 
LEA 

AVAQMD 
LACDRP 

 
Flood Hazard 

All mitigation measures prescribed in the 1997 EIR (Section 5.2.4 Flood Hazard) are incorporated herein by this reference and are 
applicable to this Project.  These measures shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the County unless such measures have already 
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Mitigation Measure 

 
Mitigation 
Timing 

 Action  Required Responsible 
Agency/Party 

Monitoring 
Agency/Party 

been fulfilled or are in conflict with more stringent provisions set forth in the California Code of Regulations, applicable state statutes, or 
other governing documents, in which case, the more stringent provisions shall control.  These mitigation measures, which are 
summarized and/or excerpted below, include, but are not limited to, the measures listed in the 1997 EIR and 1998 MMP, which is 
attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by this reference.  In the event of any inconsistencies, the measures as set forth in 
the 1997 EIR and 1998 MMP shall control. 
 
In phases, construct diversion ditch around 
expansion area. Construct temporary 
ditches around each phase.  Collect runoff 
in sedimentation ponds. 
 

Drainage Plan to 
be prepared as 
part of SWFP 
and WDR joint 
support 
document prior 
to construction 

Approval of SWFP 
by LEA and 
CalRecycle and 
WDRs by RWQCB. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LEA 

RWQCB 
CalRecycle 
LACDPW 
LACDRP 

Periodic inspections of surface drainage 
facilities, vegetated soil cover areas, 
intermediate fill surfaces and on-site 
access roads.  Daily inspections during 
periods of high-intensity rainfall. 
 

Continuous, over 
life of the project. 

Monthly 
inspections by 
LEA.  Landfill 
operator will 
maintain records of 
inspections and 
actions taken to 
follow up on 
inspections. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LEA 

LACDPW 
LACDRP 

Seal cracks caused by settlement in 
intermediate and final cover resulting from 
heavy rainfall. 

Continuous, over 
life of the project 

Monthly 
inspections by 
LEA.  Landfill 
Operator will 
maintain records of 
inspections and 
actions taken to 
follow up on 
inspections. 

Project 
Applicant  

 

 
LEA 

LACDPW 
LACDRP 

Design and construct earth-berms and 
channels to direct runoff away from site. 

Drainage Plan to 
be prepared as 
part of SWFP 
and WDR joint 
support 
document prior 
to construction 

Approval of SWFP 
by LEA and 
CalRecycle and 
WDRs by RWQCB. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LEA 

RWQCB 
CalRecycle 
LACDPW 
LACDRP 

Implement phasing plan to promote sheet 
flow to sedimentation basin for percolation 
and dust control. 
 

Drainage Plan to 
be prepared as 
part of SWFP 
and SDR joint 
support 
document prior 
to construction 

Approval of SWFP 
by LEA and 
CalRecycle and 
WDRs by RWQCB. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LEA 

RWQCB 
CalRecycle 
LACDPW 
LACDRP 

Implement Phase II drainage plan to 
promote sheet flow to the northwesterly 
detention basin.  Implement Phase III 
drainage plan to direct flow to outer 
perimeter channel. 
 

Drainage Plan to 
be prepared as 
part of SWFP 
and WDR joint 
support 
document prior 
to construction. 

Approval of SWFP 
by LEA and 
CalRecycle and 
WDRs by RWQCB. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LEA 

RWQCB 
CalRecycle 
LACDPW 
LACDRP 

In EEA, implement grading plan to direct 
flow to adjacent excavated cell and 
southerly channel.  Pump water from 
excavated cells to designated 
sedimentation basins. 
 

Drainage Plan to 
be prepared as 
part of SWFP 
and WDR joint 
support 
document prior 
to construction. 

Approval of SWFP 
by LEA and 
CalRecycle and 
WDRs by RWQCB. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LEA 

RWQCB 
CalRecycle 
LACDPW 
LACDRP 

Dedicate a 100-foot wide drainage 
easement along the east side of future 5th 
Street East for construction of a flood 
channel proposed in the Antelope Valley 
Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District. 

Easement to be 
dedicated prior 
to construction of 
flood channel. 

Grant of right-of-
way offered to Los 
Angeles County 
Department of 
Public Works 
(LACDPW). 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LACDPW 
LACDRP 

 
Fire Hazard 
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Mitigation Measure 

 
Mitigation 
Timing 

 Action  Required Responsible 
Agency/Party 

Monitoring 
Agency/Party 

All mitigation measures prescribed in the 1997 EIR (Section 5.3.4 Fire Hazard) are incorporated herein by this reference and are 
applicable to this Project.  These measures shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the County unless such measures have already 
been fulfilled or are in conflict with more stringent provisions set forth in the California Code of Regulations, applicable state statutes, or 
other governing documents, in which case, the more stringent provisions shall control.  These mitigation measures, which are 
summarized and/or excerpted below include, but are not limited to, the measures listed in the 1997 EIR and 1998 MMP, which is 
attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by this reference.  In the event of any inconsistencies, the measures as set forth in 
the 1997 EIR and 1998 MMP shall control. 

Implement measures described in Spill 
Countermeasure and Control Plan and 
Emergency Management Plan (required 
by State in CCR, Title 27) as listed on 
pages 5.3-4 and 5.3-5 of Draft EIR (1997). 
 

Measures to be 
implemented in 
the event of a 
fire in a refuse 
area, in the 100-
foot buffer zone 
around landfill, 
or in a structure 
on the project 
site. 

Landfill operator 
will maintain 
records of 
inspections and 
actions taken to 
follow up on 
inspections. 

 
Project 

Applicant 
 

 
LEA 

LACFD 
LACDRP 

Maintain 100-foot wide buffer zone at the 
perimeter of the expansion area, use 
water tanker truck and construct fire 
breaks if needed in the event of fire. (1997 
EIR, pp. 5.3-4 thru 5.3-5.) 
 

Continuous, over 
the life of the 
project. 

Periodic 
inspections by Fire 
Department. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

LACFD 
LACDRP 

Implement procedures required by LA 
County Fire Department Fire Prevention 
Regulation No. 10 to ensure adequate 
access and provision and maintenance of 
facilities.(1997 EIR, p. 5.3-5 thru -6.) 
 

Continuous, over 
the life of the 
project. 

Periodic 
inspections by Fire 
Department. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LACFD 

LACDRP 

Train all operations personnel annually in 
fire prevention, fire extinguisher use and 
emergency response procedures. (1997 
EIR, p. 5.3-3.) 
 

Continuous, over 
the life of the 
project. 

Periodic 
inspections by Fire 
Department. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LACFD 

LACDRP 

Remove debris and dust from 
undercarriages and engine compartments 
and check for oil and fuel leaks of landfill 
equipment and vehicles. (1997 EIR, p. 
5.3-3.) 
 

Continuous, over 
the life of the 
project. 

Applicant shall 
keep maintenance 
records for all 
vehicles and 
equipment.  
Records available 
for review by LEA. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LEA 

LACFD 
LACDRP 

Provide fire extinguishers on all landfill 
equipment and in the entrance and 
maintenance facilities. (1997 EIR, p. 5.3-
3.) 

Continuous, over 
the life of the 
project. 

Monthly 
inspections by 
LEA. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LEA 

LACFD 
LACDRP 

 
Noise 

All mitigation measures prescribed in the 1997 EIR (Section 5.4.4 Noise) are incorporated herein by this reference and are applicable to 
this Project.  These measures shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the County unless such measures have already been fulfilled or 
are in conflict with more stringent provisions set forth in the California Code of Regulations, applicable state statutes, or other governing 
documents, in which case, the more stringent provisions shall control.  These mitigation measures, which are summarized and/or 
excerpted below, include, but are not limited to, the measures listed in the 1997 EIR and 1998 MMP, which is attached hereto as Exhibit 
A and incorporated herein by this reference.  In the event of any inconsistencies, the measures as set forth in the 1997 EIR and 1998 
MMP shall control. 

If residential development has occurred 
near landfill construction, limit 
construction hours to 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 
p.m.  No construction on weekends or 
Federal holidays. (1997 EIR, pp. 5.4-20 
thru -21.) 
 

Continuous, over 
the life of the 
project. 

Monthly 
inspections by 
LEA, complaints by 
nearby residents.  
LEA shall notify 
Department of 
Public Health 
Toxics 
Epidemiology 
Program (DPH-
TEP) of any new 
residential 
development and 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LEA 

DPH-TEP 
LACDRP 
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Mitigation Measure 

 
Mitigation 
Timing 

 Action  Required Responsible 
Agency/Party 

Monitoring 
Agency/Party 

any complaints 
from nearby 
residents. 

As development occurs in new cells, 
construct berms to limit off-site impacts. 
(1997 EIR, p. 5.4-21.) 
 

Continuous, over 
the life of the 
project. 

Monthly 
inspections by 
LEA. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LEA 

LACDRP 

Tune equipment and maintain equipment 
noise mufflers. (1997 EIR, p. 5.4-21.) 

Continuous, over 
the life of the 
project. 

Applicant shall 
keep maintenance 
records for all 
vehicles and 
equipment.  
Records available 
for review by LEA. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LEA 

LACDRP 

 
Water Quality/Water Demand  

All mitigation measures prescribed in the 1997 EIR (Section 5.5.4 Water Quality) are incorporated herein by this reference and are 
applicable to this Project.  These measures shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the County unless such measures have already 
been fulfilled or are in conflict with more stringent provisions set forth in the California Code of Regulations, applicable state statutes, or 
other governing documents, in which case, the more stringent provisions shall control.  These mitigation measures, which are 
summarized and/or excerpted below, include, but are not limited to, the measures listed in the 1997 EIR and 1998 MMP, which is 
attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by this reference.  In the event of any inconsistencies, the measures as set forth in 
the 1997 EIR and 1998 MMP shall control. 

Design and construct leachate control and 
removal system (LCRS) to consist of 
collection pipes, collection sumps and 
liner as described in Figures 5.5-2 and 
5.5-3 of the 1997 EIR. (1997 EIR, p. 5.5-
9.) 
 

 
 
 
 
Include 
liner/LCRS 
design in Design 
Report for SWFP 
and WDR joint 
support 
document. 

 
 
 
Approval of Design 
Report by 
RWQCB. 

 
 
 
 
 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

RWQCB 
LACDRP 

Periodic monitoring of surface water 
quality in accordance with the site’s 
existing Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP). (1997 EIR, p. 5.5-9.) 
 

 
Surface water 
quality to be 
monitored during 
the rainy season 
(October to April) 
for storms 
meeting 
sampling criteria 
contained in the 
Storm Water 
Monitoring Plan 
(SWMP). 
 

Landfill operator 
will maintain 
records of 
monitoring actions 
and will include 
results in annual 
reports, as 
necessary, to the 
RWQCB. 

Project 
Applicant 
RWQCB 

 
 
 
 
 
 

RWQCB 
LACDRP 

Implement a proactive Water Quality 
Monitoring Program in compliance with 
State and Federal agencies, including 
water quality sampling. (1997 EIR, p. 5.5-
9.) 
 

On-going over 
life of the project. 

Approval of 
program by 
RWQCB. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
RWQCB 
LACDRP 

Decommission existing wells by pressure 
grouting or by another suitable method 
prior to landfill development, and strict 
adherence to the protocols for wells 
construction mandated by the California 
Department of Water Resources. 
 

 
Submit well 
abandonment 
plan to RWQCB 
and obtain 
permit from LA 
County 
Department of 
Health Services 
(LACDHS) 
before 
construction. 

Approval of plan by 
RWQCB and 
receipt of permit 
from LACDHS. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
RWQCB 
LACDHS 
LACDRP 
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Mitigation Measure 

 
Mitigation 
Timing 

 Action  Required Responsible 
Agency/Party 

Monitoring 
Agency/Party 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
MM 4.5-1:  The Project shall include the 
following set of measures that, working 
together, will reduce operational 
greenhouse gas emissions of the Project 
and the effects of global warming:  
   
▪ Hauling trucks shall be powered by 
liquefied natural gas (LNG) or ultra-low 
sulfur diesel fuel. 
 
▪ Idling of heavy-duty hauling trucks in 
excess of five minutes, and idling of off-
road mobile sources of any type in excess 
of ten minutes, shall be prohibited. 
 
▪ When new landfill equipment is 
purchased by LLRC, new commercially 
available equipment shall be purchased 
that meets or exceeds California’s 
emission standards in effect at the time of 
purchase.  
 
▪ Onsite vehicles and equipment shall be 
properly maintained by being serviced at 
least every 90 days and once annually in 
compliance with Department of 
Transportation (DOT) requirements. 
 
▪ Operation equipment used for the 
proposed Project shall use clean 
alternative (i.e., non-diesel/biodiesel) 
fuels, or use equipment that has been 
retro-fitted with diesel particulate 
reduction traps or equivalent control 
technology, using equipment certified by 
CARB.  Such equipment is now subject to 
ARB’s new regulation to control PM 
emissions from off-road diesel engines.  
The rule requires the first emission 
reductions from such equipment to occur 
by March 2010.  
 
▪ For the purchase of primary heavy duty, 
diesel powered landfill equipment at LLRC 
(dozers and compactors), if equipment 
meeting California’s 2014 emission 
standards for off-highway, heavy duty 
diesel equipment is commercially 
available before 2014, WMI shall 
purchase such equipment at the LLRC as 
older equipment is replaced. 
 

During Project 
operation 

 

Maintain log 
demonstrating 

compliance 
 

and 
 

Site inspection 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project 
Applicant and 
Construction 
Contractor 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

AVAQMD 
LACDPW 
LACDRP 

MM 4.5-2:  Within three years of project 
approval, the applicant shall submit a 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reduction Plan 
that demonstrates how the LLRC will 
achieve by 2020 a reduction in annual 
GHG emissions such that emissions are 
no greater than 10 percent below 2006 
levels and will meet or exceed all 
regulatory requirements related to GHG 
control.  The GHG Reduction Plan shall 
include one or more of the following 
measures, or combination thereof:  
 
▪ Use of B-5 or B-20 Biodiesel in on-site 
equipment and in heavy duty truck fleets 

Within three 
years of project 
approval 

 
and 

 
During project 

operations 
 

Submittal and 
approval of 

Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Plan 

 
and 

 
Maintain log 

demonstrating 
compliance 

 
and 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
AVAQMD 
LACDPW 
LACDRP 
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Mitigation Measure 

 
Mitigation 
Timing 

 Action  Required Responsible 
Agency/Party 

Monitoring 
Agency/Party 

(or as a condition of future contract 
approvals if third-party haulers are used); 
 
▪ Use of hybrid hauling trucks; 
 
 ▪ Use Best Available Control Technology 
and BMPs when designing new waste 
disposal cells (e.g., by designing any 
additional gas collectors in bottom liner 
systems)  to increase gas combustion 
capacity/improve flare destruction 
efficiency; 
 
▪ Reconsider the feasibility of gas-to-
energy production capacity in the future 
for use in fueling vehicles, operating 
equipment or energy conversion; 
 
▪ Increase diversion of organic material 
from landfill disposal and use as landfill 
cover material; 
 
▪ Increase recycling and carbon offsets.  
 
▪ The plan shall include cost estimates for 
GHG reduction measures and identify 
funding sources, including but not limited 
to tip fee increases. The plan shall include 
an implementation schedule that 
demonstrates substantial GHG emission 
reductions prior to the 2020 deadline, 
including implementation of “early action” 
measures that may be implemented within 
three years of plan approval. The plan will 
include an updated inventory of projected 
GHG emissions and an updated estimate 
of GHG emissions in 1990. The plan will 
be subject to review and approval by 
AVAQMD. 
 
▪ Increase waste diversion of recyclable 
materials. 

 
Site  inspections  

 
Project 

Applicant and 
Construction 
Contractor 

 
 

MM 4.5-3: Following closure of the landfill, 
the applicant shall continue to operate, 
maintain, and monitor the landfill gas 
collection and treatment system as long 
as the landfill continues to produce landfill 
gas, or until it is determined by the 
AVAQMD that emissions no longer 
constitute a considerable contribution to 
greenhouse gas emissions, whichever 
comes first.  
 

Following 
closure of the 
LLRC 

Maintain log 
demonstrating 

compliance 
 

and 
 

Site inspections  
 

and  
 

The operator shall 
comply with the 

Closure 
Maintenance Plan 
submitted to and 

approved by 
CalRecycle, the 

RWQCB, and LEA 
 

Project 
Applicant  

 
 

AVAQMD 
LACDPW 

LEA 
LACDRP 
RWQCB 

 
 
 

Air Quality and Odors 
All mitigation measures prescribed in the 1997 EIR (Section 5.6.1.4 Air Quality and Section 5.6.2.4 Odors) are incorporated herein by this 
reference and are applicable to this Project.  These measures shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the County unless such 
measures have already been fulfilled or are in conflict with more stringent provisions set forth in the California Code of Regulations, 
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Mitigation Measure 

 
Mitigation 
Timing 

 Action  Required Responsible 
Agency/Party 

Monitoring 
Agency/Party 

applicable state statutes, or other governing documents, in which case, the more stringent provisions shall control.  These mitigation 
measures, which are summarized and/or excerpted below, include, but are not limited to, the measures listed in the 1997 EIR and 1998 
MMP, which is attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by this reference.  In the event of any inconsistencies, the measures 
as set forth in the 1997 EIR and 1998 MMP shall control. 

 
Conduct on-site engine feasibility study to 
determine whether equipment and 
vehicles can be powered with engines 
that meet on-highway standards. 
Evaluation to include utilization of 
turbocharged and intercooled diesel 
engines, and retardation of fuel injection. 
(1997 EIR, p. 5.6-19.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Applicant to 
submit study to 
local AVAQMD 
prior to 
expansion 
operations. 

 
 
 
 
Evaluation of study 
by AVAQMD 

 
 
 
 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

AVAQMD 
LACDRP 

Tune-up and maintain landfill equipment 
in accordance with manufacturers 
schedules and specifications. (1997 EIR, 
p. 5.6-20.) 
 

On-going over 
life of the project. 

Applicant shall 
keep maintenance 
records for all 
vehicles and 
equipment.  
Records available 
for review by the 
LEA. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LEA 

LACDRP 

Instruct operators and supervisors to 
report any symptoms of performance 
which require maintenance. (1997 EIR, p. 
5.6-20.) 
 

Prior to start of 
expansion 
operations and 
as new 
employees 
operate 
equipment. 

Applicant shall 
keep records 
showing 
appropriate 
employees trained.  
Records available 
for review by the 
LEA. 

Project 
Applicant 

LEA 

LEA 
LACDRP 

Instruct equipment operators to shut down 
diesel equipment if it is expected to idle 
for more than 10 minutes. (1997 EIR, p. 
5.6-20.) 
 

Prior to start of 
expansion 
operations and 
periodically as 
new employees 
operate 
equipment. 

Applicant shall 
keep records 
showing 
appropriate 
employees trained.  
Records available 
for review by the 
LACDPW and 
AVAQMD. 

Project 
Applicant 

 
 

 
LACDPW 
AVAQMD 
LACDRP 

Evaluate feasibility of employee 
ridesharing program. (1997 EIR, p. 5.6-
20.) 

Prior to start of 
expansion 
operations, 
applicant shall 
prepare 
rideshare 
feasibility study. 
 

Evaluation of study 
by AVAQMD. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
AVAQMD 
LACDRP 

Continue existing dust suppression 
measures [watering] on unpaved roads, in 
borrow areas, and at working face of 
landfill. (1997 EIR, p. 5.6-21.) 
 

Daily over life of 
the project. 

Monthly 
inspections by LEA 
and compliance 
with AVAQMD 
fugitive dust control 
requirements. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LEA 

AVAQMD 
LACDRP 

Continue to operate landfill gas collection 
and combustion system in accordance 
with governing AVAQMD regulations.  
 

Daily over life of 
the project. 

Quarterly submittal 
of gas monitoring 
results to 
AVAQMD. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
AVAQMD 
LACDRP 

Continue to monitor surface emissions 
and gas migration as required by the 
AVAQMD, the LACDPW in LA County 
Building Code, Section 110.3 and the LEA 
in CCR, Title 27, as applicable.  
 

Quarterly or as 
required by 
agencies. 

Quarterly submittal 
of gas monitoring 
results to 
AVAQMD and as 
required by each 
responsible 
agency. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
AVAQMD 
LACDPW 

LEA 
LACDRP 

Install landfill gas migration monitoring 
probes around the perimeter of the 

 
Prior to 

Review of plan by 
LEA, AVAQMD, 

Project 
Applicant 

 
LEA 
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Mitigation Measure 

 
Mitigation 
Timing 

 Action  Required Responsible 
Agency/Party 

Monitoring 
Agency/Party 

expansion areas. (1997 EIR, p. 5.6-21.) development in 
the WEA and 
EEA, develop 
landfill gas 
monitoring plan, 
with probe 
locations and 
spacing in 
accordance with 
LEA, AVAQMD, 
and LACDPW 
requirements. 
 

and LACDPW.  AVAQMD 
LACDPW 
LACDRP 

Conduct regular visual inspections of 
landfill cover and monitor gas emissions 
in accordance with governing AVAQMD 
and CCR, Title 27 regulations. 
 

Quarterly over 
the life of the 
project. 

Applicant shall 
keep inspection 
records and submit 
quarterly air 
sampling results to 
AVAQMD and 
LEA. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
AVAQMD 

LEA 
LACDRP 

Apply daily cover at the working face of 
the landfill. (1997 EIR, p. 5.6-38.) 
 

Daily, over the 
life of the project. 

Monthly 
inspections by 
LEA. 

Project 
Applicant 

LEA 

 
LEA 

LACDRP 
In the event that an odor complaint is 
verified by LEA to be related to the 
disposal of sludge, LEWA may order 
movement or suspension of sludge 
disposal operations. (1997 EIR, p. 5.6-
39.) 

During Project 
operation 

Verification of 
complaint by LEA. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

LEA 
LACDRP 

 
Biota 

All mitigation measures prescribed in the 1997 EIR (Section 5.7.4 Biota) are incorporated herein by this reference and are applicable to 
this Project.  These measures shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the County unless such measures have already been fulfilled or 
are in conflict with more stringent provisions set forth in the California Code of Regulations, applicable state statutes, or other governing 
documents, in which case, the more stringent provisions shall control.  These mitigation measures, which are summarized and/or 
excerpted below, include, but are not limited to, the measures listed in the 1997 EIR and 1998 MMP, which is attached hereto as Exhibit 
A and incorporated herein by this reference.  In the event of any inconsistencies, the measures as set forth in the 1997 EIR and 1998 
MMP shall control. 

 
Revegetate completed landfill cells. (1997 
EIR, p. 5.7-32.) 
 

 
 
Revegetate after 
completion of 
each phase of 
the project. 

 
 
Site inspection  
after completion of 
each phase of 
Project.   

 
 

 
 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
 

LACDRP 

Restrict size of working face of landfill to 
one acre or less to reduce attraction of 
unwanted species. 
 

Continuous, over 
the life of the 
project. 

Periodic site 
inspections  

Project 
Applicant 

 
 

 
LACDPW 
LACDRP 

Conduct pre-construction surveys to 
ensure that no sensitive plant species are 
found within project boundaries. (1997 
EIR, p. 5.7-32.) 

Complete 
surveys prior to 
start of 
expansion 
operations. 

Review of survey 
by California 
Department of Fish 
and Game (CDFG) 
and United States 
Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) 
and compliance 
with any necessary 
action. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
CDFG 

USFWS 
LACDRP 

Verify whether 0.4 acre desert meadow 
habitat in northern edge of EEA 
constitutes a jurisdictional wetland.(1997 
EIR, p. 5.7-33.) 
 

Prior to 
construction, 
applicant shall 
complete 
wetlands 
delineation 
survey. 

Review of survey 
by U. S. Army 
Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) and 
compliance with 
any necessary 
action. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
USACE 

LACDRP 

Prior to construction activities in the EEA, Prior to Review of survey Project  
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Mitigation Measure 

 
Mitigation 
Timing 

 Action  Required Responsible 
Agency/Party 

Monitoring 
Agency/Party 

perform a botanical survey to establish 
existing vegetation densities in order to 
develop revegetation seed mixes. 
 

construction of 
the EEA. 

by CDFG and 
USFWS and 
compliance with 
any necessary 
action.  LACDRP 
to be copied. 

Applicant 
 

CDFG 
USFWS 
LACDRP 

Conduct timely [protocol level] surveys to 
determine the presence or absence of the 
desert tortoise.  If found, coordinate with 
the CDFG and USFWS in implementing 
relocation program consistent with 
existing protocols. (1997 EIR, p. 5.7-33.) 
 

Prior to 
construction. 

Coordination with 
the CDFG and 
USFWS.  LACDRP 
to be informed of 
survey results. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
CDFG 

USFWS 
LACDRP 

 
Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

All mitigation measures prescribed in the 1997 EIR (Section 5.8.4.1 – .2  Cultural and Paleontological) are incorporated herein by this 
reference and are applicable to this Project.  These measures shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the County unless such 
measures have already been fulfilled or are in conflict with more stringent provisions set forth in the California Code of Regulations, 
applicable state statutes, or other governing documents, in which case, the more stringent provisions shall control.  These mitigation 
measures, which are summarized and/or excerpted below, include, but are not limited to, the measures listed in the 1997 EIR and 1998 
MMP, which is attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by this reference.  In the event of any inconsistencies, the measures 
as set forth in the 1997 EIR and 1998 MMP shall control. 
Cultural Resources 
 
● “In the event that cultural resources are 
encountered during any phase of 
construction, construction will cease in 
these areas until the cultural resources 
are properly assessed and subsequent 
recommendations are determined by a 
qualified archaeologist.” (1997 EIR, p. 5.8-
9.) 
 
● “If at any time during development 
Indian burials (any aboriginal human 
remains-bones) are encountered, then a 
Native American advisor for the local 
Native American Indian tribe as well as 
the County Coroner must be contacted 
immediately and construction in that 
restricted area must be stopped until the 
human remains are legally and ethically 
dealt with by the appropriate parties.” 
(1997 EIR, p. 5.8-9.) 
 
Paleontological Resources 
 
● “1.  A qualified paleontologist shall be 
retained to perform periodic inspections of 
excavations and, if necessary, salvage 
exposed fossils. The frequency of 
inspections will depend on the rate of 
excavation, the materials being 
excavated, and the abundance of fossils. 
Monitoring will initially need to be on a full-
time basis during grading.” 
 
● “2.  The paleontologist shall be allowed 
to divert or direct grading in the area of an 
exposed fossil to facilitate evaluation and, 
if necessary, salvage.” 
 
● “3. Because some of the fossils within 
the alluvial deposits are small, it will be 
necessary to collect samples of promising 
horizons for processing through fine mesh 
screens.” 
 

 
 
 
During 
construction. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Retention of 
qualified 
paleontologist by 
applicant prior to 
construction. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Applicant shall 
retain qualified 
expert to oversee 
testing and 
removal of 
resources. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Records of expert 
shall be reviewed, 
as necessary, by 
LACDRP. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Project 
Applicant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project 
Applicant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

LACDRP 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LACDRP 
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Mitigation Measure 

 
Mitigation 
Timing 

 Action  Required Responsible 
Agency/Party 

Monitoring 
Agency/Party 

● “4. Fossils shall be prepared to the point 
of identification and catalogued before 
they are donated to their final repository.” 
 
● “5. All fossils collected should be 
donated to a public, non-profit institution 
with a research interest in the materials, 
such as the San Bernardino County 
Museum.” 
 
● “6. A report detailing the results of these 
efforts, listing the fossils collected, and 
naming the repository shall be submitted 
to the lead agency at the completion of 
the project.” 
 
(1997 EIR, pp. 5.8-9 thru -10.) 
 

 
Traffic and Circulation 

MM 4.1-1: Within 360 days after the 
Effective Date of the conditional use 
permit, the applicant shall  pay its fair 
share to fully improve the pavement and 
thickening of the base/sub base to sustain 
the entire truck traffic loading of the 
project operation and any increase in 
project operation on the following streets 
or as required to the satisfaction of the 
Department of Public Works:  (1) 
Challenger Way (10th Street East) 
between Avenue F and Avenue H; (2) 
Avenue F between Division Street and 
Challenger Way (10th Street East); (3) 
Division Street between Avenue F and 
Avenue H; and (4) Avenue H between 
Division Street and Challenger Way (10th 
Street East). If Avenue F between Sierra 
Highway and Division Street is 
constructed, the project applicant shall 
also be responsible to improve Avenue F 
between 100 feet west of the southbound 
SR-14 on/off ramps and Sierra Highway.  
 
The Director of Public Works, at his/her 
sole discretion, may grant an extension of 
time not to exceed an additional 360 days, 
if the applicant demonstrates good faith 
effort toward construction and completion 
of the above street improvement projects.  
 

Within 360s after 
the Effective 
Date of the 

conditional use 
permit 

Payment of fair 
share to improve 

pavement and 
thickening of the 
base/sub base of 

streets in 
accordance with 
this mitigation 

measure  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project 
Applicant  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LACDPW 
LACDRP 

MM 4.1-2: The Applicant shall implement 
the following program to help maintain a 
clean road surface on the County 
roadway supporting ingress and egress 
for landfill traffic: 
 
● Install “rumble grates” on the access 
road within the site property between the 
exit scale and the driveway leading to 
East Avenue F (to remove loose material 
from vehicles prior to exiting the site). 
 
● Wash down the pavement surface of 
the onsite exit road as well as East 
Avenue F, between Division Street and 
Challenger Way, on a weekly basis. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
During Project 

operations 

Install “rumble 
grates;” wash 

pavement; and 
conduct road 

sweeping 
 

and 
 

Site inspections  

 
 
 

Project 
Applicant and 
Construction 
Contractor 

 

 
LACDPW 
LACDRP 

LEA 
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Mitigation Measure 

 
Mitigation 
Timing 

 Action  Required Responsible 
Agency/Party 

Monitoring 
Agency/Party 

● Conduct road sweeping twice per month 
on East Avenue F, between Division 
Street and Challenger Way. 

 
Environmental Safety 

All mitigation measures prescribed in the 1997 EIR (Section 5.10.4 Environmental Safety) are incorporated herein by this reference and 
are applicable to this Project.  These measures shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the County unless such measures have 
already been fulfilled or are in conflict with more stringent provisions set forth in the California Code of Regulations, applicable state 
statutes, or other governing documents, in which case, the more stringent provisions shall control.  These mitigation measures, which are 
summarized and/or excerpted below, include, but are not limited to, the measures listed in the 1997 EIR and 1998 MMP, which is 
attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by this reference.  In the event of any inconsistencies, the measures as set forth in 
the 1997 EIR and 1998 MMP shall control. 

 
Continue to implement provisions of 
Special Waste Identification Plan (SWIP) 
to identify potential sources of hazardous 
wastes.  Maintain signs that indicate that 
hazardous materials and liquid wastes are 
not accepted. (1997 EIR, p. 5.10-3.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Continuous, over 
the life of the 
project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Monthly 
inspections by 
LEA. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LEA 
LACDRP 

Continue to implement Hazardous Waste 
Exclusion Program (HWEP) to randomly 
check loads of incoming waste for 
hazardous materials. (1997 EIR, p. 5.10-3 
thru -4.) 
 

Daily or as 
required by the 
LEA. 

Applicant shall 
maintain records of 
all load-checks and 
records of 
disposition of all 
materials detected 
in program. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LEA 

LACDRP 

Store unauthorized materials in 
designated on-site storage area for less 
than 90 days.  Materials to be removed by 
licensed transporter for proper disposal. 
(1997 EIR, p. 5.10-4.) 
 

When materials 
found at working 
face of landfill 
and generator 
are unknown. 

Applicant shall 
maintain logs 
documenting type 
and volumes of 
materials detected 
manifests, and 
identity of licensed 
transporter. 
 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LEA 

LACDRP 

Continue to utilize a radiation detector at 
the scale house to detect presence of 
radioactive materials and prevent their 
disposal at the site.  

Daily or as 
required by the 
LEA. 

Monthly 
inspections by 
LEA. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LEA 

LACDRP 

 
Visual Quality 

All mitigation measures prescribed in the 1997 EIR (Section 5.11.5 Visual Quality) are incorporated herein by this reference and are 
applicable to this Project.  These measures shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the County unless such measures have already 
been fulfilled or are in conflict with more stringent provisions set forth in the California Code of Regulations, applicable state statutes, or 
other governing documents, in which case, the more stringent provisions shall control.  These mitigation measures, which are 
summarized and/or excerpted below, include, but are not limited to, the measures listed in the 1997 EIR and 1998 MMP, which is 
attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by this reference.  In the event of any inconsistencies, the measures as set forth in 
the 1997 EIR and 1998 MMP shall control. 

 
Utilize berms, where practical, to screen 
views of working face of the landfill from 
nearby residential areas. (1997 EIR, p. 
5.11-10.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
As each new lift 
is constructed, 
construct berm, 
as necessary, to 
obstruct views 
from adjacent 
residential areas. 

Monthly 
inspections by 
LEA. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

 
LACDRP 
LACDPW 

LEA 

 
Vegetate berms with interim vegetative 
cover. (1997 EIR, p. 5.11-10.) 

Upon placement 
of interim cover 
on berms. 

Periodic site  
inspection  

Project 
Applicant 

 

LACDRP 
LACDPW 
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Mitigation Measure 

 
Mitigation 
Timing 

 Action  Required Responsible 
Agency/Party 

Monitoring 
Agency/Party 

 

Coordinate with County of Los Angeles 
Department of Parks and Recreation and 
Antelope Valley Trails, Recreation and 
Environmental Council (AVTREC) to 
relocate rural trail currently proposed 
through the EEA. (1997 EIR, p. 5.11-10.) 

Prior to grading 
in the EEA. 

Approval by the 
County of Los 
Angeles 
Department of 
Parks and 
Recreation and 
coordination with 
AVTREC. 

Project 
Applicant 

 

LACDRP 
County of Los Angeles 

Department of Parks and 
Recreation 

Mitigation Compliance 
As a means of ensuring substantial 
compliance of the above mitigation 
measures, the Applicant and/or 
subsequent owner(s) are responsible for 
submitting an annual mitigation 
compliance report to the LACDRP for 
review, and for replenishing the mitigation 
monitoring account if necessary until such 
time as all mitigation measures have been 
implemented and completed. 

Annually until 
such time as all 
mitigation 
measures have 
been 
implemented 
and completed 

Submittal of annual 
mitigation 
compliance report 
and Replenishing 
mitigation 
monitoring account 

 
 

Project 
Applicant and 
Subsequent 

Owner(s) 

 
LACDRP 

 

 
List of Acronyms: 
 
AVAQMD  Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (formerly the Air Pollution Control District (AVAPCD)) 
AVTREC  Antelope Valley Trails Recreation and Environmental Council 
BMP  Best Management Practices 
CARB  California Air Resources Board 
CCR  California Code of Regulations 
CDFG  California Department of Fish and Game 
CIWMB  California Integrated Waste Management Board 
DOT  California Department of Transportation 
DPH-TEP  Department of Public Health Toxics Epidemiology Program 
EEA  Easter Expansion Area 
GHG  Greenhouse Gas 
HWEP  Hazardous Waste Exclusion Plan 
LACDHS  Los Angeles County Department of Health Services 
LACDPW  Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
LACDRP  Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
LACFD  Los Angeles County Fire Department 
LCRS  Leachate Control and Removal System 
LEA  Local Enforcement Agency 
LLRC  Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 
LNG  Liquefied Natural Gas 
RWQCB  Regional Water Quality Control Board 
SWFP  Solid Waste Facility Permit 
SWIP  Solid Waste Identification Plan 
SWMP  Storm Water Monitoring Plan 
SWPPP  Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
USACE  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USFWS  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
WDRs  Waste Discharge Requirements 



Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 
Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  Vol. 1 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT A  
 

TO SEIR MMRP  
(1998 MMP) 



























 
 
 

FINAL 
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

LANCASTER LANDFILL AND RECYCLING CENTER 
SCH NO. 1993101036 

 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 03-170 

 
 
 
 

Volume 2 of 3 
Draft SEIR and Amendment to the Draft SEIR 

Clarifications & Revisions 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared for: 
 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

320 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 

Contact: Christina Tran (213) 974-6461 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared by: 
 

Keeton Kreitzer Consulting 
180 South Prospect Avenue, Suite 140A 

Tustin, CA 92780 
Contact:   Keeton K. Kreitzer, Principal (714) 665-8509 

 
 

October 2011 
 
 



Lancaster Landfill & Recycling Center 
Draft Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report Vol. II 

 

ii 

LANCASTER LANDFILL AND RECYCLING CENTER 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

Volume 2 
 Page 
 
1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ....................................................................................................................... 1-1 
1.1 Description of the Proposed Project ...................................................................................................... 1-1 
 1.1.1 Project Location ........................................................................................................................ 1-1 
 1.1.2 Existing Permit Conditions ....................................................................................................... 1-1 
 1.1.3 Project Description ................................................................................................................... 1-1 
 1.1.4 Project Phasing ......................................................................................................................... 1-2 
 1.1.5 Project Objectives ..................................................................................................................... 1-2 
1.2 Alternatives ............................................................................................................................................. 1-3 
 1.2.1 Summary of Alternatives .......................................................................................................... 1-3 
 1.2.2 Environmentally Superior Alternative ...................................................................................... 1-3 
 1.2.3 Areas of Controversy ................................................................................................................ 1-4 
 1.2.4 Issues to be Resolved .............................................................................................................. 1-4 
 1.2.5 Summary Impact Table ............................................................................................................ 1-5 

2.0 INTRODUCTION .................................................................................................................................... 2-1 
2.1 Purpose of the Draft Supplemental EIR ................................................................................................ 2-1 
 2.1.1 Authority .................................................................................................................................... 2-1 
 2.1.2 Earlier Environmental Analysis ................................................................................................ 2-1 
 2.1.3 Intended Uses of the Draft EIR ................................................................................................ 2-1 
 2.1.4 Related Approvals .................................................................................................................... 2-3 
 2.1.5 Agencies Having Jurisdiction ................................................................................................... 2-3 
 2.1.6 Availability of the Draft EIR ....................................................................................................... 2-3 
2.2 Methodology ........................................................................................................................................... 2-4 
 2.2.1 Existing Conditions ................................................................................................................... 2-4 
 2.2.2 Impact Significance Criteria ..................................................................................................... 2-4 
 2.2.3 Standard Condition and Uniform Codes ................................................................................. 2-4 
 2.2.4 Impact Analysis ......................................................................................................................... 2-5 
 2.2.5 Mitigation Measures ................................................................................................................. 2-5 
 2.2.6 Unavoidable Significant Impacts .............................................................................................. 2-6 
2.3 Format of the Draft Supplemental EIR [As Updated to Reflect Revisions/FSEIR] .............................. 2-6 

3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION .................................................................................................................... 3-1 
3.1 Project Location ...................................................................................................................................... 3-1 
3.2 Environmental Setting ............................................................................................................................ 3-1 
 3.2.1 Existing Land Use ..................................................................................................................... 3-1 
 3.2.2 General Site Characteristics .................................................................................................... 3-5 
 3.2.3 Los Angeles County General Plan and Antelope Valley Areawide 
  Community General Plan ....................................................................................................... 3-16 
 3.2.4 Existing Zoning ....................................................................................................................... 3-25 
 3.2.5 Physical Environment ............................................................................................................. 3-25 
 3.2.6 Other Applicable Plans and Policies ...................................................................................... 3-30 
3.3 History and Evolution of the Project Site ............................................................................................. 3-31 
3.4 Project Need ......................................................................................................................................... 3-31 
3.5 Description of the Proposed Project .................................................................................................... 3-42 
3.6 Project Objectives ................................................................................................................................. 3-42 
3.7 Project Processing Requirements and Requested Entitlements ....................................................... 3-43 



Lancaster Landfill & Recycling Center 
Draft Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report Vol. II 

 

iii 

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS ............................................................................................................ 4-1 
4.1 Traffic and Circulation ............................................................................................................................ 4-2 
 4.1.1 Existing Conditions ................................................................................................................... 4-3 
 4.1.2 Significance Criteria ................................................................................................................ 4-10 
 4.1.3 Potential Impacts .................................................................................................................... 4-10 
  4.1.3.1 Impacts Determined to be Less then Significant ..................................................... 4-10 
  4.1.3.2 Impacts Determined to be Significant ...................................................................... 4-30 
 4.1.4 Mitigation Measures ............................................................................................................... 4-31 
 4.1.5 Level of Significance After Mitigation ..................................................................................... 4-33 

4.2 Air Quality .............................................................................................................................................. 4-34 
 4.2.1 Existing Conditions ................................................................................................................. 4-34 
 4.2.2 Significance Criteria ................................................................................................................ 4-39 
 4.2.3 Potential Impacts .................................................................................................................... 4-40 
  4.2.3.1 Short-Term Air Quality Impacts ................................................................................ 4-40 
  4.2.3.2 Long-Term Air Quality Impacts ................................................................................ 4-40 
 4.2.4 Mitigation Measures ............................................................................................................... 4-45 
 4.2.5 Level of Significance After Mitigation ..................................................................................... 4-46 

4.3 Noise ..................................................................................................................................................... 4-47 
 4.3.1     Existing Conditions .................................................................................................................. 4-47 
 4.3.2     Significance Criteria ................................................................................................................ 4-50 
 4.3.3     Potential Impacts ..................................................................................................................... 4-51 
  4.3.3.1 Short Term Construction-Related Impacts .............................................................. 4-51 
  4.3.3.2 Long Term Construction-Related Impacts .............................................................. 4-51 
 4.3.4     Mitigation Measures ................................................................................................................ 4-55 
 4.3.5     Level of Significance After Mitigation ..................................................................................... 4-55 

4.4 Water Quality/Water Demand .............................................................................................................. 4-56 
 4.4.1     Existing Conditions .................................................................................................................. 4-56 
 4.4.2     Significance Criteria ................................................................................................................ 4-64 
 4.4.3     Potential Impacts ..................................................................................................................... 4-64 
  4.4.3.1 Short Term Construction-Related Impacts .............................................................. 4-64 
  4.4.3.2 Long Term Operational Impacts .............................................................................. 4-67 
 4.4.4     Mitigation Measures ................................................................................................................ 4-70 
 4.4.5     Level of Significance After Mitigation ..................................................................................... 4-70 

4.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Global Warming ............................................................................. 4-71 
 4.5.1 Environmental Setting ............................................................................................................ 4-71 
 4.5.2 Significance Criteria ................................................................................................................ 4-78 
 4.5.3 Potential Impacts .................................................................................................................... 4-79 
 4.5.4 Mitigation Measures ............................................................................................................... 4-84 
 4.5.5 Significance After Mitigation ................................................................................................... 4-85 

5.0 IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT ................................................................................... 5-1 
5.1 Geotechnical ........................................................................................................................................... 5-1 
5.2 Flood Hazard .......................................................................................................................................... 5-2 
5.3 Fire Hazard ............................................................................................................................................. 5-2 
5.4 Biota ........................................................................................................................................................ 5-3 
5.5 Cultural and Paleontological Resources ............................................................................................... 5-3 
5.6 Mineral Resources ................................................................................................................................. 5-4 
5.7 Agricultural Resources ........................................................................................................................... 5-4 
5.8 Visual Qualities ....................................................................................................................................... 5-4 
5.9 Education ................................................................................................................................................ 5-4 
5.10 Fire/Sheriff............................................................................................................................................... 5-4 
5.11 Utilities ..................................................................................................................................................... 5-4 
5.12 Environmental Safety ............................................................................................................................. 5-5 
5.13 Land Use ................................................................................................................................................. 5-5 
5.14 Population/Housing/Housing/Recreation .............................................................................................. 5-5



Lancaster Landfill & Recycling Center 
Draft Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report Vol. II 

 

iv 

6.0 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS ................................................................................................ 6-1 

7.0 IRRETRIEVABLE AND IRREVERSIBLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES .................................. 7-1 

8.0 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS .......................................................................................................... 8-1 
8.1 Definition of Growth-Inducing Impacts .................................................................................................. 8-1 
8.2 Analysis of Growth-Inducing Impacts .................................................................................................... 8-1 
8.3 Conclusion .............................................................................................................................................. 8-2 

9.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ...................................................................................................................... 9-1 
9.1 Definition of Cumulative Impacts ........................................................................................................... 9-1 
9.2 Cumulative Impacts ................................................................................................................................ 9-1 
 9.2.1 Antelope Valley Community Plan General Plan ................................................................... 9-2 
 9.2.2 Lancaster General Plan ......................................................................................................... 9-2 
 9.2.3 Related Projects ..................................................................................................................... 9-2 
 9.2.4 Related Landfill Projects ........................................................................................................ 9-3 
 9.2.5 Cumulative Impact Analysis .................................................................................................. 9-4 

10.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES ............................................................................................................... 10-1 
10.1 Introduction ........................................................................................................................................... 10-1 
 10.1.1 Purpose and Scope ................................................................................................................ 10-1 
 10.1.2 Evaluation of Project Alternatives .......................................................................................... 10-1 
 10.1.3 Identification of Impacts .......................................................................................................... 10-1 
10.2 Environmentally Superior Alternative .................................................................................................. 10-2 
10.3 Analysis of Alternatives ........................................................................................................................ 10-2 
 10.3.1 Alternatives Previously Evaluated (1997 LLRC Expansion EIR) ......................................... 10-3 
 10.3.2a No Project/No Development (Existing Landfill Operations) .................................................. 10-4 
 10.3.2b No Project/No Development (Closure) .................................................................................. 10-5 
 10.3.3 Smaller Increase in Daily Permitted Capacity (2, 350 tpd) ................................................... 10-8 
 10.3.4 Increase Daily Maximum Capacity at Antelope Valley Landfill ............................................ 10-9 
10.4 Summary of Project Objectives ......................................................................................................... 10-11 
10.5 Summary of Environmental Impacts ................................................................................................. 10-12 

11.0 ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED .......................................................................... 11-1 

12.0 REFERENCES ..................................................................................................................................... 12-1 

13.0 GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS ............................................................................................................ 13-1 

Volume 3: APPENDICES 
Draft SEIR Appendices: 
 
A. Initial Study/Notice of Preparation/NOP Distribution List/NOP Comments 
B. Traffic Analysis 
C. Air Quality Analysis 
D. Noise Analysis 
E. EIR 1993101036 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
 
Amendment to the Draft SEIR Appendices: 
 
F. 2006 Waste Management CCAR Reporting 
G. Increased Greenhouse Gas from Lancaster Project (9/20/08) 
H. Fugitive Methane from Landfill Methodology 
 
Appendices to Final SEIR:  
 
I. Fill Sequencing Plan 



Lancaster Landfill & Recycling Center 
Draft Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report Vol. II 

 

v 

LANCASTER LANDFILL AND RECYCLING CENTER 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 
 Page 
 
3-1 Regional Location Map .......................................................................................................................... 3-2 
3-2 Site Vicinity and Location Map ............................................................................................................... 3-3 
3-3 Site Boundaries Map .............................................................................................................................. 3-4 
3-4 Aerial Photograph with Existing Ancillary Facilities (2004) ................................................................... 3-6 
3-5 Aerial Photograph with Ancillary Uses (2011) ....................................................................................... 3-7 
3-6 County-wide General Plan Land Use Map .......................................................................................... 3-17 
3-57 Antelope Valley Area Wide GeneralCommunity Plan ........................................................................ 3-18 
3-68 City Lancaster General Plan (Sphere of Influence Land Use Designations) .................................... 3-23 
3-79 Los Angeles County Zoning ................................................................................................................. 3-27 
3-10 City of Lancaster Zoning ...................................................................................................................... 3-28 
3-811 U.S.G.S. Topographic Map .................................................................................................................. 3-29 
3-912 Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center Site Plan ............................................................................. 3-32 
 
4.1-1 Existing Circulation System.................................................................................................................... 4-4 
4.1-2 Existing Roadway and Intersection Physical Characteristics ............................................................... 4-5 
4.1-3 Existing  Year 2005 AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes ............................................................................ 4-7 
4.1-4 Existing Year 2005 PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes ............................................................................. 4-8 
4.1-5 Project Traffic Distribution Pattern (Without Avenue F Extension)..................................................... 4-14 
4.1-6 Project Traffic Distribution Pattern (With Avenue F Extension) .......................................................... 4-15 
4.1-7 Project-Generated AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Without Avenue F Extension) ......................... 4-16 
4.1-8 Project-Generated PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Without Avenue F Extension) ......................... 4-17 
4.1-9 Project-Generated AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (With Avenue F Extension) .............................. 4-18 
4.1-10 Project-Generated PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (With Avenue F Extension) .............................. 4-19 
4.1-11 Year 2006 Cumulative Base AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes ............................................................ 4-23 
4.1-12 Year 2006 Cumulative Base PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes ............................................................ 4-24 
4.1-13 Year 2006 Cumulative Plus Project AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 

(Without Avenue F Extension) ............................................................................................................. 4-25 
4.1-14 Year 2006 Cumulative Plus Project PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 

(Without Avenue F Extension) ............................................................................................................. 4-26 
4.1-15 Year 2006 Cumulative Plus Project AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 

(With Avenue F Extension) .................................................................................................................. 4-27 
4.1-16 Year 2006 Cumulative Plus Project PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 

(With Avenue F Extension) .................................................................................................................. 4-28 
 
4.3-1 Noise Monitoring Locations .................................................................................................................. 4-48 
4.3-2 Typical Equipment Noise Generation Levels ................................................................................... 4-53 
 
4.4-1 Groundwater Monitoring Well Locations ........................................................................................... 4-63 
4.4-2 Environmental Monitoring and Control Systems .................................................................................. 4.66 
 



Lancaster Landfill & Recycling Center 
Draft Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report Vol. II 

 

vi 

LANCASTER LANDFILL AND RECYCLING CENTER 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

 
LIST OF TABLES 

 
 Page 
 
1-1 Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Level of Significance After Mitigation ....................... 1-5 
 
2-1 List of Potential Responsible and Trustee Agencies – Project Approvals ........................................... 2-3 
 
3-1 Current Employees ............................................................................................................................. 3-14 
3-2 On-Site Equipment .............................................................................................................................. 3-14 
3-3 Los Angeles County General Plan Policy Plan Consistency Analysis ............................................... 3-19 
3-4 Antelope Valley Area Wide GeneralCommunity Plan Policy Plan Consistency Analysis ................. 3-21 
3-5 Siting Element Consistency Analysis .................................................................................................. 3-24 
3-6 Los Angeles County Waste Generation ........................................................................................... 3-34 
3-7 In-County Landfill and Refuse-to-Energy Facilities: Maximum Daily Permitted 
 Capacity/Effect Daily Capacity ........................................................................................................... 3-36 
 
4.1-1 Existing Intersection Peak Hour Levels of Service ............................................................................... 4-6 
4.1-2 Existing Freeway Mainline Levels of Service ........................................................................................ 4-9 
4.1-3 Existing (2005) Pavement Integrity ...................................................................................................... 4-10 
4.1-4a Potential Average Tonnage Increase .................................................................................................. 4-11 
4.1-4b Projected Peak Tonnage Increase ...................................................................................................... 4-12 
4.1-5 Project Trip Generation Estimates ....................................................................................................... 4-13 
4.1-6 Year 2006 Cumulative (without Project) Intersection Peak Hour Levels of Service ......................... 4-20 
4.1-7 Year 2006 Cumulative Plus Project Intersection Peak Hour Levels of Service ................................ 4-22 
4.1-8 2006 Cumulative (Without Project) Freeway Mainline Levels of Service .......................................... 4-29 
4.1-9 Year 2006 SR-14 Freeway Mainline Levels of Service ...................................................................... 4-30 
4.1-10 2006 Pavement Integrity Analysis ....................................................................................................... 4-32 
 
4.2-1 Ambient Air Quality Standards ........................................................................................................... 4-36 
4.2-2 Antelope Valley Monitoring Summary ................................................................................................. 4-38 
4.2-3 Mojave Desert AQMD Operational Emissions Thresholds ................................................................ 4-40 
4.2-4 Existing and Future Equipment and Personnel ............................................................................... 4-41 
4.2-5 Project-Related Emissions (lbs/day) .................................................................................................... 4-42 
4.2-6 Tier 2 TAC Analysis .............................................................................................................................. 4-44 
4.2-7 TAC Analysis (Grinder) ........................................................................................................................ 4-45 
  
4.3-1 Ambient Noise Levels ......................................................................................................................... 4-49 
4.3-2 Los Angeles County Noise Standards .............................................................................................. 4-50 
4.3-3 Traffic Noise Impacts (dB CNEL) ...................................................................................................... 4-52 
4.3-4 Los Angeles County Noise Compliance Standards ........................................................................ 4-54 
4.3-5 “Worst Case” Noise Envelope ........................................................................................................... 4-54 
 
4.5-1 Existing and Future Equipment and Personnel .................................................................................. 4-80 
4.5-2 Potential Greenhouse Gas Emissions Associated with the Project (Metric Tons/Day) .................... 4-80 
 
9-1 List of Cumulative Projects ..................................................................................................................... 9-3 
 
10-1 Project Alternatives Objectives Attainment ....................................................................................... 10-12 
10-2 Summary of Impacts – Project Alternatives ...................................................................................... 10-13 
 



Lancaster Landfill & Recycling Center 
Draft Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report Vol. II 

 

1-1 

CHAPTER 1.0 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
 
1.1 Description of the Proposed Project 

1.1.1 Project Location 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center (LLRC) encompasses 276-acres in unincorporated Los Angeles 
County.  The LLRC property is located approximately two miles northeast of the City of Lancaster in 
unincorporated Los Angeles County in a larger area bounded by Division Street on the west, Avenue “F” on 
the north and Avenue “G” on the south; 10th Street East divides the Eastern Area from the remainder of the 
landfill property.  The LLRC is composed of the current active area (82 acres), the Western Area (62 acres), 
the Eastern Area (112 acres), and the 20-acre portion of the property that accommodates the landfill 
operation facilities.   

1.1.2 Existing Permit Conditions 
Under the approved Solid Waste Facilities Permit (SWFP) and Conditional Use Permit (CUP 93-070-(5) 
issued May 13, 1998), the LLRC is currently permitted to accept 1,700 tons per day (tpd) of municipal solid 
waste (MSW) for disposal.  An additional unspecified quantity of soil, green waste, and recyclable and 
beneficial use materials is also accepted at the LLRC.  In addition, the LLRC may also accept up to 10 tpd of 
non-hazardous sludge and other non-hazardous materials, including non-friable asbestos-containing waste, 
non-hazardous contaminated soils, wood waste, agricultural waste, and other bulky items (i.e., “white 
goods”).  Only non-hazardous waste is accepted at the LLRC because of the site’s Class III MSW 
designation.  A calibrated radiation detector is operated at the scales to detect radioactive materials.  The 
permitted disposal area within the LLRC encompasses 209 acres.  The maximum approved elevation of the 
LLRC is 2,400 feet above mean sea level (amsl).  Operating hours of the LLRC extend from 5:00 a.m. to 
10:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday.  The estimated closure date of the LLRC is 20351 based on the 
current rate of disposal. 

1.1.3 Project Description 
The project applicant, Waste Management of California, Inc. (WMI), requests amendment of the existing 
Conditional Use Permit approved on May 13, 1998 by the County of Los Angeles for the subject property that 
allows the current use of the site.  The proposed amendment, if approved, will increase the allowable daily 
volume of municipal solid waste (MSW) for disposal from 1,700 tons per day (tpd) that is currently permitted 
to 3,000 tpd.  In addition, anAn estimated 1,600 to 2,800 tpd of soil, green/wood waste, and recyclable and 
beneficial use materials would are also be currently accepted at the LLRC.  The As part of the proposed 
project, the LLRC would receive and process up to 500 tpd of additional green/wood waste received at the 
landfill.   
 
The proposed project does not include a horizontal expansion of the permitted landfill footprint over and 
above what was previously approved, and would result in a reduction in the expected life of the facility.  At the 
present time, closure of the LLRC is anticipated forrequired by the existing CUP to be August 1, 2012, 
although remaining site capacity could yield an added life to 20351 (i.e., approximately 247 years) depending 
on the amount of tonnage received.; however, p  Project implementation (assuming acceptance of 3,000 tpd) 
would result in a closure date of roughly 2019 2021 as the maximum permitted level (i.e., msl)elevation would 
be reached sooner.  If less waste is received the LLRC could remain open for up to 30 years pursuant to the 
CUP. (See CUP Condition No. 27.)  In addition to a new Conditional Use Permit, the Solid Waste Facilities 
Permit (SWFP) must also be revised to reflect the proposed increase in daily refuse intake at the LLRC.  The 
Los Angeles County Department of Health Services (Local Enforcement Agency) must approve the Revised 
SWFP.  No other modifications are proposed to the LLRC, which will continue to be operated as a Class III 
facility.  Finally, all of the mitigation measures prescribed in the 1997 EIR (SCH No. 1993101036) and related 
conditions remain applicable to the LLRC as noted in the MMRP and will continue to be implemented in 
accordance with the approved permit(s).
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1.1.4 Project Phasing 
 
Implementation of the proposed project does not include any expansion of the existing facilities and, 
therefore, does not require development phasing. The applicant is proposing only to increase the daily 
refuse intake from 1,700 tpd to 3,000 tpd.  No other changes to the existing permit are proposed.  If 
approved by the County of Los Angeles, it is anticipated that the applicant would increase the daily 
operations to accept 3,000 tpd immediately, beginning in 2006, upon issuance of the SWFP. 
 
Project implementation will not change the base excavation plan (i.e., phasing plan) prepared for the 
landfill.  Based on that plan, the following completion of the existing landfill area, landfilling activities would 
occur in the Western Area (Fill Phases I and II), followed by Fill Phase III that would occur over the top of 
Fill Phases I and II and the existing landfill area in order to bring the area up to final grades.  Fill Phases 
IV through VIII will occur in the Eastern Area, beginning in the western limits of that area and proceeding 
in an easterly direction to the eastern limits of the Eastern Area.  The final phase will be Fill Phase IX, 
which will occur over the top of the Eastern Area prior to closure of the LLRC. 
 

1.1.5 Project Objectives 
 
EIR SCH No. 1993101036 listed several general objectives of the County of Los Angeles for solid waste 
management; however, those objectives were superseded by the June 1997 Los Angeles County 
Countywide Siting Element (CSE), which are identified below. 
 

• To protect the health, welfare, and safety of all citizens by addressing the disposal need 
of the 88 cities and County unincorporated communities in Los Angeles County during 
the 15-year planning period through development of environmentally safe and technically 
feasible disposal facilities for solid waste which cannot be reduced, recycled, or 
composed. 

 
 This goal incorporates policies to: 
 

- Enhance in-County disposal capacity 
- Facilitate utilization of out-of-County/remote disposal sites 

 
• To foster the development of transformation and other innovative solid waste disposal 

technologies as alternatives to land disposal. 
 

• tTo protect the economic well-being of Los Angeles County by ensuring that the cities 
and the County unincorporated communities are served by an efficient and economical 
public/private solid waste disposal system. 

 
• To provide siting criteria that considers and provides for the environmentally safe and 

technically feasible development of solid waste disposal facilities. 
 
• To reduce the volume (tonnage) of solid waste requiring land disposal or transformation 

by continuing to implement and expand source reduction, recycling, composting, and 
public education programs. 

 
• To conserve Class III landfill capacity through diversion of inert waste, disposal of inert 

waste at unclassified landfills, increased waste disposal compaction rate, and the use of 
green waste and other appropriate materials for landfill daily cover. 

 
▪ To promote and encourage waste diversion activities at disposal facilities. 
 
▪ Tto promote adequate markets for recycled materials and compose products. 

 
The objectives of the prior landfill expansion addressed the need to provide additional landfill capacity for 
the County with a minimal amount of environmental impact (e.g., increase landfill capacity in the County 
without producing groundwater quality impacts caused by landfill leachate, etc.).  The objectives for the 
proposed project identified below are intended to supplement those objectives and include: 
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• Authorize daily refuse handling capacity at an existing in-county landfill to accommodate 
future projected population growth and waste load shifting within Los Angeles County. 

 
• Provide a regional resource within the Antelope Valley area that is available for both local 

and County waste disposal for at least 15 years. 
 
• Decrease the amount of dependence on out-of-county waste disposal and long-haul 

options of waste by increasing in-county disposal options, and thereby avoiding adverse 
regional air quality and traffic impacts. 

 
• Minimize the impacts of solid waste disposal through a well-engineered and 

environmentally sound operation. 
 
• Dispose of refuse in an existing landfill and relatively isolated area thus efficiently utilizing 

land space. 
 
1.2 Alternatives 
 

1.2.1 Summary of Alternatives 
 
CEQA requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of 
the project, which could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project, and to evaluate the comparative 
merits of the alternatives.  Chapter 10 sets forth potential alternatives to the proposed project and 
evaluates them as required by CEQA.  As described in Chapter 10 of EIR SCH No. 1993101036, which 
was prepared for the lateral expansion of the LLRC, several alternatives were evaluated, including:  No 
Project (i.e., no lateral expansion) and several alternative project locations, including rail haul to remote 
locations both in and out of California.  Several alternative development scenarios are also identified and 
evaluated in this supplemental EIR as a means of reducing potentially significant impacts associated with 
implementation of the proposed project (i.e., increasing the daily capacity of the LLRC).  These 
alternatives include several other potentially feasible development alternatives, including: 
 

• No Project/No Development  (Existing Landfill Operations), including No Project (Closure 
of the Landfill) 

• Smaller Increase in Daily Permitted Capacity (2,350 tpd) 
• Increase Daily Maximum Capacity at Antelope Valley Landfill 

 
1.2.2 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

 
Chapter 10 describes the criteria that were used to select those alternatives for detailed analysis and to 
screen others from further detailed consideration.  CEQA also requires that the EIR identify the 
environmentally superior alternative among all of the alternatives considered, including the proposed 
project.  It is important to note that although project implementation will result in potentially significant 
impacts (e.g., air quality), no significant unavoidable adverse impacts will occur.  Although the alternative 
that would reduce the increase in daily volume to 2,350 tons per day would reduce the number of daily 
vehicular trips as well as the air pollutant discharges and increase in noise, similar mitigation would be 
required to ensure that the impacts were reduced to a less than significant level.  Nonetheless, based on 
the comparative analysis of alternatives provided in Chapter 10, the Smaller Increase in Daily Volume is 
considered to be environmentally superior in that its implementation would result in the least adverse 
environmental impacts compared to other alternatives as well as the proposed project.  However, most or 
all of the mitigation measures prescribed in Chapter 4 of Draft EIR must still be implemented with this 
alternative.  
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1.2.3 Areas of Controversy 
 
An Initial Study was prepared, which identified only four issues as the focus of the Draft Supplemental EIR.  
The analysis presented in the Draft Supplemental EIR evaluates potential project-related impacts to traffic, 
noise, air quality and hydrology and water quality as identified in the initial study conducted by the County of 
Los Angeles.  No other areas of potential controversy were identified during the public comment period.  A 
supplement to a previously prepared EIR need contain only the information necessary to make the previous 
EIR adequate for the project as revised.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15163, subd. (b).)  The decision-making body 
must consider the  previous EIR as revised by the supplemental EIR when deciding on permit approval.   
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15163, subd. (e).) 
 

1.2.4 Issues to be Resolved 
 
As indicated in Chapter 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft Supplemental EIR, the applicant is requesting 
only to increase the volume of refuse that can be accepted at the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center on 
a daily basis.  No new physical changes to the approved Landfill (Closure) Plan are proposed (e.g., change in 
horizontal footprint) that would necessitate the resolution of any issues related to the physical environment.  
The applicant must receive approval of the Conditional Use Permit (No. 03-170), replacing the existing CUP, 
from the County of Los Angeles, and approval of the Revised SWFP from the County of Los Angeles, 
Department of Health Services as the Local Enforcement Agency (“LEA”) recognized by the CIWMB.  After 
approval by the LEA and concurrence by the CIWMB, the revised SWFP may be issued.   
 

1.2.5 Impact Summary Table 
 
Table 1-1 summarizes the potential adverse effects of the proposed project and provides a summary of the 
potential impacts and mitigation measures, and summarizes the potential effects before and after mitigation.  
Each environmental resource area covered in the main text is summarized.  Also, impacts found to be 
potentially significant are listed along with the proposed mitigation measures.  Table 1-1 also includes a 
summary of the original mitigation measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 prepared for the lateral 
expansion of the LLRC that still apply to the proposed project.  The residual impact after application of 
mitigation measures is also indicated for each significant impact. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Level of Significance After Mitigation 

Lancaster Landfill & Recycling Center 
 

 
 

Potential Impact 
 

Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 
 

Transportation/Circulation 
Project implementation will not result in any significant traffic impacts at 
any of the key intersections.  All of the intersections are forecast to 
operate at acceptable levels of service based on the County Plan. 

No impacts are anticipated and no mitigation measures are necessary. Less than Significant Impact 

Project-generated truck traffic impact the pavement integrity of 
Division Street between Avenue F and Avenue G (without the Avenue 
F extension). 

MM 4.1-1: Prior to an increase in operation Within 360 days after the 
Effective Date of the conditional use permit, the applicant shall pay its 
fair share to fully improve the pavement and thickening of the base/sub 
base to sustain the entire truck traffic loading of the project operation 
and any increase in project operation on the following streets or as 
required to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works: (1) 
Challenger Way (10th Street East) between Avenue F and Avenue HG; 
(2) Avenue F between Division Street and Challenger Way (10th Street 
WestEast); (3) Division Street between Avenue and F and Avenue HG; 
and (4) 10th Street West Between Avenue and F and Avenue G; and (5) 
Avenue HG between Division Street and Challenger Way 100 feet west 
of the southbound SR-14 on/off ramps and (10th Street East).  If Avenue 
F between Sierra Highway and Division Street is constructed, the 
project applicant shall also be responsible to improve Avenue F 
between 100 feet west of the southbound SR-14 on/off ramps and 
Sierra Highway. 
 
The Director of Public Works, at his/her sole discretion, may grant an 
extension of time not to exceed an additional 360 days, if the applicant 
demonstrates good faith effort toward construction and completion of 
the above street improvement projects. 
 
MM 4.1-2: As part of the proposed Project, the LLRC The Applicant 
shall intends to implement the following program to help maintain a 
clean road surface on the County roadway supporting ingress and 
egress for landfill traffic: 
 

• Install “rumble grates” on the access road within the site 
property between the exit scale and the driveway leading to 
East Avenue F (to remove loose material from vehicles prior 
to exiting the site). 

 
• Wash down the pavement surface of the onsite exit road as 

well as East Avenue F, between Division Street and 
Challenger Way, on a weekly basis. 

 
• Conduct road sweeping twice per month on East Avenue F, 

Less than Significant Impact 



Lancaster Landfill & Recycling Center  
Draft Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  Vol. II 

 

1-6 

 
Potential Impact 

 
Mitigation Measures 

Level of Significance 
After Mitigation 

between Division Street and Challenger Way.  
 
Mitigation Measure prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 is 
currently being implemented and will continue to apply to the 
LLRC if applicable as determined by DPW: 
 
Contribute on a fair share pro-rata basis to the cost to reconstruct 
the pavement of Avenue F between Division Street and10th Street 
East and 10th Street East between Avenue F and Avenue G. 

 
Air Quality and Odors 

Project implementation will result in project specific pollutant 
emissions associated with truck traffic hauling refuse to the site as 
well as emissions from flares and on-site equipment used in the 
landfilling process.  The increase in both operational and mobile-
source emissions will exceed the thresholds established by the 
Antelope Valley AQMD for NOx and PM10.   

No feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the 
potentially significant NOx and PM10 emissions resulting from 
project implementation.  No additional mitigation measures beyond 
those prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 are necessary (see 
below). 

Significant Unavoidable Impact 

Increased MSW intake rates will increase the levels of daily LFG 
emissions; however, the resulting ROG emissions will be less then 
significant. when based on future operations. 

No impacts are anticipated and no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Less than Significant Impact 

Tier 2 screening risk conducted for the landfill gas emissions 
concluded that there is no significant public health risk from TAC 
emissions.  Similarly, the TAC analysis conducted for the grinder 
operations also concluded that both the acute and chronic hazard 
indices for the grinder are below the significance thresholds.  
Therefore, no significant health risk impacts are anticipated. 

No impacts are anticipated and no mitigation measures are 
required. 

Less than Significant Impact 

The incremental addition of both mobile- and construction-related 
emissions associated with the increase in daily capacity will 
incrementally contribute to the cumulative adverse non-attainment 
conditions that currently exist in the air basin for ozone and 
particulates.  

Although the LLRC must comply with the rules and permit 
conditions imposed by the AVAQMD, including dust control, etc., no 
additional feasible measures are available to avoid or substantially 
reduce all of the air emissions resulting from the proposed increase. 
 
Mitigation Measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 are 
currently being implemented and will continue to apply to the 
LLRC. These measures include, but are not limited to, the 
following as summarized below: 
 
Conduct on-site engine feasibility study to determine whether 
equipment and vehicles can be powered with engines that meet on-
highway standards.  Evaluation to include utilization of turbocharged 
and intercooled diesel engines, and retardation of fuel injection. 
 
Tune-up and maintain landfill equipment in accordance with 
manufacturers schedules and specifications. 
 
Instruct operators and supervisors to report any symptoms of 
performance which require maintenance. 
 
Instruct equipment operators to shut down diesel equipment if it is 

Significant Unavoidable Impact  
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Potential Impact 

 
Mitigation Measures 

Level of Significance 
After Mitigation 

expected to idle for more than 10 minutes. 
 
Evaluate feasibility of employee ridesharing program. 
 
Continue existing dust suppression measures on unpaved roads, in 
borrow areas, and at working face of landfill. 
 
 

 Continue to operate landfill gas collection and combustion system in 
accordance with governing APCD regulations. 
 
Continue to monitor surface emissions and gas migration as 
required by the APCD, the LA County Department of Public Works 
(LACDPW) in LA County Building Code, Section 110.3 and the LEA 
in CCR, Title 27, as applicable. 
 
Install landfill gas migration monitoring probes around the perimeter 
of the expansion areas. 
 
Conduct regular visual inspections of landfill cover and monitor gas 
emissions in accordance with governing APCD and CCR, Title 27 
regulations. 
 
Apply daily cover at working face of the landfill. 
 
In the event that an odor complaint is verified by LEA to be related 
to the disposal of sludge, LEA may order movement or suspension 
of sludge disposal operations.
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Potential Impact 

 
Mitigation Measures 

Level of Significance 
After Mitigation 

 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 
Project implementation would result in potentially significant project-
related and cumulative greenhouse gas emissions that could 
adversely affect global warming [climate change] if not reduced 
through the incorporation of mitigation measures. 

MM 4.5-1:  The Project shall include the following set of measures 
that, working together, will reduce operational greenhouse gas 
emissions of the Project and the effects of global warming:  
 
▪ Hauling trucks shall be powered by liquefied natural gas (LNG) or 
ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel. 
 
▪ Idling of heavy-duty hauling trucks in excess of five minutes, and 
idling of off-road mobile sources of any type in excess of ten 
minutes, shall be prohibited. 
 
▪ When new landfill equipment is purchased by LLRC, new 
commercially available equipment shall be purchased that meets or 
exceeds California’s emission standards in effect at the time of 
purchase.  
 
▪ Onsite vehicles and equipment shall be properly maintained by 
being serviced at least every 90 days and once annually in 
compliance with Department of Transportation (DOT) requirements. 
 
▪ Operation equipment used for the proposed Project shall use 
clean alternative (i.e., non-diesel/biodiesel) fuels, or use equipment 
that has been retro-fitted with diesel particulate reduction traps or 
equivalent control technology, using equipment certified by CARB.  
Such equipment is now subject to ARB’s new regulation to control 
PM emissions from off-road diesel engines.  The rule requires the 
first emission reductions from such equipment to occur by March 
2010.  
 
▪ For the purchase of primary heavy duty, diesel powered landfill 
equipment at LLRC (dozers and compactors), if equipment meeting 
California’s 2014 emission standards for off-highway, heavy duty 
diesel equipment is commercially available before 2014, WMI shall 
purchase such equipment at the LLRC as older equipment is 
replaced. 

 

Less than Significant Impact 
[project-specific GHG emissions] 

 MM 4.5-2:  Within three years of project approval, the applicant shall 
submit a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reduction Plan that 
demonstrates how the LLRC will achieve by 2020 a reduction in 
annual GHG emissions such that emissions are no greater than 10 
percent below 2006 levels and will meet or exceed all regulatory 
requirements related to GHG control.  The GHG Reduction Plan 
shall include one or more of the following measures, or combination 
thereof:  
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Potential Impact 

 
Mitigation Measures 

Level of Significance 
After Mitigation 

▪ Use of B-5 or B-20 Biodiesel in on-site equipment and in heavy 
duty truck fleets (or as a condition of future contract approvals if 
third-party haulers are used); 
 
▪ Use of hybrid hauling trucks; 
 
 ▪ Use Best Available Control Technology and BMPs when 
designing new waste disposal cells (e.g., by designing any 
additional gas collectors in bottom liner systems) to increase gas 
combustion capacity/improve flare destruction efficiency; 
 
▪ Reconsider the feasibility of gas-to-energy production capacity in 
the future for use in fueling vehicles, operating equipment or energy 
conversion; 
 
▪ Increase diversion of organic material from landfill disposal and 
use as landfill cover material; 
 
▪ Increase recycling and carbon offsets.  
 
▪ The plan shall include cost estimates for GHG reduction measures 
and identify funding sources, including but not limited to tip fee 
increases. The plan shall include an implementation schedule that 
demonstrates substantial GHG emission reductions prior to the 
2020 deadline, including implementation of “early action” measures 
that may be implemented within three years of plan approval. The 
plan will include an updated inventory of projected GHG emissions 
and an updated estimate of GHG emissions in 1990. The plan will 
be subject to review and approval by AVAQMD. 
 
▪ Increase waste diversion of recyclable materials. 

 
Mobile and on-site surface related GHG emissions associated with 
the transport and disposal of MSW may incrementally contribute to 
the cumulative adverse GHG conditions that currently exist globally. 

 
MM 4.5-3: Following closure of the landfill, the applicant shall 
continue to operate, maintain, and monitor the landfill gas collection 
and treatment system as long as the landfill continues to produce 
landfill gas, or until it is determined by the AVAQMD that emissions 
no longer constitute a considerable contribution to greenhouse gas 
emissions, whichever comes first. 
 

 
Less than Cumulatively 
Considerable/ Less than Significant 

 
Noise 

Although project-related activities would not exceed the Los Angeles 
County Noise Ordinance for anticipated site uses, single-event noise 
may be intrusive.  Adopted noise standards would not be exceeded, 
however.  Therefore, operational noise impacts associated with future 
traffic volumes and on-site activities will be less than significant. 

No significant impacts are anticipated and no mitigation measures 
beyond those prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 are required 
(see below). 
 
Mitigation Measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 are 
currently being implemented and will continue to apply to the 
LLRC. These measures include, but are not limited to, the 

Less than Significant Impact 
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Potential Impact 

 
Mitigation Measures 

Level of Significance 
After Mitigation 

following as summarized below: 
 
If residential development has occurred near landfill construction, 
limit construction hours to 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.  No construction 
on weekends or Federal holidays. 

As development occurs in new cells, construct berms to limit off-site 
impacts. 

Tune equipment and maintain equipment noise mufflers. 
 
Tune equipment and maintain equipment noise mufflers. 

 
Water Quality/Water Demand 

The proposed project will not result in any significant impacts from 
changes in the topographic conditions.  Waste will be placed above lined 
areas and there will be no potential increase in erosion beyond that 
previously analyzed in the 1997 EIR.  Therefore, no significant impacts 
are anticipated. 

Although no significant impacts are anticipated, erosion control 
measures previously prescribed for the LLRC shall continue to be 
utilized at the site during landfill operations and closure to minimize 
the soil loss from the landfill.  Excessive soil loss shall be mitigated 
by limiting the distance water must travel before reaching a channel 
or other drainage structures and by maintaining a 3:1 ratio.  Existing 
mitigation measures for the LLRC, including, but not limited to, silt 
fences, bale dikes, wood chips, and sand bags remain adequate 
under the proposed project.  Further, maintenance of the 
sedimentation basins will be conducted annually and will continue 
throughout the post-closure maintenance period.  Further, current 
activities to establish interim vegetation on the deck and slope 
areas of the site will be continued.  Subsequent to closure of the 
LLRC, vegetative materials will be established over the surface of 
the landfill to serve as the primary erosion control feature.  No 
additional mitigation measures beyond those prescribed in EIR SCH 
No. 1993101036 are required (see below). 
 
A condition of approval of the CUP limits groundwater pumping by 
the LLRC to historic baseline levels of 60 afy. 
 
Mitigation Measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 are 
currently being implemented and will continue to apply to the 
LLRC. These measures include, but are not limited to, the 
following as summarized below: 
 
Design and construct leachate control and removal system (LCRS) 
to consist of collection pipes, collection sumps and liner as 
described in Figures 5.5-2 and 5.5-3 in Draft EIR. 
 
Periodic monitoring of surface water quality in accordance with 
site’s existing Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 
 
Implement a proactive Water Quality Monitoring Program in 

Less than Significant Impact 
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Potential Impact 

 
Mitigation Measures 

Level of Significance 
After Mitigation 

compliance with State and Federal regulations. 
 
Decommission existing wells by pressure grouting or by another 
suitable method prior to landfill development, and strict adherence 
to the protocols for wells construction mandated by the California 
Department of Water Resources. 
 

 
Geotechnical 

 Mitigation Measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 are 
currently being implemented and will continue to apply to the 
LLRC. These measures include, but are not limited to, the 
following as summarized below: 
 
Prepare Earthquake Preparedness Plan as part of Emergency 
Response Plan. 
 
Design interim slopes not to exceed a gradient of 1.5:1. 
 
Develop landfill in phases to limit acreage disturbed during each 
phase. 
 
Construct peripheral drainage channels around the refuse prism. 
 
Continue implementation of dust control program. 

Less than Significant 

 
Flood 

 Mitigation Measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 are 
currently being implemented and will continue to apply to the 
LLRC. These measures include, but are not limited to, the 
following as summarized below: 
 
In phases, construct diversion ditch around expansion area.  Construct 
temporary ditches around each phase.  Collect runoff in sedimentation 
ponds. 
 
Periodic inspections of surface drainage facilities, vegetated soil 
cover areas, intermediate fill surfaces and on-site access roads.  
Daily inspections during periods of high-intensity rainfall. 
 
Seal cracks caused by settlement in intermediate and final cover 
resulting from heavy rainfall. 
 
Design and construct earth-berms and channels to direct runoff 
away from site. 
 
Implement phasing plan to promote sheet flow to sedimentation 
basin for percolation and dust control. 

Less than Significant 
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Potential Impact 

 
Mitigation Measures 

Level of Significance 
After Mitigation 

 
Implement Phase II drainage plan to promote sheet flow to the 
northwesterly detention basin.  Implement Phase III drainage plan to 
direct flow to outer perimeter channel. 
 

 In EEA, implement grading plan to direct flow to adjacent excavated 
cell and southerly channel.  Pump water from excavated cells to 
designated sedimentation basins. 
 
Dedicate a 100-foot wide drainage easement along the east side of 
future 5th Street East for construction of a flood channel proposed in 
the Antelope Valley Flood Control and Water Conservation Plan.

Less than Significant 

 
Fire Hazard 

 Mitigation Measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 are 
currently being implemented and will continue to apply to the 
LLRC. These measures include, but are not limited to, the 
following as summarized below: 
 
Implement measures described in Spill Countermeasure and 
Control Plan and Emergency Management Plan (required by State 
in CCR, Title 27) as listed on Pages 5.3-4 and 5.3-5 of Draft EIR. 
 
Maintain 100-foot wide buffer zone at the perimeter of the expansion 
areas. 
 
Implement procedures required by LA County Fire Department 
Prevention Regulation No. 10 to ensure adequate access and provision 
and maintenance of facilities. 
 
Train operations personnel annually in fire prevention, fire extinguisher 
use and emergency response. 
 
Remove debris and dust from undercarriages and engine 
compartments and check for oil and fuel leaks of landfill equipment and 
vehicles. 
 
Provide fire extinguishers on all landfill equipment and in the entrance 
and maintenance facilities. 

Less than Significant 

 
Biota 

 Mitigation Measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 are 
currently being implemented and will continue to apply to the 
LLRC. These measures include, but are not limited to, the 
following as summarized below: 
 
 Revegetate completed landfill cells. 
 

Less than Significant 
 
[* Surveys conducted in 2009-2010 of 
the 4-acre Borrow Site within Eastern 
Expansion Area (EEA) for Mohave 
ground squirrel and desert tortoise 
confirmed lack of presence of both 
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Potential Impact 

 
Mitigation Measures 

Level of Significance 
After Mitigation 

Restrict size of working face of landfill to one acre or less to reduce 
attraction of unwanted species. 
 

species and unlikelihood of occurrence, 
consistent with the 1997 EIR survey 
results,] 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Conduct pre-construction surveys to ensure that no sensitive plant 
species are found within project boundaries. 
 
Verify whether 0.4 acre desert meadow habitat in northern edge of 
EEA constitutes a jurisdictional wetland. 
 
Prior to construction activities in the EEA, perform a botanical survey to 
establish existing vegetation densities in order to develop revegetation 
seed mixes. 
 
Conduct timely [protocol level] surveys to determine the presence or 
absence of the desert tortoise.  If found, coordinate with the CDFG and 
USFWS in implementing relocation program.  

 

 
Cultural/Paleontological Resources 

 Mitigation Measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 are 
currently being implemented and will continue to apply to the 
LLRC. These measures include, but are not limited to, the 
following as summarized below: 
 
Cease operations if cultural resources re encountered during any 
phase of construction.  If Indian remains encountered, contact 
Native Indian Advisor of the local tribe as well as County Coroner. 

 
Retain qualified paleontologist to perform periodic inspections and, 
if necessary, salvage exposed fossils.  The paleontologist shall be 
allowed to divert or direct grading in the area of an exposed fossil.  
As necessary, samples shall be collected with fine mesh screens.  
Implement other measures listed on Page 5.8-10 of Draft EIR. 

Less than Significant 

 
Visual Qualities 

 Mitigation Measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 are 
currently being implemented and will continue to apply to the 
LLRC. These measures include, but are not limited to, the 
following as summarized below: 
 
Utilize berms, where practical, to screen views of working face of 
the landfill from nearby residential areas. 
 
Vegetate berms with intermediate vegetative cover. 

 
Coordinate with County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and 
Recreation and Antelope Valley Trails, Recreation and Environmental 
Council (AVTREC) to relocate rural trail currently proposed through the 
EEA. 

Less than Significant 
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Potential Impact 

 
Mitigation Measures 

Level of Significance 
After Mitigation 

 
 

Environmental Safety 
 Mitigation Measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 are 

currently being implemented and will continue to apply to the 
LLRC. These measures include, but are not limited to, the 
following as summarized below: 
 
Continue to implement provisions of Special Waste Identification Plan 
(SWIP) to identify potential sources of hazardous wastes.  Maintain 
signs that indicate that hazardous materials and liquid wastes are not 
accepted. 
 
Continue to implement Hazardous Waste Exclusion Program (HWEP) 
to randomly check loads of incoming waste for hazardous materials. 
 
Store materials in designated on-site storage area for less than 90 
days.  Materials to be removed by licensed transporter. 
 
Continue to utilize a radiation detector at the scale house to detect 
presence of radioactive materials and prevent their disposal at the site. 
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CHAPTER 2.0 
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

 
 
2.1 Purpose of the Draft Supplemental EIR 
 

2.1.1 Authority 
 
This Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) was prepared pursuant to the provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, as amended (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the 
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.).  This SEIR assesses the potential 
impacts associated with the increase in daily refuse volume proposed for the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling 
Center (LLRC).  The County of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency for the proposed project and the attendant new 
Conditional Use Permit.   
 
An EIR is an informational document prepared pursuant to CEQA.  It provides decision-makers, public 
agencies, and the public in general with detailed information about the potential significant environmental 
effects of a proposed project.  It also lists the ways in which the significant effects of a project might be 
minimized and addresses alternatives to the project.  CEQA requires that an EIR contain at a minimum, 
certain specific information, including but not limited to a clear, concise project description; environmental 
settings; discussion of environmental impacts; effects found not to be significant, and cumulative impacts.  
This information is required pursuant to Sections 15120 through 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
 

2.1.2 Earlier Environmental Analysis 
 
As permitted by Section 15150 of the CEQA Guidelines, this Draft SEIR has referenced several technical 
studies, analyses, and reports.  Information from the documents that has been incorporated by reference has 
been briefly summarized in the appropriate section(s) that follow and the relationship between the 
incorporated part of the referenced document and the Draft EIR has been described.  The documents and 
other sources, which have been used in the preparation of this Draft SEIR, are identified in Chapter 12.0 
(Bibliography).  In accordance with Section 15150(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the location where the 
public may obtain and review these referenced documents and other sources used in the preparation of the 
Draft SEIR is also identified in Chapter 12.0.    
 
In addition to the technical studies, the Final EIR prepared for the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Facility 
(County Case No. 93070/SCH No. 1993101036) has also been used to prepare the Draft SEIR.  As indicated 
above, the County of Los Angeles certified Final EIR SCH No. 1993101036 in 1997.  That document 
evaluated the potential impacts of LLRC expansion, which included expanding the landfill footprint to include 
209 acres; the maximum elevation of the landfill was established at 2,400 feet amsl when the expansion was 
approved in 1998.  Where appropriate and necessary, information contained in that document has been 
incorporated by reference as permitted by CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.  The Final EIR for the 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Facility is available at the Los Angeles County Department of Regional 
Planning for review. 
 

2.1.3 Intended Uses of the Draft EIR 
 
This Supplemental EIR has been prepared pursuant to Section 15163 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which 
allows a lead agency to prepare a supplement to a previously prepared EIR when “. . . minor additions or 
changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR adequately apply to the project in the changed 
situation.”  As previously indicated, in this case, the applicant is proposing only to increase the daily capacity; 
no other physical changes to the existing landfill are proposed.  As a result, the proposed action will require 
only minor additional analysis to adequately address the potential impacts of the increase in daily capacity, 
which is presented in this Supplemental EIR. 
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Pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, the Draft SEIR is intended to provide information regarding the 
environmental consequences of, mitigation measures for, and alternatives to, the proposed new Conditional Use 
Permit and Solid Waste Facility Permit that would allow an increase in daily refuse volume accepted at the landfill 
to 3,000 tons per day (from the current permitted volume of 1,700 tons per day), which results in an increase of 
7,800 tons per week based on a six-day week.  It is also meant to facilitate discussions with other agencies 
regarding implementation of mitigation measures.  CEQA is specific about providing disclosure where “[t]he EIR is 
to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and considered the ecological 
implications of its action … ” (Guidelines Section 15300 [d]).  CEQA also requires consideration of the whole or 
entirety of an action.  With these guiding principles in mind, the intended uses of this SEIR are to: 
 
 • Inform the decision-makers, public, and agencies about the project; 
 

• Analyze the environmental impacts of the (proposed) new Conditional Use Permit and Solid 
Waste Facility Permit; 

 
 • Provide notice to Responsible/Trustee Agencies regarding required permits; 
 

• Incorporate analysis related to the requirements of these laws to allow responsible agencies to 
make findings pursuant to this SEIR. 

 
Although this Draft SEIR will also be necessarily specific in the depth of analysis (i.e., project-level analysis), 
this document, along with the supporting existing setting and General Plan and related long-range planning 
documents, when appropriate, provides environmental documentation for the implementation of the increase 
in daily and weekly refuse volume (and additional green/wood waste, which is estimated to range from 1,600 
tpd to 2,800 tpd) proposed for the Lancaster Landfill.  It provides project level environmental documentation 
that will be used by the County’s decision-makers prior to taking an action on the proposed project. 
 
A discretionary project triggering the need for environmental review under CEQA is an action taken by a 
government agency that calls for the exercise of judgment in deciding whether to approve or how to carry out 
a project, as distinguished from situations where the public agency or body merely has to determine whether 
there has been conformity with applicable statutes or regulations.  For this project, the lead government 
agency is the Los Angeles County and the County Department of Health Services acts as the Local 
Enforcement Agency designated under State law to approve or deny the revised Solid Waste Facility Permit 
(SWFP).  The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission considers whether to approve the new 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP).  To approve and implement the proposed SWFP and CUP, the following 
specific discretionary approvals are needed: 
 

• Approval of the project and certification of the Final EIR 
 

• Approval of the new Conditional Use Permit 
 
• Approval of the Revised SWFP 

 
In accordance with Section 15161 of the State CEQA Guidelines, this document is intended to serve as a 
“project” EIR that examines the environmental impacts of the specific development project.  In this case, 
several discretionary actions are requested to implement the proposed project.  The analysis contained in this 
document will focus on the changes in the environment that will result from the development of the proposed 
project, over and above the existing baseline or permitted levels. 
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2.1.4 Related Approvals 
 
This SEIR may be used by the following public agencies in the adoption of the proposed new Conditional Use 
Permit, revised Solid Waste Facility Permit, Waste Discharge Requirements, and approval of implementation 
activities there under (refer to Table 2-1); 
 

1. CalRecycle California Integrated Waste Management Board; 
 

2. Los Angeles County Department of Health Services as the LEA; 
 

3. California Regional Water Quality Control Board; 
 

4. Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District; 
 

5. Any other public agencies that may approve implementation activities undertaken in 
accordance with the new Conditional Use Permit and Solid Waste Facility Permit. 

 
2.1.5 Agencies Having Jurisdiction 

 
The principal agency having jurisdiction over the proposed project is the County of Los Angeles, and 
specifically the Department of Regional Planning and the Department of Health Services because the project 
site is located in the unincorporated area of Los Angeles County.  In addition, the proposed project includes a 
series of possible discretionary actions over which a number of agencies may have authority.  Table 2-1 lists 
potential state, regional, and local approvals that may occur during the course of implementation of the 
proposed project and identifies the agencies with potential jurisdiction over these permits and/or approvals. 
 

Table 2-1 
List of Potential Responsible and Trustee Agencies 

Project Approvals 
 

 
Agency 

 
Permit/Approval 

Los Angeles County Integrated Waste 
 Management Task Force Finding of Conformance 

Antelope Valley AQMD Air Quality Permit(s) 

CalRecycle California Integrated Waste 
Management Board Solid Waste Facilities Permit 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Waste Discharge Requirements 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
    (NPDES) Storm Water and Construction Permit 

 
2.1.6 Availability of the Draft EIR 

 
The Draft SEIR has been distributed directly to numerous State agencies through the Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research, as well as public agencies and to interested organizations for review and comment.  
The Draft SEIR and all related technical studies are also available for review and copying at the County of 
Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning.  These documents and materials are also available for 
inspection at the following public libraries:  Lancaster Library at 601 West Lancaster Boulevard, Lancaster, 
CA 93534; Quartz Hill Library at 42018 North 50th Street West, Santa Clarita, CA 93536; and Littlerock Library 
at 35119 80th Street East, Little Rock, CA 93543.  
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Agencies, organizations and individuals are invited to comment on the information presented in the Draft 
SEIR during the 45-day public review period.  Specifically, comments are requested on the scope and 
adequacy of the environmental analysis.  Following the public review period, a response to all substantive 
public review comments will be prepared and compiled into a Final SEIR, which will be considered by the Los 
Angeles County Regional Planning Commission for certification. 
 
As indicated above, copies of the Draft SEIR for the new LLRC Conditional Use Permit are available for 
review at the libraries listed above and: 
 
 County of Los Angeles 
 Department of Regional Planning – Impact Analysis Section 
 320 West Temple Street 
 Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 Contact Person: Christina Tran (213) 974-6461 
 
2.2 Methodology 
 
The Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning has determined through the initial study process 
that the proposed project includes minor changes (i.e., increase in daily capacity) to the original project 
approved by the County for the LLRC (i.e., lateral expansion of the existing landfill), which requires the 
issuance of a new CUP by DRP and SWFP by DHS.  Therefore, as previously indicated (refer to Section 
2.1.3), the Draft Supplemental EIR has been prepared in accordance with Section 15163 (Supplement to an 
EIR) of the State CEQA Guidelines because minor additions to the prior EIR (SCH No. 1993101036) would 
be necessary to adequately analyze the proposed project.  As a result, this Supplemental EIR contains only 
the information necessary to apply to the project in the changed situation (i.e., increase in the daily capacity).   
 

2.2.1 Existing Conditions 
 
This introductory section describes the existing environmental conditions related to each issue analyzed in 
the Draft SEIR.  In accordance with Section 15125 of the State CEQA Guidelines, both the local and regional 
settings are discussed as they existed at the time of issuance of the NOP, which was circulated for a 30-day 
comment period on May 26, 2004.  The public comment period extended from May 28, 2004 through June 
28, 2004. 
 

2.2.2 Impact Significance Criteria 
 
Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR "identify and focus on the significant 
environmental effects" of a proposed project.  "Effects" and "impacts" mean the same under CEQA and are 
used interchangeably within this Draft EIR.  A "significant effect" or "significant impact" on the environment 
means "a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the 
area affected by the project" (Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines). 
 
In determining whether an impact is "significant" within CEQA's definition, emphasis has been given to the 
basic policies of CEQA with respect to a particular subject matter, as well as to specific criteria for 
significance found in the CEQA Guidelines (refer to Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines).  An effort has been 
made to avoid overly subjective significance criteria that are not based in specific CEQA policies and/or 
generally accepted thresholds upon which significance can be determined.  For each subject area addressed 
within this Draft SEIR, significance criteria are identified that have been applied in analyzing the potential 
effects of the Proposed Project. 
 

2.2.3 Standard Conditions and Uniform Codes 
 
The Proposed Project incorporates, where appropriate, the applicable regulatory requirements as part of the 
project and as set forth in the California Code of Regulations and County of Los Angeles code and 
regulations, or other regulatory requirements prescribed by responsible agencies.  It is important to note, 
however, that the proposed project does not include any new construction (i.e., buildings and/or related 
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structures).  For analytical purposes, compliance with these regulatory requirements is not considered 
mitigation because it is part of the project as designed.  Where an otherwise significant impact is avoided, in 
whole or in part, due to the application of standard regulatory requirements or project features, the text will 
note that an issue of environmental concern exists and that it is addressed by a standard regulatory 
requirement.  The requirement has been identified and the manner in which it addresses the environmental 
issue is also identified.  This approach precludes the use of mitigation measures that are mere repetitions of 
common practice, County planning/approval procedures, or laws that are applicable to the Proposed Project.  
 

2.2.4 Impact Analysis 
 
The impact analysis presented in the Draft SEIR identifies specific project-related impacts.  As described 
above, the significance criteria provide the basis for distinguishing between impacts that are determined to be 
significant (i.e., impact exceeds the threshold of significance) and those that are less than significant.  The 
existing environmental setting (i.e., existing conditions) serves as the backdrop for gauging the nature and 
extent of impacts anticipated to result from the proposed project.  Potential impacts presented in the Draft 
SEIR are based on a "worst case analysis," which assumes a daily volume of 3,000 tons per day of refuse at 
the Lancaster Landfill. 
 
In assessing the impacts of the Proposed Project and the various CEQA alternatives, the County of Los 
Angeles has conducted the following analysis: 
 

"Potential effects" of the project have been identified.  Initially, these potential effects are identified on 
a cursory level.  No determination is made that they truly are "significant," "adverse," or "substantial."  
This process merely identifies issues and impacts, which, on a cursory level, may seem possible.  
"Potential effects" include issues identified in the initial study/environmental assessment as well as 
those raised by the public, the landowners, the County or City of Lancaster, and other public 
agencies. 

 
With respect to each potential effect, an analysis has been conducted to determine if, in fact: 

 
 • The project produces the identified "effect"; and 
 

• The effect produces a substantial, or potentially substantial, change in the physical 
conditions within the area affected by the project (i.e., "significant"). 

 
Where the investigation of a potential effect concludes the effect is too speculative for evaluation, that 
conclusion is noted and the discussion of that effect is ended.  Where the investigation demonstrates 
a potential effect does or may (without undue speculation) occur, but is beneficial, that conclusion is 
noted.  Where the investigation demonstrates a potential effect is not significant or not adverse, that 
conclusion is noted. 

 
2.2.5 Mitigation Measures 

 
Where the analysis described in Section 2.2.4 above demonstrates that a potential effect will result in a 
significant impact, that conclusion is noted and: 
 

• Feasible mitigation measures are provided which will avoid or minimize the significant effects 
and, in most cases, reduce them to less than significant levels; or 

 
• Where feasible mitigation measures are not identified which can reduce the significant 

effect(s) to less than significant levels, the significant effect will be identified as one that will 
result in "significant unavoidable adverse impacts". 
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2.2.6 Unavoidable Significant Impacts 

 
Unavoidable significant adverse impacts (i.e., those effects that either cannot be mitigated or they remain 
significant even after mitigation) are identified in the Draft SEIR if the mitigation measures prescribed cannot 
reduce the significant impacts to a less than significant level (or the mitigation measures are infeasible, or 
their implementation cannot be guaranteed because they are the responsibility of another public agency).  
Prior to approval of the Proposed Project, the Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission will be 
required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations that identifies and describes the public benefit(s) 
associated with project implementation that offset the significant impacts. 
 
2.3 Format of the Draft Supplemental EIR [As Updated to Reflect 

Revisions/FSEIR] 
 
As noted above, this EIR focuses on the analysis of those environmental resource areas that may experience 
significant adverse impacts as a result of the proposed project.  The organization of the Draft SEIR is as follows: 

 Section 1.0 – Executive Summary.  This section includes the executive summary, which summarizes the 
proposed project, the project alternatives and the potential environmental impacts of the alternatives. 

 Section 2.0 - Introduction.  This section provides relevant, information, context and background (including 
a history of the proposed project) on the CEQA process and the proposed project. 

 Section 3.0 – Project Description.  This section includes the project description and summarizes the 
project alternatives, the project objectives and the CEQA process for the proposed project. 

Section 4.0 – Environmental Analysis.  This section describes the existing conditions, the thresholds 
of significance, the analytical methodology, the impacts of the proposed projects, mitigation to reduce 
or avoid any significant adverse impacts, and the level of significance of the impacts after mitigation 
for the environmental parameters determined in the Initial Study to potentially result in significant 
adverse impacts. 

 Section 5.0 – Impacts Determined to be Less than Significant.  This section summarizes the 
environmental impacts found not to be significant based on the analysis provided in the initial study (IS). 

 Section 6.0 – Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.  This section summarizes the potential significant 
unavoidable adverse impacts of the project alternatives, after mitigation, based on the analysis 
documented in Chapter 4.0. 

 Section 7.0 – Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources.  This section addresses the 
potential for irretrievable and irreversible commitment of resources associated with the project 
alternatives. 

 Section 8.0 – Growth-Inducing Impacts.  This section addresses the potential for growth-inducing impacts 
associated with the proposed project. 

 Section 9.0 – Cumulative Impacts.  This section addresses the potential for cumulative impacts 
associated with the proposed project. 

 Section 10.0 – Alternatives.  This section provides a qualitative analysis of the potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Alternatives to the Project and the No Project Alternative. 

 Section 11.0 – Organizations and Persons Consulted.  This section lists the County of Los Angeles, and 
consultant personnel who were consulted during or responsible for the preparation of this Draft SEIR. 

 Section 12.0 – Bibliography.  This section lists the references used in the preparation of this SEIR. 

 Section 13.0 – Glossary of Terms.  This section provides a comprehensive glossary of terms and 
acronyms used in the SEIR.  

 Appendices.  The Appendices to this SEIR include the technical reports prepared to analyze the 
potential impacts of the project alternatives. 
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CHAPTER 3.0 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
 
3.1 Project Location 
 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center (LLRC) is located in the Antelope Valley, south of the Kern County 
boundary in unincorporated Los Angeles County (refer to Figure 3-1).   The LLRC property is located 
approximately two miles northeast of the City of Lancaster on unincorporated land property bounded by 
Division Street on the west, Avenue “F” on the north and Avenue “G” on the south; 10th Street East divides 
the Eastern Area from the remainder of the landfill property.  The Site Vicinity and Location Map (Figure 3-2) 
illustrates the relationship of the site to the surrounding street system.  The site address is 600 East Avenue 
F, Lancaster, California 93535.  The LLRC property encompasses approximately 276 acres and occupies the 
northeast ¼ of Section 35 and the north ½ of the northwest ¼ of Section 36 and the south 30 acres of the 
northwest ¼ of the northeast ¼ of Section 36, Township 8 North, Range 12 West, San Bernardino Meridian. 
 
The LLRC is composed of the following components:  the current active landfill area (102 acres); the Western 
Area (62 acres), the Eastern Area (112 acres).  The existing (i.e., current) landfill area includes a 78-acre 
refuse area, a 20-acre ancillary facilities area, and four acres of buffer.  Of the 62-acre Western Area, refuse 
fill will be placed within 50 acres.  The Eastern Area includes 81 acres within the waste footprint for that area.  
The waste footprints in the three landfill areas comprise a total of 209 acres of the 276-acre LLRC landfill 
property.  Figure 3-3 illustrates the limits of the site components identified above and the landfill footprint.  
Waste transported to the LLRC under the proposed project will be placed only over the lined areas of the 
landfill. 
 
3.2 Environmental Setting 
 

3.2.1 Existing Land Use 
 

Surrounding Land Use 
 
The LLRC site is located in a generally rural area within unincorporated Los Angeles County.  Existing land 
uses within a three-mile radius of the project site include open space, scattered single-family residences, 
Piute Ponds and Edwards Air Force Base to the north and northeast.  Land uses to the northwest and west 
include open space, scattered single-family residential development along Avenue “G”, a few mobile homes, 
sewage disposal ponds, duck ponds, Sierra Highway and the Southern Pacific Railroad.  Open space, light 
industrial/commercial, a radio tower, mobile home parks, residential tract homes and the District Fairgrounds 
are located within a three miles radius to the south of the site.  Land uses to the east include open space and 
a limited number of single-family residential dwelling units.  No agricultural lands are located adjacent to the 
LLRC. 
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Figure 3-1 
 

Regional Location Map 
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Figure 3-2 
 

Site Vicinity and Location Map 
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Figure 3-3 
 

Site Boundaries Map 
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3.2.2 General Site Characteristics 
 
The LLRC, is owned and operated by Waste Management of California, Inc. (WMI) and is operating as a 
Class III disposal site, which primarily accepts non-hazardous municipal solid waste.  Landfills are classified 
according to their ability to contain waste as defined in the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 27.  
The landfill is currently permitted under CUP 93-070 to accept up to 1,700 tons per day of municipal solid 
waste (MSW) for disposal with additional inflow of soil, green waste, and recyclable and beneficial use 
materials.  (See 1997 Draft EIR, pp. 2-6 through 2-7 (mixed waste); 3-17 (recyclable storage before being 
shipped offsite), 3-27 (recyclables transferred to "roll off containers" onsite and once full transferred offsite; 
discussion of composting, etc.) 
 
In accordance with the existing SWFP (19-AA-0050, p. 6), the maximum daily tonnage does not include clean 
dirt for cover or slope fill or waste processed and put to beneficial use on the landfill or separated or otherwise 
diverted from the waste stream and exported from the landfill for recycling purposes.  The County adopted an 
Addendum to the certified 1998 Final EIR in 2000 prior to adopting the revised SWFP (which excluded 
material diverted from the solid waste stream for reuse or recycling from the 1,700 tpd limit). The Addendum 
considered the potential traffic related impacts from not including the recycling, wood grinding and other 
related diversion activities from the 1,700 tpd limit.  The Addendum found a less than significant impact (both 
direct and cumulative) from a net increase of 43 trucks associated with recycling operations to the levels of 
service on adjacent roadways (LOS) (Addendum, p. 3; see also Linscott Law & Greenspan Engineers memo, 
June 20, 2000, pp.1-7 attached to Addendum (analyzing increased truck trips from recycling operations on 
same 13 intersections and 12 roadway segments analyzed in the 1997 Draft EIR)).  The Addendum also 
found a less than significant impact to pavement after mitigation (e.g., payment of fair share fees for road 
improvements).  (Addendum, pp. 3-4)   The percent of incoming waste as presented in the site's 2000 Joint 
Technical Document (JTD) is 22 percent municipal refuse, 27 percent commercial/industrial wastes, 18 
percent construction/demolition wastes, and 33 percent mixed waste.  
 
As of November 28, 2005,April 25, 2011, the date of the latest flyover, the LLRC has an estimated remaining 
air space capacity of approximately 17, 860,810 15,126,270 cubic yards., which will accommodate 
approximately 13,390,000 tons of refuse.  Based on current disposal rates at the landfill of 1,700 tons per day 
(tpd) maximum, it is estimated that the landfill will reach its current permitted capacity in approximately 25 24 
years or 20315 (assuming 310 operating days per year).  However, the existing CUP No. 93-070 expires by 
its terms on August 1, 2012, the LLRC would no longer be permitted to operate past that time without the 
processing and approval of a new CUP to continue landfill operations at the site. 
 
The customers served by the existing landfill include residential, commercial, light industrial, and construction 
customers.  The local area served is generally the Lancaster/Palmdale area and surrounding areas (i.e., 
Quartz Hill, Antelope Acres, Lake Los Angeles, Pearblossom, and other unincorporated L.A. County areas).  
Waste is also received from Edwards AFB (approximately 20 miles), Acton (20 miles), Wrightwood (45 miles), 
and Gorman (50 miles).  In addition, transfer trucks deliver waste from transfer stations located in the greater 
Los Angeles basin. 
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 Figure 3-4 
 

Aerial Photograph with Existing Ancillary Facilities (2004) 
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Figure 3-5 
 

Aerial Photograph with Ancillary Uses (2011) 
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Existing Ancillary Uses 
 
In addition to the areas within the landfill site that are used to deposit municipal solid waste (MSW), the LLRC 
also accommodates several ongoing existing ancillary uses, which are illustrated on the aerial photographs 
(refer to Figures 3-4 and 3-5).  Each of the existing ancillary facilities is described below.  Unless otherwise 
specified, the LLRC does not proposed to change the existing uses or facilities as part of the proposed 
project.  The discussion and description of the existing ancillary uses are intended to provide clarification of 
the existing baseline conditions and operations at the site. 
 

▪ Scales 
 
The scale area, which includes three 70-foot scales, is located in the northwest corner of the LLRC, 
east of the site entrance to the facility.  Two of the scales are attended and encompass approximately 
1,400 square feet.  In addition, one unattended scale encompasses an area of approximately 1,100 
square feet.  The scales are utilized to weigh inbound and outbound trucks.  The unattended scale is 
used to weigh dedicated origin loads and minimize wait times at the attended scales. 
 
▪ Container Storage and Repair Areas (2) 
 
Two container storage and repair areas, which accommodate a variety of bin sizes ranging from 
three to 50 cubic yards, are located within the LLRC.  The smaller area (8,900 square feet) is located 
near the site entrance near the northwest corner of the facility.  The larger of the two container 
storage and repair areas is located in the western limits of the site along 5th Street East; this area 
encompasses approximately 200,000 square feet.  Damaged containers are also repaired in both 
areas. 

 
▪ Recyclables Storage/Loading 
 
The recyclables storage/loading area is also located near the facility entrance near the northwestern 
corner of the site.  This area, which comprises approximately 17,000 square feet, is utilized to unload 
trucks hauling mixed recyclables, including but not limited to cardboard, paper, bottles, cans, and 
plastics.  The recyclable material is reloaded and transported to a processing facility in southern 
California.  Based on the area within the LLRC dedicated to recyclable storage and loading, the 
maximum amount of material stored at any one time is approximately 150 tons.  Recycling is 
discussed later in this section. 
 
▪ Flare Station and Condensate Holding Tank 
 
As waste decomposes in the landfill, the gas that is produced is transported, via the landfill gas piping 
network, to the flare station and condensate holding tank area to be combusted by the flare to reduce 
emissions to permitted levels in accordance with regulatory requirements.  As landfill gas is 
transported to the flare through the piping network, the gas cools resulting in the generation of 
condensate.  Condensate is stored in this area in a 10,000 gallon aboveground storage tank where it 
is then injected into the flare and combusted.  The flare station, including the condensate holding 
tank, is also located within a 7,500 square foot area at the facilities area at the northwestern corner of 
the LLRC. (See Figure 3-4.) 
 
▪ Offices 
 
Offices that accommodate employees of the landfill are located within a 2,300-square foot area in the 
northwest corner of the LLRC.  The employees utilize the offices to perform various functions, 
including scale house operations, maintenance, landfill operations, and administration.  The offices 
also include a break room that is used by employees of the landfill.
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▪ Household Hazardous Waste Storage 
 
The LLRC also accommodates an area within the site that is dedicated to storing household 
hazardous waste (HHW).  The 1,400-square foot area, which is also located east of the entrance to 
the site, is used to store household hazardous waste materials found in loads through the load 
inspection program. The HHW is consolidated and temporarily stored in this area before being 
transported to an appropriate destination facility for proper treatment and disposal.  A discussion of 
HHW, including acceptable and unacceptable types of waste is presented later in this section. 
 
▪ Whitegoods (appliances)/Cathod Ray Tube (CRT) Storage 
 
As white goods (e.g., washers, dryers and refrigerators) and CRT’s are dropped off or collected, they 
are consolidated and transported to the appropriate recycling facility. The LLRC diverts for recycling 
all white goods containing scrap metal value. (See LLRC 2011 Biennial Report). Two separate 
recycling operations are conducted in this area located at the facilities area at the northwest corner of 
the LLRC. This area encompasses approximately 4,700 square feet, including 1,500 square feet that 
are dedicated to whitegoods storage and 3,200-square for CRT storage. 
 
▪ Truck Equipment Maintenance 
 
A 3,200 square foot truck equipment maintenance area is located in the northwestern corner of the 
LLRC.  Mechanics maintain and repair the heavy equipment utilized in the landfill operations.  In 
addition, collection trucks that break down are also repaired at this facility. (See Figure 3-4.) 
 
▪ Non-Potable Water Tank 
 
A non-potable water tank is located in the vicinity of the flare station and condensate holding tank.  
The on-site non-potable well provides water that is stored in the 10,000 gallon tank.  The non-potable 
water is utilized for on-site dust control.  The non-potable water tank encompasses an area of 
approximately 2,000 square feet. 
 
▪ Concrete and Asphalt Material Recycling Area 
 
A 124,000-square foot area within northeastern corner of the LLRC is dedicated to concrete and 
asphalt material recycling. (Figure 3-4.)  Concrete and asphalt materials are stockpiled on the site 
until it is determined to be economically feasible to warrant crushing them into base materials to be 
used at the landfill or transported off-site and reused.  That maximum height of the stockpile for the 
concrete and asphalt materials is 30 feet. 
 
▪ C & D Transfer Area 
 
The construction and demolition transfer area is located south of the landfill entrance in the vicinity of 
the larger container storage area along 5th Street East.  This 11,500 square foot area is used to store 
mixed construction and demolition debris after it is unloaded from collection vehicles.  The C&D 
materials are consolidated in this area before being loaded into transfer trucks to be transported to 
processing facilities in the Los Angeles area. 
 
▪ Potable Water Well and Tank 
 
A 1,200 square foot area within the LLRC accommodates a potable water well that supplies water to 
the existing offices located on the site.  The water well and tank are located east of the landfill 
entrance near the East Avenue F frontage of the landfill. 
 
▪ Green Materials Storage/Processing Area 
 
The green materials storage/processing area is used to stockpile various kinds of green and wood 
materials that are collected and transported to the LLRC.  This area is located near the northeastern 
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corner of the site near East Avenue F and 10th Street East.  When sufficient materials have been 
received, a portable grinder is brought in to grind the material so that it can be utilized for 
landscaping, biomass fuel, RAC feedstock, or as an alternative energy project, if available.  
Stockpiles within the 55,000 square foot area are limited to a height of 20 feet. 
 
 
▪ Soil Stockpile Area 
 
A large soil stockpile area (approximately 550,000 square feet) is located in the south eastern corner 
of the LLRC near 10th Street East.  This area is used to stockpile soil received from customers and/or 
that resulting from on-site excavation before it is utilized as landfill cover material. (Figure 3-4.) 
 
▪ Miscellaneous Features 
 
In addition to the ancillary uses identified above, other features include an unpaved, dirt parking lot, 
which is located in the vicinity of the office and provides parking for employees.  A paint shop and oil 
storage area are located south of the potable water well and tank in the northeastern corner of the 
subject property.  Although the paint shop was active in 2004, it is currently inactive and may or may 
not be reactivated.  The LLRC was originally conditioned to include an oil storage tank, supplying the 
refuse collection vehicles that were then located at the LLRC which would be sited on the area 
designated in Figure 3-4; however, the tank has not been constructed to date. 
 
Future Ancillary Use 
 
▪ Reclaimable Anaerobic Composter (RAC) Operations Area (Proposed) 
 

As indicated on Figure 3-5 (2011 Aerial Photograph), a proposed RAC operations area that encompasses 
approximately 140,000 square feet is located south of the westerly concrete and asphalt material recycling 
area.  The RAC was permitted by the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) (i.e. the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Health) with concurrence from the California Department of Resources Recycling and 
Recovery (CalRecycle), pursuant to 14 CCR 17862(b) as a research and development (R&D) composting 
facility on November 6, 2009; however, it is not operational at the present time.  LEA approval of the research 
composting operation allowed the LLRC to exceed 5,000 cubic yards of feedstock, additives, chipped and 
ground material and compost on-site at any one time.  In addition, the RAC was also conditionally approved 
by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board in May 2010.  The conditional approval of the RAC 
required WMI to develop and implement a monitoring program to evaluate and demonstrate the integrity of 
the proposed RAC liner system.  The Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (AVAQMD) issued two 
Authorities to Construct, including one for the RAC pod/vessel complex and one for the biofilter air quality 
control mechanism. Operation of the RAC would be consistent with the approvals described above, 
irrespective of the County’s approval of the proposed project. 

 
The RAC is composed of an anaerobic composting pod system for batch treatment of feedstock that includes 
organics such as green waste, manure, oil and grease, and food waste.  The RAC system that would become 
operational at the LLRC would consist of in-ground pods that are lined on the bottom and side walls with 
geosynthetic membranes, and then sealed on top with additional geosynthetic membrane after being fully 
charged (filled up with feedstock).  No special or solid wastes would be handled within the RAC system. 
 
Each pod is capable of processing up to 1,000 cubic yards of feedstock in a completely sealed vessel.  
Rather than converting the compost aerobically to carbon dioxide, as is done through conventional 
composting, the RAC technique converts the organics to a mixture of approximately 45 percent of carbon 
dioxide and 55% biofuel. As part of a full-scale RAC production model, the resultant biofuel may be 
processed and utilized as a fuel source through the future gas-to-energy infrastructure within the LLRC.  
However, as part of the research project, the resultant biofuel would be sent to the existing landfill gas flare 
where it would be combusted along with other landfill gas in accordance with current regulatory requirements. 
The biofuel that results from the RAC process is different than landfill gas in that typically is generated 
through the normal landfill decomposition process in that the biofuel from the RAC has a generally higher 
energy content (as measured in British Thermal Unit (BTU)) and fewer contaminants such as hydrogen 
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sulfide, oxygen, nitrogen, and siloxanes.  The higher BTU and the low quantities of contaminant makes the 
RAC biofuel more efficient, cleaner burning and useful for a variety of applications. In addition, the digestate 
produced by the RAC has a higher nitrogen and phosphorus value than yard waste compost that is normally 
generated through typical aerobic composting procedures because of the digested proteins. The increased 
nutrient content of the digestate makes the material more desirable as a soil amendment giving it a greater 
market value. The sustained high temperature of the RAC process also destroys all seeds and provides 
pathogen reduction to prevent weeds and render safe products. 
 
Because the RAC utilizes materials that are currently destined for the LLRC there will be no additional inflow 
of tonnage or truck trips as a result of the proposed ancillary use.  The total incoming tons and number of 
trucks will remain the same.  The only thing that will change is the distribution of material within incoming 
trucks.  Organics that would normally be contained within general municipal solid waste (MSW) loads will now 
be source separated and transported in segregated loads to the LLRC.  The MSW trucks that would normally 
have taken the organics will now be able to make more stops in order to fill the freed-up volume from the 
diverted organics.  Therefore there will be proportionately less trips made by the general MSW trucks overall, 
resulting in no net change in truck trips. 
 
The methane concentration of the biogas generated by the digestion process of the RAC is greater than 52 
percent which is well above the acceptable rate of 42 percent required for use in a gas to energy facility.  
Additionally, due to the controlled processes employed at the RAC, the methane content of the bio-gas is 
expected to be constant and predictable. Because of the controlled source of the feedstock, the hydrogen 
sulfide content is significantly less than landfill gas resulting in less odors. Siloxane levels will also be 
significantly less resulting in less wear and tear on system components and lower maintenance costs.  
 
Odors are an intrinsic part of composting operations and can be controlled successfully by employing good 
system design, operation, and training.  The RAC components and operational procedures are designed to 
minimize emissions that are typical in aerobic composting.  The RAC components include completely covered 
and sealed cells, a bio-filter, a sealed gas management system, a sealed leachate extraction/recirculation 
system, and various sensors (temperature, oxidation reduction potential, etc.).  Therefore, with proper 
chemistry, covers, education, standards, and biofilters, the RAC can be managed without odors leaving the 
landfill property.  To that end, The RAC has an Odor Impact Minimization Plan (OIMP) which must be 
implemented as part of the facility operations.  For example, in accordance with the OIMP, an emissions/odor 
control vacuum will be applied to the partially filled cell between charging and routed through a bio-filter.  
Other measures, including regular on-site monitoring to determine the need for additional odor reduction, are 
also stipulated in the OIMP. 
 

Wastes Currently Accepted 
 
The waste categories identified above that are accepted at the LLRC are described below. 
 

▪ Municipal Refuse and Commercial/Industrial: Includes solid waste generated by residences, 
commercial accounts such as retail stores, restaurants, bars and offices, and non-hazardous 
waste generated by the industrial sector. 

 
▪ Construction and Demolition:  Includes construction and demolition materials such as wood, 

metal, glass, concrete and asphalt (most of which is recycled). 
 

▪ Co-mingled Waste (Recyclables):  Includes paper, green and wood wastes, glass, plastic, 
etc. 

 
 Non-Friable Asbestos-Containing Waste 
 
The LLRClandfill operator accepts non-friable asbestos-containing waste for disposal.  Typical wastes include 
floor tiles and roofing materials.  All applicable local (i.e., Rule 1403 Antelope Valley Air Pollution Control 
District), state (i.e., 22 California Code of Regulations), and federal (29, 40, and 49 Code of Federal 
Regulations) regulations regarding the disposal of asbestos-containing waste are complied with by the 
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landfill.  An Asbestos Waste Handling Plan for non-friable asbestos waste disposal procedures has been 
prepared and is adhered to during disposal operations.  This plan is available for review at the LLRC. 
Non-Hazardous Contaminated Soils 
 
The landfill also accepts non-hazardous contaminated soils.  These soils typically contain regulated quantities 
of petroleum products or crude oil and are used as daily cover or beneficial use if the material meets permit 
guidelines.  Soils containing volatile organic compounds (VOCs), within acceptable limits as defined by 
District Rule 1166, are managed as municipal waste.  Contaminated soils are only accepted at the site if they 
are determined to be non-hazardous and pass a paint filter test.   
 
 Agricultural Waste 
 
The site also accepts agricultural waste.  This waste includes the residues resulting from diverse agricultural 
activities such as the planting and harvesting of row, field, tree and vine crops, the production of milk, and the 
raising of animals for slaughter.  Agricultural waste produced in field and orchards is comprised of plant 
residues, such as stems, stalks, straw, leaves, prunings, and abandoned produce.  Waste produced in dairies 
and feedlots consists of manure, straw, etc. 
 
 Treated Auto Shredder Waste 
 
Acceptance of treated auto shredder waste (TASW) has been approved by the RWQCB and the SWFP for 
disposal or alternative daily cover (ADC).  The TASW, which is accepted from metal salvage yards, is tested 
extensively by the generator to ensure that the waste is non-hazardous.  TASW is unloaded close to the 
active face to facilitate use as daily cover as described in the JTD as revised (February 2, 2000). 
 
 Sewage Sludge 
 
The LLRC is permitted under its current SWFP and WDRs from the RWQCB to receive dewatered sewage 
sludge with 50 percent solids or more.  The maximum amount of sludge the LLRC can accept is 10 tpd.  Any 
sludge, prior to acceptance at the site, is tested for heavy metals and moisture content.  Depending on the 
situation, total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) or additional testing may also be required for the sludge.  
Analytical tests, which establish whether the sludge is suitable for disposal in a Class III municipal solid waste 
landfill, are conducted by the wastewater treatment plant operator and are reviewed by the RWQCB and 
LLRClandfill operator.  Test results are reviewed and approved prior to accepting this material at the landfill.  
If the chemical composition of the sludge is not appropriate for disposal in a Class III (municipal solid waste) 
landfill, the waste is rejected. 
 
 Recycling 
 
Recyclable waste materials are diverted from landfill disposal for beneficial use whenever possible.  Wood 
waste and green waste recovery is part of the existing operations.  Loads of acceptable wood and green 
waste are directed to the processing area.  The material is cleaned of refuse, stockpiled, and ground into 
chips on a periodic basis.  Wood chips are transported to end users such as electric generating plants and 
landscape services.  Green waste is principally used onsite for landfill cover (to prevent wind and surface 
water erosion) or soil amendment. 
 
Construction and demolition (C&D) waste recycling is also part of the existing operations.  Loads of inert 
debris, such as asphalt and concrete, are stockpiled until there is sufficient material for crushing.  A mobile 
crusher processes this material into road base that is used onsite for roads and other construction projects.  
Loads of mixed construction and demolition waste (i.e., wood, metal, sheet rock, brick, etc.) are also recycled 
whenever possible.  Stockpiled materials are transported to a C&D materials recovery facility located in 
northern Los Angeles. 
 
The landfill allows self-haulers to drop off bulky items at the landfill.  These waste are principally appliances 
(also known as “white goods”).  Truckloads of white goods are hauled to metal recyclers located within the 
Los Angeles metropolitan area.  Other wooden bulky items are directed to the wood waste area.
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 Unacceptable/Prohibited Wastes 
 
 Hazardous Waste 
 
The site does not accept hazardous waste or special waste as defined by CCR Title 22.  The LLRC/WMI has 
established a hazardous waste exclusion program, which includes a sign listing prohibited wastes, random 
thorough visual load inspections, a detailed training program pertaining to hazardous wastes, and an 
emergency response training program.  Random load inspections are supplemented by continuous 
observations by trained personnel at the working face as well as trained equipment operators.  If any 
hazardous materials are identified, the customer will not be allowed to dispose of the material at the landfill.  
Should the customer/hauler depart prior to the detection of the presence of such materials, a portion of the 
working face will be cordoned off until the waste is contained and/or transported off-site.  Responsible 
agency(s) and/or emergency response units will be notified as required.  Any such activity requiring 
notification of emergency response units is required to be recorded in an on-site incidence log.  In addition to 
the above, a radiation monitor is also maintained at the scale facility to exclude any potential radioactive 
material from entering the landfill. Vehicles with loads that trigger the monitor are isolated from the main 
operations and the Los Angeles County radiological unit is contacted to determine the source and disposition 
of the radioactivity that triggered the alarm.   
 
 Household Hazardous Waste 
 
The project applicant's hazardous waste exclusion program limits the intake of all hazardous wastes, 
including those from households.  The LLRC/WMI encourages educational means to help reduce the illegal 
disposal of household hazardous wastes.  The LLRC/WMI also supports the County's household hazardous 
waste programs identified in the Household Hazardous Waste Element and the Los Angeles County 
Integrated Waste Management Plan (CWIMP). As described above, HHW is inspected through random load 
inspections and by continuous observations by trained personnel at the working face as well as trained 
equipment operators.  If HHW is identified, the same removal/disposal procedures as described above are 
performed consistent with existing practice.   
 
The SWFP also prohibits accepting any large dead animals unless approved by the LEA. 
 
 Site Operational Features 
 
 Hours of Operation 
 
The site operating hours for receipt of refuse are Monday through Saturday from 5:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.  The 
landfill is closed Sundays and holidays.  Site operations (landfill and ancillary operations) are permitted Monday 
through Saturday from 5:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. to allow for site preparation, maintenance, processing of refuse, 
and daily covering.  Refuse is not accepted at the scale house beyond gate hours of 5:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. 
except on special occasions as approved by the LEA and during emergencies. 
 
 Employees 
 
The ongoing development of the landfill will require a varying number of both permanent and short-term 
employees.  Short-term employees are required during construction of major project elements (e.g., liners, 
leachate collection and recovery system, and support facilities).  The site is currently operated by 13 
permanent employees as indicated in Table 3-1. 
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Table 3-1 
 

Current Employees 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 

Classification 
Number of 
Personnel 

Landfill Manager 1 
Operations Supervisor 1 
Equipment Operators 3 
Gate Attendants 2 
Mechanics 1 
Laborers 3 
Site Engineer 1 
Secretary 1 
 
Total 

 
13 

 
SOURCE:  Waste Management of California, Inc., (2004). 

 
 Equipment 
 
At a minimum, the following equipment identified in Table 3-2 is currently maintained on site and is used to 
conduct landfill operations. 
 

Table 3-2 
 

On-Site Equipment 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
Type                      Number 
Trash Compactor              2 (One active, one back-up) 
Loader                                  1 
Bulldozers             2 (One active, one backup) 
Scrapers                                  1 
Motorgrader                                  1 
Water Truck                                  1 
SOURCE:  Waste Management of California, Inc., (2004). 

 
The equipment listed above is adequate to ensure that units are available during routine equipment 
maintenance or major repairs of other units.  Local owners/operators and contractors can provide additional 
equipment, if demand warrants.  Back-up rental units are also available for temporary use, if needed. 
 

Disposal Procedures 
 
The landfill areas are constructed using the area fill method.  Compacted refuse is placed in cells 
approximately 20 feet in thickness.  Interim slopes typically are constructed at 3:1 (horizontal to vertical) 
maximum steepness.  Minimum slope for the top of a cell is approximately three percent to prevent ponding. 
Refuse is spread and compacted in thin layers approximately two feet thick on an approximately 100 to 200-
foot wide sloped working face.  An exception is the first layer of refuse over the liner, which must have a 
thickness of approximately ten feet in order to protect the liner.  Landfill compaction equipment, consisting of 
trash compactors or equivalent, make numerous passes over each layer of refuse in order to achieve a 
minimum in-place refuse density of 1,200 pounds per cubic yard, and reduce the long-term settlement of the 
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landfill.  Large or bulky objects are separated from refuse at the working face.  These objects are placed in 
the upper portion of the advancing refuse layer and thoroughly crushed by compaction equipment to prevent 
bridging and localized subsidence at a later time. 
 
 Daily Cover 
 
The purpose of daily cover is to control various potential nuisances, such as blowing litter, odors, vectors and 
scavenging.  The working face is covered daily with a minimum six-inch compacted (eight inches in wet 
weather) thickness of soil cover or an approved Alternative Daily Cover (ADC).  When available, 
contaminated nonhazardous soil meeting regulatory requirements is also used for daily cover as allowed by 
the WDRs for the site. 
 
The LLRC also uses tarps and green waste as ADC, and as previously approved by the LEA.  Landfill 
personnel pull the ADC tarp over the slope trash base and anchor the edges to prevent the wind from 
removing the tarp.  Soil is still used daily but use of the ADC minimizes soil usage.  The tarp is manually 
pulled from the trash at the beginning of each day and set aside, out of the way of refuse truck operations. 
 
Green waste from curbside residential pick-up operations is deposited near the working face and used as 
ADC at the end of the working day.  The green waste is not stockpiled overnight. 
 

Intermediate Cover 
 
When no additional waste materials are scheduled to be placed over the surface of the advancing lift beyond 
180 days, or some other period prescribed in the WDRs issued by the RWQCB, the top and side slopes of 
the lift areis covered with a minimum 12-inch compacted thickness of intermediate soil cover or other 
intermediate cover alternatives approved by regulatory agencies. 

 
Recycling Procedures 

 
As part of a developing response to the requirements of AB 939 the following describes the recycling 
elements, which have been initiated at the LLRC.  These operations are included in the site's SWFP. 
 

Residential and Commercial Recycling 
 
Three categories of recyclables (i.e., source separated green/wood waste, cardboard and office paper, and 
co-mingled recyclables) are collected by curbside collection vehicles in the surrounding community.  The 
curbside green/wood waste material is already source separated from other material before it arrives at the 
LLRC and is used on-site to complement other alternative daily cover (ADC) cover materials. Co-mingled 
recyclables are processed at an off-site recycling facility.  Cardboard and office paper is also collected from 
local businesses for processing at an off-site recycling facility (not LLRC). 
 
Recycling collection vehicles, primarily those owned and/or operated by WMI, will weigh-in at the landfill gate 
prior to the recyclables being transported to off-site recycling/processing facilities.  In the future, the applicant 
may seek approval of an onsite sort line and balers to increase the efficiency and local control of recyclables 
processing.  Specific records of refuse and recyclable weights and origin are maintained on site to ensure 
proper application of AB 939 credits. 
 
Cardboard and office paper are collected separately from incoming refuse.  Front-end loader trucks are used 
to collect corrugated cardboard and office paper.  As with the curbside collection vehicles, the quantity and 
origin of cardboard or office paper is determined and recorded prior to offsite processing. This material is not 
transported to the LLRC.  Collected materials are transported to any of a number of processing facilities 
located within the Santa Clarita Valley, Greater Los Angeles area and other southern California areas, 
depending on the prevailing market conditions. 
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 Types and Numbers of Vehicles 
 
Traffic volumes associated with the landfill and recycling activities and associated peak daily tonnage were 
addressed in the Draft EIR dated April 1997 (certified on May 13, 1998), and the Addendum to the EIR dated 
June 26, 2000.  These documents were developed in support of the LLRC expansion, which was approved in 
the SWFP (September 7, 2000), which denotes the “Permitted Traffic Volume” as “N/A” (i.e., not applicable).  
Although there is no permit limits, the typical maximum projected traffic volume from landfill and recycling 
operations is estimated to be between 325 and 375 vehicles per day, assuming a refuse inflow rate of 1,700 
tpd.  On occasion, when the vehicle mix is primarily private vehicles (i.e., during the annual Saturday 
community cleanup day), traffic volumes are significantly higher.  The general types of refuse and private 
vehicles utilizing the LLRC include:  3- and 4-axle refuse collection “packer” trucks; “rolloffs;” semi-trailers; 
personnel transportation vehicles; private vehicles (i.e., pick-up trucks and automobiles); and equipment 
service and maintenance vehicles. 
 
 Saturday Operations Traffic 
 
As indicated above, existing disposal operations at LLRC include service to local residents that utilize the site 
primarily on Saturdays.  Private automobile and pick-up customers paying for disposal have been the largest 
component of Saturday vehicle counts.  The highest Saturday vehicle counts occur when the County required 
“Free Dump Days” are scheduled.  The current County requirement for LLRC is to schedule two such days 
per year.  A recent Joint Technical Document (JTD) amendment was approved by the LEA on January 3, 
2005, to recognize, among other elements, the circumstances of Saturday disposal activity, the potentially 
significant impact of recent residential growth in the area, and the large number of vehicles necessary to 
affect a successful “Free Dump Day” campaign.  A vehicle count up to 900 vehicles per day was approved by 
the LEA in a January 3, 2005 JTD amendment to address these abnormal and infrequent Saturday events.  
(Saturday “Free Dump Day” vehicle counts for the proposed project are anticipated to continue in the same 
relatively high volume compared to the typical operational day.  As such, the proposed project recognizes the 
higher 900 per day vehicle count number for these events.)  
 

3.2.3 Los Angeles County General Plan and Antelope Valley Areawide 
Community General Plan 

 
The subject property is governed by two land use plans:  the Los Angeles County General Plan and Antelope 
Valley Area Wide GeneralCommunity Plan.  Although the project site is not located within the City of 
Lancaster, it is within the City’s sphere of influence and could be affected by that City’s General Plan if the 
area were ever to be annexed.   
 
 County of Los Angeles General Plan and Antelope Valley GeneralCommunity Plan 
 
The LLRC property is currently designated as R (Non-Urban) in the 1980 Countywide General Plan (refer to 
Figure 3-4).  Similarly, the Antelope Valley Area Wide GeneralCommunity Plan land use designation for the 
site is N-1 (Non-Urban) as reflected in Figure 3-57.  Other land use designations within a three-mile radius of 
the subject property include an area approximately two miles southwest of the site (south of Avenue “H”) that 
accommodate a range of urban uses, including residential, commercial, industrial, public and semi-public 
facilities, and open space.  The area north of Avenue “E,” that includes Edwards Air Force Base, is 
designated for open space. 
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Figure 3-6 
 

County-wide General Plan Land Use Map 
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Figure 3-57 
 

Antelope Valley Area Wide GeneralCommunity Plan 
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The proposed project is consistent with policies adopted by the County of Los Angeles, both in the County 
General Plan and in the Antelope Valley Areawide GeneralCommunity Plan, which guide development.  Table 
3-3 reflects the policies that apply to the proposed project and a discussion of how the project is consistent 
with those specific policies. 
 

Table 3-3 
 

Los Angeles County General Plan Policy Plan Consistency Analysis 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 

Applicable Policy 
 

Consistency Analysis 
Land Use 

Protect major landfill and solid waste disposal sites from 
encroachment of incompatible uses. 

Consistent 
 
The LLRC is located within an area of the County that is 
removed from areas where residential development exists and 
the County has not approved residential development in 
proximity to the LLRC.  Further, the proposed project does not 
include any residential or other land uses that would be 
incompatible or inconsistent with the use of the site as a sanitary 
landfill.  With the exception of increasing the daily capacity of the 
LLRC to 3,000 tpd, no new physical or environmental changes 
would occur that would conflict with this policy. 

Assure that the new development is compatible with the natural 
and manmade environment by implementing appropriate 
locational controls and high quality design standards. 

Consistent 
 
No new development or change in land use is proposed; the 
LLRC will continue to function as a Class III sanitary landfill with 
an increased daily capacity.  However, use of the site will be 
subject to all applicable regulatory environmental controls 
prescribed by the LEA, AVAQMD, and the RWQCB.   

Protect the character of residential neighborhoods by preventing 
the intrusion of incompatible uses that would cause 
environmental degradation such as excessive noise, noxious 
fumes, glare, shadowing and traffic. 

Consistent 
 
Although the increase in daily capacity will result in some 
increase in traffic that would be generated by the LLRC, the 
increases are minor and would not adversely affect traffic and 
circulation in the vicinity of the subject property and environs.  
The resulting noise and air quality impacts would also not 
significantly affect residential or other sensitive land uses, which 
are not located in the immediate vicinity of the subject site.  

Promote improved interjurisdictional coordination of land use 
policy matters between the County, cities, adjacent counties, 
special districts, and regional and subregional agencies. 

Consistent 
 
As indicated previously, the LLRC is regulated by several 
agencies, including those under the County of Los Angeles and 
the State of California.  The LEA, which would maintain local 
jurisdiction, is responsible for ensuring that all relevant regional 
and state-mandated regulations are implemented.  With the 
exception of the increase in daily capacity, no significant 
changes to the operational characteristics are proposed and the 
LEA will maintain jurisdiction and ensure that compliance with all 
relevant regulatory requirements prescribed in the SWFP.  

Ensure that cities have a voice in land use decisions within the 
adopted spheres of influence. 

Consistent 
 
The LLRC is located within the Lancaster sphere of influence.  
The proposed project is entirely consistent with the land use 
plans adopted for the site for that portion of the City’s sphere, 
which is designated Medium Industry.  The Draft SEIR will be 
distributed to the City for review and comment.  All comments, 
including any received from the City of Lancaster, will be 
forwarded to the Los Angeles County Regional Planning 
Commission for consideration. 

Noise 

Determine and evaluate the future noise levels associated with 
all major transportation facilities in the County. 

Consistent 
 
The Draft SEIR has thoroughly evaluated the potential noise 
impacts along the surrounding arterial system from the proposed 
project.  As indicated in the analysis, traffic-related and 
operational noise increases associated with the proposed 
project do not result in a significant increase in ambient noise 
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Applicable Policy 

 
Consistency Analysis 

levels. 
Circulation 

Support traffic-operation improvements for improved flow of 
vehicles. 

Consistent 
 
The proposed project will contribute to roadbed deficiencies 
along three roadway segments in the vicinity of the project.  
Appropriate mitigation (i.e., “fair share contribution”) has been 
identified to improve those roadway segments to facilitate safe 
movement of vehicles. 

Conservation, Open Space and Recreation 

Preserve significant ecological areas by appropriate measures, 
including preservation, mitigation, and enhancement. 

Consistent 
 
The project site is not currently a significant ecological area.  
Although no subsequent biological surveys have been 
conducted on the subject property, several mitigation measures 
were prescribed and have been implemented when the 
expansion of the LLRC was approved.  These measures include 
revegetation (with native species) of completed landfill cells, 
additional pre-construction surveys and transplantation of 
sensitive species to undisturbed areas. Implementation of the 
proposed project will not result in any additional impacts to 
important biological or ecological resources. 

Public Facilities 

Ensure the location, acquisition, and development of landfill site 
that meet the environmental and siting criteria for hazardous 
liquid and solid wastes. 

Consistent 
 
The LLRC has been operational since 1954.  The landfill 
complies with all regulatory requirements and conditions 
prescribed in the approved SWFP.  The LLRC does not accept 
any hazardous materials, including liquids and solid wastes.  

Design water and waste management systems that enhance the 
appearance of the neighborhoods in which they are located and 
minimize negative environmental impacts. 

Consistent 
 
The LLRC utilizes well water to minimize dust generation 
associated with landfill operations on the site.  Appropriate 
environmental protection systems have been included in the 
design and operation of the existing landfill to ensure that 
negative impacts are minimized.  In addition, upon closure of the 
landfill, the site be revegetated with native species and will 
become open space.    

Promote solid waste technology, including source reduction, to 
reduce dependence on sanitary landfills. 

Consistent 
 
Three categories of recyclables are collected by curbside 
collection vehicles and categorized on site for on-site use and 
for transport to an off-site processing facility.  The categories 
include a curbside recycling program has been implemented to 
collect commingled recyclables from local residences, cardboard 
and office paper collection from local businesses, and a wood 
waste recovery operation. 

Facilitate the recycling of wastes such as metal, glass, paper 
and textiles. 

Consistent 
 
The LLRC includes a recycling component that sorts some 
materials (e.g., wood, concrete and construction materials, etc.).  
The incorporation of recycling at the landfill results in the 
efficiency of the landfill for the disposal of non-recyclable 
materials 

Use technology for the conversion of waste to energy. 

Consistent 
 
The LLRC continues to evaluate conversion technologiesst 
although current conditions are infeasible for such applications 
due to the current high cost of such technologies. Although not 
reasonably foreseeable at this time, WMI will continue to monitor 
the feasibility of such technologies and consider their 
implementation as cost allows. volumes and poor quality of the 
gas.  Nonetheless, WMI will also continue to monitor the 
production of landfill gas at the LLRC and study the feasibility of 
establishing “waste to energy” capability, either to satisfy 
existing on-site energy needs or in tandem with waste 
conversion technologies consistent with the policies and 
programs of the Los Angeles County General Plan. 
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Applicable Policy 

 
Consistency Analysis 

Accelerate the implementation of advanced technological 
methods of waste disposal and expand the countywide capacity 
of sanitary landfills only as justified by need. 

Consistent 
 
Implementation of the proposed project will result in an increase 
in the daily capacity of the County’s existing landfill system.  At 
the present time, the County is exporting some of the refuse 
generated in the County to disposal sites located outside the 
County. 

Protect public health and prevent pollution of ground water 
through the use of whatever alternative is necessary. 

Consistent 
 
As previously indicated, the LLRC has been designed in 
accordance with the applicable regulatory requirements that 
address public health and safety and groundwater protection.  
Adequate environmental control systems are in place and will 
continue to be implemented to ensure the protection of public 
health and protection of the environment, including groundwater, 
air quality and other resources. 

 
Several policies articulated in the Antelope Valley Area Wide GeneralCommunity Plan also guide 
development of the unincorporated area of the County, including the subject property.  These relevant 
policies are identified in Table 3-4. 
 

Table 3-4 
 

Antelope Valley Area Wide GeneralCommunity Plan Policy Plan Consistency Analysis 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
Policy 

No. 
 

Applicable Policy 
 

Consistency Analysis 
Land Use 

2 

Closely monitor growth in the Antelope Valley to 
maintain a balance between development and the 
capacity of the environmental, economic, and 
manmade or social systems. 

Consistent 
 
The proposed project would allow for an increase in 
the daily capacity at the LLRC and, consequently, in 
the County’s system-wide daily capacity to keep pace 
with the growth occurring within the Antelope Valley 
and County of Los Angeles. 

29 

Encourage development of services to meet the 
needs of Antelope Valley residents including health, 
education, welfare, police and fire, governmental 
operations, recreation, cultural, and utility services.  
Such services should be expanded at a rate 
commensurate with population growth.   

Consistent 
 
The proposed project is specifically intended to 
provide increase daily refuse capacity at the LLRC in 
order to meet the needs of the existing development 
in the Antelope Valley and other areas of the County. 

Circulation 

80 Implement roadway improvements coincidental with 
actual land use development and increasing traffic. 

Consistent 
 
Project implementation will incorporate certain 
improvements to existing roadways as a result of the 
increased vehicular trips associated with the increase 
in daily capacity.  These roadway improvements will 
maintain the integrity of the circulation system in the 
vicinity of the project site. 

Public Services and Facilities 

107 

Continue to use land use planning and control as a 
tool in Water Quality Management. 

Consistent 
 
Several environmental controls are in place at the 
LLRC, including those that address LFG, leachate 
and control systems that comply with regulatory 
requirements for sanitary landfills to protect the 
environment.  These systems will be maintained 
through the life of the LLRC. 

110 
Require that all newly constructed residences and 
public facilities located in the flood fringe be suitably 
flood-proofed. 

Consistent 
 
A drainage master plan has been prepared for the 
LLRC that identifies a variety of drainage and flood 
control facilities for the landfill to direct surface flows 
from the site to regional facilities that protect the site 
from flood hazards. 
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Environmental Resource Management 

123 

Preserve the Antelope Valley’s SEAs in as viable and 
natural a condition as possible, recognizing the 
resource values at stake and the constraints imposed 
by competing priorities and objectives. 

Consistent 
 
The Final EIR certified in 1997 for the LLRC 
evaluated the potential impacts to the natural habitat 
associated with expansion of the landfill.  Although no 
SEAs are located within the limits of the LLRC or in 
the immediate vicinity of the landfill, adequate 
mitigation measures were identified and implemented 
to address impacts to the natural habitat and 
resources.  Implementation of the proposed increase 
in daily capacity will not have any effect on existing 
SEAs or biological and/or natural resources in the 
project environs. 

Noise 

174 

Use “worst case” or highest potential noise exposure 
levels within the planning period as the basis of land 
use and development controls to prevent future 
noise-use incompatibilities. 

Consistent 
 
The noise analysis conducted for the proposed 
project addresses “worst case” conditions for 
activities conducted at the LLRC.  Further, noise 
generated at the site is subject to the conditions and 
regulations specified in the County’s Noise Control 
Ordinance. 

Seismic Safety 

183 Establish and enforce standards and criteria to 
reduce unacceptable levels of seismic risk. 

Consistent 
 
The LLRC has been designed to meet all regulatory 
standards established by the County and State for 
Class III landfills. 

 
In addition to the County plans identified and described above, the site and surrounding area are located 
within the Lancaster sphere of influence.  As such, the City has identified potential future land use 
designations for territory located within the sphere of influence, including the subject property.  These land 
uses are identified and described below. 
 
 City of Lancaster General Plan 
 
Preliminary land use designations adopted for the site and surrounding area by the City of Lancaster are 
illustrated on Figure 3-68.  As illustrated on that figure, the site and area to the south are designated for 
Medium Industry (MI).  The area north of Avenue “F” is pre-designated Non-Urban (NU2), which would allow 
residential development at a density of 0.4 dwelling unit/acre (du/ac), or 1 du/2.5 acres.  Areas within the City 
south of Avenue “H” (i.e., approximately 1.5 miles south of the site) are designated for a range of urban uses 
by the City, including residential, commercial, industrial and public facilities. 
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Figure 3-68 
 

City of Lancaster General Plan 
(Sphere of Influence Land Use Designations) 
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 Los Angeles County Siting Element 
 
The LLRC has been in operation for more than 50 years and is identified in the Countywide Siting Element.  
With the exception of the request for an increase in the daily capacity, no other changes are proposed that 
would conflict with the existing goals and policies articulated in the Los Angeles County Siting Element.  
Therefore, project implementation is also consistent with the goals and policies of the Los Angeles County 
Siting Element, which are intended, in part, to ensure that adequate landfill capacity exists in the County.  In 
addition, these policies are intended to facilitate waste diversion and recycling programs, etc. in order to 
maximize landfill capacity throughout the County.  Although implementation of the proposed increase in daily 
capacity of the LLRC to 3,000 tpd would reduce the life of the LLRC, the proposed project is consistent with 
the Siting Element by providing at least 15 years of landfill capacity.  Table 3-5 identifies the relevant 
objectives of the Siting Element and a discussion of the project’s consistency with each objective. 
 

Table 3-5 
 

Siting Element Consistency Analysis 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 

Applicable Policy 
 

Consistency Analysis 
To protect the health, welfare, and safety of all citizens by 
addressing the disposal need of the 88 Cities and the County 
unincorporated communities in Los Angeles County during the 
15-year planning period through development of 
environmentally safe and technically feasible disposal facilities 
for solid waste which cannot be reduced, recycled, or 
composted. 

 
This goal incorporates policies to: 

 
▪ Enhance in-County disposal capacity 
▪ Facilitate utilization of out-of-County/remote disposal sites 

Consistent 
 
The Project continues existing operational methods to protect 
health, welfare, and safety as well as serve as part of the County’s 
regional system of landfills with a site life of at least 15-years, 
which is compatible with the planning period. 
 

To foster the development of transformation and other 
innovative solid waste disposal technologies as alternatives to 
land disposal. 

Consistent 
 
The Project continues to emphasize the development of 
innovative solid waste technologies as alternatives to land 
disposal, including ongoing commercial and residential 
recycling, beneficial use of various materials, and efforts to 
encourage construction and demolition recycling.  Ongoing gas 
recovery operations are also being investigated for applicability 
to energy conversion in the future. 

To protect the economic well-being of Los Angeles County by 
ensuring that the cities and the County unincorporated 
communities are served by an efficient and economical 
public/private solid waste disposal system. 

Consistent 
 

The Project continues to serve the Los Angeles County 
incorporated and unincorporated communities as an integral 
part of the Countywide disposal system. 

To provide siting criteria that considers and provides for the 
environmentally safe and technically feasible development of 
solid waste disposal facilities. 

Consistent 
 
The Project remains in full compliance with the siting criteria 
and continues to provide an environmentally safe and 
technically sound disposal option for Los Angeles County. 

To reduce the volume (tonnage) of solid waste requiring land 
disposal or transformation by continuing to implement and 
expand source reduction, recycling, composting, and public 
education programs. 

Consistent 
 
The Project includes the continuation of existing programs 
oriented to diverting reusable wastes from land disposal and 
participates in public education programs with local 
government and community organizations and also expands 
capabilities to utilize green waste materials for beneficial use. 

To conserve Class III landfill capacity through diversion of inert 
waste, disposal of inert waste at unclassified landfill, increased 
waste disposal compaction rate, and the use of green waste 
and other appropriate materials for landfill daily cover. 

Consistent 
 
The Project will continue and enhance existing efforts to divert 
inert materials and/or process such materials for reuse.  
Compaction equipment will continue to be evaluated for 
maximum compaction results.  The use of green waste for 
daily cover will also continue as part of this Project. 

To promote and encourage waste diversion activities at 
disposal facilities. 

Consistent 
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Applicable Policy 

 
Consistency Analysis 

The Project promotes and encourages waste diversion as a 
continuation of existing community education programs and 
operational procedures, which include the reuse of inert 
materials, beneficial use of green waste, and diversion of 
construction and demolition materials. 

To promote adequate markets for recycled materials and 
compost products. 

Consistent 
 
The Project will continue the activities of the existing 
operations to participate with its parent company (Waste 
Management) to promote and develop markets for recycled 
materials as the nation’s largest recycling organization through 
its recycling affiliate Recycle America. 

 
3.2.4 Existing Zoning 

 
 Los Angeles County Zoning 
 
Because the site is located in the non-urban designated unincorporated territoryarea of Los Angeles County, 
the Los Angeles County zoning designations illustrated in Figure 3-7 9 governs the site.  The portion of the 
site located west of 10th Street East is zoned D-2-2 (Desert/Mountain, 2-2 acre minimum); the eastern 
expansion area, located east of 10th Street East, is zone D-2-1 (Desert/Mountain, 1-acre minimum).  The 
Desert Mountain zoning designation allows industrial uses, including all uses allowed in M-1 (heavy 
manufacturing) and A-2 (heavy agriculture), among others.   Similar zoning classifications have been adopted 
by the County for the properties located to the west, north and south (D-2-2) and east, north and south of the 
site (D-2-1).  Edwards Air Force Base, which is zoned O-S (Open Space) is located north of Avenue “E.”   
 
 City of Lancaster Zoning 
 
Although the majority of the area surrounding the proposed project site is located within unincorporated Los 
Angeles County, portions of the existing City of Lancaster boundaries are located within three miles of the 
property.  Areas south of Avenue H are zoned by the City of Lancaster and include commercial (C), open 
space (O), commercial planned development (CPD), light industry (LI), medium industry (MI), and residential 
zones, including MDR (medium density residential), R (single-family residential, MHP (mobile home park), 
and RR (rural residential), as illustrated in Figure 3-710.  It is important to note, however, that because the 
LLRC is not located within the Lancaster City limits, it is not subject this long-range plan unless and until it is 
annexed and approved by the Local Agency Formation Commission. 
 

3.2.5 Physical Environment 
 
As indicated above, the LLRC is located in an unincorporated area of Los Angeles County, within the sphere 
of influence of the City of Lancaster, in an area known as the Antelope Valley.  The Antelope Valley is a 
topographic basin bounded on the north by the Rosamond Hills and Bissell Hills, on the northwest by the 
Garlock fault zone and the Tehachapi Mountains, on the southwest and south by the San Andreas fault zone 
and the San Gabriel Mountains, and on the east by low-lying hills that separate the basin from the Fremont 
and Mojave Valleys. 
 
The main arterial for the Antelope Valley is the Antelope Valley Freeway (SR-14), which is located 
approximately three miles west of the LLRC.  Circulation in the area consists of several north-south and east-
west roadways.  With the exception of the residential development that exists south of Avenue “H” in the City 
of Lancaster, the project environs is sparsely developed.  The nearest existing residential development in the 
vicinity of the subject property includes some single-family residential and mobile homes approximately one-
half mile west of the subject property.  
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A U.S.G.S. topographic map is presented in Figure 3-8 11 that illustrates the physical features in the project 
environs.  Topographic relief of the site is relatively flat with a ground surface gradient of 15 to 20 feet over a 
distance of one-half mile (i.e., less than one percent).  Ground surface elevations at the existing landfill site 
range from 2,310 feet above mean sea level (amsl) in the north to 2,325 feet amsl along the southern 
boundary.  The average surface elevation is between 2,310 to 2,315 feet amsl in the west and approximately 
2,320 amsl in the east. 
 
Geology in the Lancaster area consists of alluvial sequences of unconsolidated to moderately indurated (i.e., 
hardened) gravel, sand, silt and clay eroded from the surrounding hills.  Locally, alluvial deposits are up to 
8,000 feet thick.  The existing landfill site does not contain any rock outcroppings or unique features. 
 
The LLRC is located within the Antelope Valley Groundwater Basin (AVGB), which underlies an extensive 
alluvial valley in the western Mojave Desert.  Elevations within the basin range from 2,300 to 3,500 feet above 
mean sea level.  Primary water-bearing materials in the AVGB include the Pleistocene and Holocene age 
unconsolidated alluvial and lacustrine deposits, which consist of compact gravels, sand, silt, and clay.  Two 
main aquifers form the basin:  a lower aquifer and an upper aquifer (i.e., the primary source of groundwater 
for the valley).  Wells in the basin typically have a moderate to high ability for water well production.  The 
parts of the basin with declining water levels extend along the Highway 14 corridor from Palmdale through 
Lancaster to Rosamond and surrounding Rogers Lake on Edwards Air Force Base.  Total dissolved solids 
(TDS) content in the basin averages 300 milligrams per liter (mg/L) and ranges from 200 to 800 mg/L.  
Several public and private water agencies provide potable water within the basin. 
 
Surface water hydrology in the area of the project site typically flows in a northwesterly direction.  Ultimately, 
surface water drains to Amargosa Creek, located approximately two miles northwest of the landfill, which in 
turn flows north to Rosamond Lake Playa and Edwards Air Force Base.   
 
The climate of the Lancaster area is characterized as semi-arid.  Mean daily summer and winter 
temperatures range from 63°F to 93°F and 34°F to 57°F, respectively. The mean annual precipitation in the 
region is eight inches, occurring primarily during the months of November to April.  Air Weather Service 
Records from Edwards Air Force Base indicate an average annual wind velocity of 8.3 miles per hour with a 
majority of the winds originating from the west, west-southwest, and southwest.   
 
The Antelope Valley is in the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  Until 1997, the Los Angeles County portion of 
the Antelope Valley was under the regulatory authority of the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD).  With the creation of the Antelope Valley Air Pollution Control District (AVAPCD), much of the 
technical support (monitoring, enforcement, etc.) was transferred to the Mojave Desert AQMD.  In 2002, the 
AVAPCD became the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (AVAQMD).  The Mojave Desert 
AQMD still retains its role of technical support. 
 
The South Coast and/or Mojave Desert AQMDs have operated an air quality monitoring station in Lancaster 
for a number of years.  This station is considered representative of most of the developed areas of the 
Antelope Valley.  Measured air pollutants include ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, and respirable 
particulates.  These measurements have shown that photochemical smog levels (mainly ozone) are high in 
summer, and that dust levels may exceed particulate standards throughout the year, but that primary 
vehicular pollutant levels such as carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide or lead are very low in the Antelope 
Valley area.   
 
As described in the 1997 EIR, the natural vegetation in the Lancaster area is Mojave Desert scrub.  Species 
common to this habitat includes creosote, Joshua trees, borrobrush and saltbush.  The undisturbed area of 
the site supports shadscale scrub dominated by shadscale, Joshua trees and cheat grass.  The area is 
characterized by low hummocks and small depressions. The depressions are mostly unvegetated, although 
their margins support alkali popcorn flower, pepper grass and schismus grass. 
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Figure 3-79 
 

Los Angeles County Zoning 
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Figure 3-10 
 

City of Lancaster Zoning 
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Figure 3-811 
 

U.S.G.S. Topographic Map 
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As discussed in the 1997 DEIR, marginal habitat exists on portions of the landfill property that support the 
Desert horned lizard, Mojave ground squirrel and the Desert Tortoise.  These species have been reported to 
be in the region; however, studies performed previously on the subject property did not indicate that they are 
present.  Because the proposed project will not result in a horizontal expansion of the approved landfill 
footprint, and no new information or change in circumstances has been discovered, no new impacts from 
those previously identified and considered under CEQA will occur; thus, no additional environmental analysis 
is required. 
 

3.2.6 Other Applicable Plans and Policies 
 
 County Integrated Waste Management Plan 
 
In 1989, the State of California passed the California State Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 
(Assembly Bill 939), as amended by Assembly Bill 2707 (1990).  This legislation requires every city and 
county in the State to prepare and submit a Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP) to the 
CIWMBCalRecycle.  The CIWMP places primary emphasis on implementation of all feasible source 
reduction, recycling and composting programs while identifying the amount of landfill transformation capacity 
that will be needed for solid waste that cannot be reduced at the source, recycled or composted.  The CIWMP 
consists of all Cities’ and the County’s Source Reduction and Recycling Elements (SRREs), Household 
Hazardous Waste Elements (HHWEs), Non-Disposal Facility Elements, the Countywide Siting Element 
(CSE), and the Summary Plan.  The Countywide Siting Element addresses the solid waste disposal need of 
the County for a 15-year period.  This includes the management of the residual solid waste that cannot be 
reduced, reused, recycled, or composted.  The LLRC expansion is listed in the siting element as a potential 
expansion site.  Expansion of the LLRC was approved in 1997. 
 
The LLRC has a Hazardous Waste Exclusion Program that includes a special waste implementation plan, 
load-checking program and hazardous waste storage area policies.  The Hazardous Waste Exclusion 
Program prohibits the acceptance of hazardous wastes, including those from households.  The operator of 
the LLRC has implemented a policy to educate the public to help reduce the illegal disposal of household 
hazardous wastes and to support the County’s household hazardous waste programs identified in the 
County’s HHWE. 
 
In response to the requirements of AB 939 and the County’s SRRE, a recycling program has also been 
implemented at the LLRC.  The recycling program includes three categories of recyclables that are collected 
and either used on-site or transported to off-site processing facilities.  The categories include a curbside 
recycling program to collect commingled recyclables from local residences, cardboard and office paper 
collection from local businesses, and a wood waste recovery operation. 
 
 Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 
 
The Regional Council of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) adopted a Regional 
Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), which is intended to serve the region as a framework for decision-
making with respect to growth and changes that can be anticipated during the ensuing 20 years and beyond.  
The RCPG provides a general view of the plans of the various regional agencies that will affect local 
governments, or that respond to the significant issues facing Southern California.  Additionally, it summarizes 
the plans that describe how the region will meet certain federal and state requirements with respect to 
transportation, growth management, air quality, housing, hazardous waste management and water quality 
management.  A “Standard of Living” goal has been established for solid waste to develop self-sustaining 
recycled materials markets and cost-efficient waste management.  A Quality of Life” goal has also been 
established to provide self-sustaining markets for recycled materials, waste prevention and recycling, and an 
improved process for siting facilities. 
 
The existing LLRC is consistent with the RCPG’s goals of cost-efficient waste management by reducing the 
economic impact of increased waste management costs due to waste-by-rail alternatives.  It further supports 
the RCPG’s goals for recycling through implementation of its recycling program included in the SWFP. 
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3.3 History and Evolution of the Project Site 
 
The LLRC was first owned and operated by the Lancaster Dump Corporation from 1954 to 1965 and 
Universal Refuse from 1965 to 1973.  WMI has owned and operated the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling 
Center since 1973.  At that time, the landfill encompassed 102 acres, including an 82-acre landfill footprint 
and the ancillary facilities, which were located on the adjacent 20 acres.   
 
In 1998, the County approved an expansion of the LLRC that encompasses 276 acres of property, which are 
divided into several components (refer to Section 3.4 for a description of those components).  Operations are 
currently conducted on the original 102 acres of the property and the western disposal area.  The expansion 
also approved up to 1,700 tons per day of municipal solid waste for disposal.  The project site is permitted 
under its current Waste Discharge Requirements from the RWQCB.  The Site Plan for the LLRC is illustrated 
in Figure 3-912. 
 
Special Permit No. 952, which was approved by the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors on February 
16, 1954, allowed use of the site as a sanitary landfill.  Subsequent operation and expansion of the project 
was authorized pursuant to Zone Exception Cases 2693, 3199, 5015, 8736, and Conditional Use Permit Nos. 
444, 14830(5), and 90494-(5).  The applicable, current Conditional Use and facilities permit approved for the 
LLRC include: 
 

▪ Conditional Use Permit No. 93-070-(5), issued May 13, 1998, by the Regional Planning 
Commission of Los Angeles County (Approval of site vertical expansion to elevation 2,420 
feet above mean sea level), which superceded Conditional Use Permit No. 89531, issued 
November 28, 1990. 

 
▪ Solid Waste Facilities Permit No. 19-AA-0050, issued September 7, 2000, by the California 

Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) and the County of Los Angeles Department 
of Health Services (operating permit for facilities receiving solid waste – Class III landfill). 

 
▪ Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs), Regional Water Quality Control Board Order No. 6-

95-103, WDID No. 6B190343001, adopted September 14, 1995 (for Corrective Action 
Program). 

 
3.4 Project Need 
 
This section discusses the Need for the Project based on the current state of the Los Angeles County solid 
waste management system, including resource recovery efforts, waste generation, the in-County solid waste 
disposal system, waste export, waste disposal options, and an evaluation of daily refuse capacity which all 
reflect the need for additional daily refuse capacity in Los Angeles County.    
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Figure 3-912 
 

Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center Site Plan 
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 Waste Diversion 
 
AB 939 (California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989) required that all jurisdictions in California 
divert 50 percent of their waste by the year 2000 and thereafter.  Jurisdictions in California committed a 
tremendous amount of resources to achieve the required 50 percent diversion rate by the 2000 deadline and 
have continued to pursue that rate.  Most jurisdictions have had residential recycling programs, waste 
reduction and recycling education programs, green waste and other diversion programs tailored specifically 
for their particular needs.  However by the year 2000, in Los Angeles County, 74 percent of the jurisdictions 
had diversion rates of less than 50 percent and 53 percent of the jurisdictions had diversion rates of less than 
40 percent based on the CIWMB data base preliminary numbers.  Additionally, it will be difficult for 
jurisdictions to achieve the last increment of required diversion since, in many cases, the most effective and 
economical programs have already been implemented.  Complicating this matter further are the expected 
changes in population and economic activity that will increase the volume of waste generated. 
 
It is expected that generation of waste for disposal will increase in Los Angeles County due to projected 
population and positive economic growth factors.  In addition to Los Angeles County, the Antelope Valley 
(Valley) growth is expected to continue through at least the next two decades.  The high desert climate 
coupled with the growth of the industrial areas and the future Palmdale International Airport have caused the 
Antelope Valley to rank as one of the fastest growing areas of Los Angeles County 
 
The projected growth rate over the next 10 years will result in the generation of approximately 11,7648,000 
tpd in Los Angeles County of additional waste over the current generation rate that must be managed.  
Assuming the resource recovery programs currently in-place in Los Angeles County had reached their 
maximum effectiveness;, a minimum of 5,8824,000 tpd of additional daily permitted landfill capacity would be 
needed to accommodate the population and economic growth. 
 
The Antelope Valley Landfill (AVL) in the City of Palmdale is the other regional facility in the northern portion 
of Los Angeles County. At the time the Draft SEIR for the LLRC project was released for public review and 
comment, tThe AVL facility containeds two separately permitted landfills physically separated by an 11-acre 
strip of land. One of the landfills (Landfill 1) iwas nearing permitted capacity and iwas permitted to accept up 
to 1,400 tpd. The other landfill (Landfill II) hads not begun to receive waste and iwas permitted to accept up to 
1,800 tpd. As of January 1, 2005May 19, 2010, these combined facilities had approximately 11,023,000 
9,560,000 cubic yards of air space remaining (i.e., 8,267,2507,648,000 tons).  Assuming the AVL, Landfill I 
has only two years of capacity remaining at accepted 1,400 tpd, and Landfill II begins accepting waste at the 
rate of 1,800 tpd within two years, the AVL would continue to operate for about 14 years (2019). However, 
WMI is proposing to increase the daily capacity of the AVL from the current 1,400/1,800 tpd to 3,600 tpd 
(refer to Section 10.3.4 in this document) and expand the physical layout by connecting the two landfills, 
which will nearly double the cubic yard capacity.  If the existing permits wereare revised to allow the 
expanded capacity and acceptance of 3,600 tpd, the AVL would be operational for approximately 16 years. 
 
The City of Palmdale approved the AVL Reduced Project Alternative in June 2011. The Reduced Project 
Alternative allows for filling of the AVL wedge expansion area (approximately 11 acres between the two 
previously separately permitted areas of the landfill), an increase in height to 3,200 feet amsl and a continued 
acceptance of MSW under the combined SWFP and CUP of 1,800 tpd (excluding recyclables and materials 
used for ADC and beneficial use). (See CUP No. 98-12.) Under the Reduced Project Alternative approval the 
site life is anticipated to be extended until roughly 2037. (See May 2010 AVPLF DEIR Amendment, p. 5-10.) 
 
Additional daily refuse capacity will also be needed due to the closures of the other regional landfills over the 
next 10 years (e.g., Bradley and Puente Hills).  It is therefore not feasible to expect that diversion alone will be 
adequate to accommodate anticipated growth, landfill closures, and associated reductions in system wide 
daily permitted refuse capacity. 
 

Waste Generation 
 
As previously discussed, most jurisdictions in Los Angeles County have maximized the available avenues to 
increase waste diversion.  This fact, coupled with the economic and population growth, has created increased 
waste generation in Los Angeles County for the last five years.  Currently, waste disposal is handled in one of 
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two ways: disposal in a landfill and/or incineration to produce electricity in a refuse-to-energy facility.  Waste 
destined for landfilling is accepted at either an in-County disposal facility or exported to an out-of-County 
landfill.  Table 3-6 shows the total waste generated for disposal in Los Angeles County for the period 1998 
through 2004, which indicates that waste generated increased at an annual rate of one percent between 1999 
and 2002 and approximately two percent from 2002 to 2004.  In addition, Table 3-6 also presents a 
breakdown of the total waste disposal into three major categories: in-County disposal, export, and refuse-to-
energy.  
 
The total waste generated for disposal in Los Angeles County presented in Table 3-6 does not include inert or 
construction/demolition wastes destined for landfills.  As shown below, total solid waste generation after 
diversion within Los Angeles County was 11,966,728 tons in 2004.  Using 307 work days/year, this annual 
volume of waste translates into an average of 38,979 tpd.   
 

Table 3-6 
 

Los Angeles County Waste Generation 
 

 
 

Year 

Total Waste 
Generated 

(Tons) 

In-County 
Disposal 
(Tons) 

 
Percent 
of Total 

 
Export 
(Tons) 

 
Percent 
of Total 

Refuse to 
Energy 
(Tons) 

 
Percent 
Of Total 

1998 11,013,000 9,742,000 89 858,000 8 413,000 4 
1999 11,143,000 9,950,000 89 738,000 7 455,000 4 
2000 11,384,000 10,079,000 89 794,910 7 510,090 4 
2001 11,410,000 9,823,000 86 1,040,000 9 547,000 5 
2002 11,523,142 8,973,755 78 2,009,845 17 539,542 5 
2003 11,899,395 9,152,334 77 2,207,873 19 539,188 4 
2004 11,966,728 9,110,298 76 2,308,181 19 548,249 5 

 
SOURCE:  Los Angeles County Public Works Department, Environmental Programs Division, Integrated Waste 
                  Management Plan Updates 1998 through 2004. 
                  2004 Annual Report 
 
The total volume of waste disposed in Los Angeles County landfills in 2004 was 9,110,298 tons or 29,675 
tpd.  Approximately 2,308,181 tons of waste was exported from Los Angeles County in 2004, which results in 
an average of 7,519 tpd of waste exported out-of-Los Angeles County in 2004.  Another 548,249 tons were 
burned at the two waste-to-energy plants (CREF, located in Commerce and SERRF in the City of Long 
Beach) in 2004. 
 
According to the 2009 County of Los Angeles, Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan, Annual 
Report (released in February 2011) (2009 Annual Report), residents and businesses within the County 
disposed of 9.09 million tons of solid waste at Class III landfills and transformation facilities located in and out 
of the County. 
 
Based on each jurisdiction’s approved diversion rate by CalRecycle, the 2006 Countywide diversion rate was 
estimated at 58 percent. For the purpose of long-term disposal capacity planning, a conservative diversion 
rate of 55 percent was assumed for 2009 and future years. Therefore, given 9.09 million tons were disposed, 
it is estimated that the County generated 20.2 million tons or an average of 64,700 tpd based on six operating 
days per week. Translating it into per capita generation rate, each person in the County generated 10.64 lbs 
of solid waste each day. (2009 Annual Report, pp. 18-19.) By 2024 the total amount of waste generated in-
County is estimated to exceed 28.8 million tons.(See 2009 Annual Report, Appendix E-2 Table 5.) 
 
In-County Disposal at Class III landfills was estimated at 6,778,746 tons. Out-of County disposal at Class III 
landfills was estimated at 1,779,290 tons for a total disposal of 9.09 million tons (2009 Annual Report, p. 19.)  
Based on current projections of population, employment, and real taxable sales, it is estimated that in order to 
meet the per capita disposal requirements, jurisdictions in Los Angeles County would need to continue its 
diversion programs as well as other disposal strategies so that the diversion rate remains at 55 percent 
through 2024. (2009 Annual Report, p. 20; see also Figure 5.)  
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In-County Solid Waste Disposal System 
 
Currently, solid waste disposed in Los Angeles County can be received at one of 135 facilities, including 113 
landfills and two waste-to-energy plants as shown on Table 3-7. 
 
It is important to note that, for purposes of this analysis, the Brand Park, Pebbly Beach, and San Clemente 
Landfills were not considered in the discussion of existing in-County landfill capacity.  Pebbly Beach Landfill is 
located on the Island of Catalina and handles a limited portion of the island’s waste (i.e., City of Avalon and 
adjacent unincorporated County areas).  The San Clemente Landfill is owned and operated by the United 
States Navy and is available for use only by the Navy.  In addition, both of these facilities have extremely 
limited remaining disposal capacity. Based on information presented on the CIWMB CalRecycl website, 
Brand Park Landfill has no remaining landfill capacity.  Therefore, the list of 910 in-County landfills and two 
waste-to-energy facilities presented in Table 3-7 does not reflect these twothree sites. 
 
As shown on Table 3-7, Los Angeles County’s landfills and waste-to-energy facilities in 2004 had a combined 
permitted daily refuse capacity of 55,130 tpd. That estimate has been revised as reflected in Table 3-7 below 
to be approximately 45,530 tpd after consideration of the closure of the Bradley Landfill and recent 2011 
approval of the Reduced Project Alternative at the AVPLF. Although the 55,130 tons of permitted daily 
capacity for the 2004 in-County waste disposal system exceeded the average of 29,675 tpd of in-County 
waste generated for disposal in 2004, the permitted daily capacity didoes not reflect actual site specific 
limitations nor the closure of the Bradley Landfill in April 2007 and the pending closure of the Puente Hills 
Landfill (anticipated in 2013). With the closure of the Bradley Landfill, only fourfive landfills in Los Angeles 
County are private and have no restrictions on waste acceptance.  The Puente Hills Landfill, operated by 
LACSD, can accept waste from all areas in the County with the exception of cities and counties having 
populations of over 2,500,000 (e.g., City of Los Angeles).  The remainder of the sites (all public agency sites) 
havehas some sort of restriction (i.e., waste shed limits) effectively reducing their permitted daily inflow rate.  
The effective reduction of permitted daily capacity is discussed below. 
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Table 3-7 
 

In-County Landfill and Refuse-to-Energy Facilities 
Maximum Daily Permitted Capacity/Effective Daily Capacity 

 
  

Facility Name2 
Operator 

Type 
Facility 
Type 

Permitted 
TPD 

Effective 
TPD1 

1 Antelope Valley3 Private Landfill 1,4800 1,8400 
2 Bradley Avenue West4 Private Landfill 10,000 800 
3 Burbank Public Landfill 240 170 
4 Calabasas Public Landfill 3,500 1,760 
5 Chiquita Canyon Private Landfill 6,000 6,000 

6 Commerce Refuse-to-
Energy Facility (CREF) Public Waste-to-Energy 1,000 5 565 

7 Lancaster Private Landfill 1,700 1,700 
8 Puente Hills6 Public Landfill 13,200 13,200 
9 Savage Canyon Public Landfill 350 274 

10 Scholl Canyon Public Landfill 3,400 1,403 

11 South East Resource 
Recovery Facility (SERRF) Public Waste-to-Energy 2,240 1,900 

12 Sunshine Canyon Private Landfill 12,100 12,100 
 Total   45,530 55,130 40,8721,272 

1Effective TPD is based on the permitted tonnage adjusted to account for limitations on inflow such as 
 wasteshed restrictions, etc.) through August 2005. 
2Does not include Pebbly Beach, San Clemente and Brand Park Landfills. 
3Applied for expansion and/or increase to 3,600 tpd. Approved in 2011 at 1,800 tpd. 
4 Bradley Avenue West Landfill will closed in April 2007, reducing effective countywide tpd capacity by 800 
tpd. 
5Not to exceed 2,800 tons/week. 
6Puente Hills Landfill will close by the end of 2013, reducing effective countywide tpd capacity by 13,200 
 tpd. 
 
SOURCE:  CIWMB/CalRecycle SWIS Information Data Base 
 
The Los Angeles Countywide Siting Element (CSE), which was approved in late 1997 by a majority of the 
cities in the County of Los Angeles with a majority of the cities’ population and by the County Board of 
Supervisors in January 1998, projected that a shortfall in permitted daily landfill capacity may be experienced 
in the County within the next few years.  A number of landfill closures have been experienced in recent years, 
including Bradley Avenue West in April 2007, and more closures are expected to occur in the near future 
(Puente Hills in 2013).  The CSE recognizes the need for in-County disposal capacity and includes a policy to 
support expansion of existing landfills in the County of Los Angeles, including LLRC, as long as it is 
determined to be environmentally and technically feasible. 
 
The 2009 Annual Report included the results of a survey conducted by Public Works of landfill operators in 
the County regarding their estimated remaining disposal capacity. Based on the results of the survey, the 
total remaining permitted Class III landfill capacity in the County was estimated at 142 million tons as of 
December 31, 2009. (2009 Annual Report, p. 25.) Despite remaining capacity, the lifespan of the LLRC was 
estimated to be three years (as of 2009) based on the existing CUP expiration date. Puente Hills was 
estimated to have a remaining site life of 4 years (as of 2009). 
 
The 2009 Annual Report concludes that the County’s existing landfills and infrastructure is insufficient to meet 
future disposal needs for the next 15 years. (2009 Annual Report, p. 29.) By the end of the year 2024, for 
example, the cumulative need for Class III landfill disposal capacity totals 165 million tons. The remaining 
capacity of all existing Class III landfills, however, amounts to a maximum of 142 million tons which falls short 
of the anticipated capacity to be needed by roughly 23 million tons. (2009 Annual Report, p. 31.)  
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The Report presents seven scenarios to manage residual solid waste in future years that cannot be reduced, 
recycled or reprocessed. (See 2009 Annual Report, p. 29.) Under the first “Status Quo” scenario, the Report 
recognizes the LLRC’s disposal capacity as limited to 1,700 tpd. (2009 Annual Report, pp. 33, 73.) The 
remaining scenarios (Scenarios II thru VII) propose a combination of proposed Class III facility expansions, 
no imports/exports, increased exports, alternative technologies, and increased diversion. (2009 Annual 
Report, pp. 34-39.) Scenarios II through VII include the proposed increase of the LLRC to 3,000 tpd to 
calculate the Class III landfill daily disposal capacity shortfall (i.e. 23 million tons) under future scenarios. (See 
2009 Annual Report, pp. 74-79.) 
 
Daily Refuse Capacity Evaluation 
 
Traditionally, refuse capacity analyses have focused on total refuse disposal capacity or airspace volume and 
not on daily permitted capacity.  As discussed above, approximately 11,966,728 tons of refuse was generated 
for disposal in Los Angeles County in 2004, or 38,979 tpd.  (See also 2009 Annual Report, pp. 18-19 
(estimating 20.2 million tons generated within the County in 2009).) After removal of the waste that was 
exported and that processed through the County’s two transformation facilities approximately 9,110,298 tons 
of waste were disposed of in Los Angeles County landfills or 29,675 tpd. The 2004 permitted daily inflow rate 
is 55,130 tpd [45,530 tpd as shown in revised Table 3-7], therefore, based on tons disposed in 2004, it would 
appear that the Los Angeles County solid waste system has sufficient permitted daily capacity.  In fact, it 
appears that the County has sufficient permitted daily capacity to handle the 2004 total waste generated for 
disposal.  However, currently permitted and long-term daily refuse capacity in Los Angeles County is 
“effectively” reduced by several factors including: 
 
 ▪ Wasteshed Restrictions 

▪ Facility Design Limitations 
▪ Limited Remaining Capacity  
▪ Waste Stream Restrictions 
▪ Geographic Location 

 
To better define the distribution of waste generated in Los Angeles County, the following definition of 
“effective” daily inflow rate is used.  The “effective” daily inflow rate is defined as the actual amount of solid 
waste that can be disposed of at the landfills in Los Angeles County, versus the permitted daily amount (the 
permit limit the landfill can receive per day).  The 2004 “effective” inflow rate for Los Angeles County landfills 
iwas shown in Table 3-7 to be 41,272 tpd. Table 3-7 has been revised to reflect the closure of the Bradley 
Landfill and approval of the Antelope Valley Landfill at 1,800 tpd, and a revised “effective” inflow rate of 
approximately 40,872 tpd.  Based on the reported tonnage generated for disposal in 2004 in Los Angeles 
County of 38,980, the County would appear to have a daily refuse capacity surplus of approximately 2,300 
tpd.  Since 2002, waste generation in Los Angeles County has increased about two percent per year, 
continuing to infringe upon in-County disposal capacities.  In the short term, Los Angeles County fortunately 
has the ability to export waste to Orange, Riverside, and Ventura Counties.  In 2004, 2,308,181 tons of waste 
(i.e., 7,519 tpd) were exported from Los Angeles County.  The “effective” waste export limits to Los Angeles 
County are discussed below.  The “effective” tpd shown in Table 3-7 should be footnoted as likely overstated 
in consideration of the April 2007 closure of the Bradley Landfill and the pending 2013 closure of the Puente 
Hills landfill as well as possible uncertainty of continuing exportation to neighboring counties. 
 
The status of daily capacity within Los Angeles County has been overstated if the permitted daily maximum 
inflow rates for all the active landfills are used for comparison against the daily tonnage generated within the 
County.   
 
In addition, it should be noted that, landfills typically receive higher volumes of waste on Monday through Friday.  
Lower volumes are received on Saturday, with even lower volumes received if a site is open on Sunday.  When 
analyzing daily inflow rates it is important to segregate the “effective” and average daily waste disposal (ADWD) 
for Monday through Friday, from Saturday/Sunday.  The permitted inflow rates for most Los Angeles County 
landfills are the same for each day the facility is open, except for the Puente Hills and Sunshine Canyon landfills.  
These sites have a daily and weekly maximum tonnage levels which lowers the amount of waste that can be 
received on Saturday, on weeks where waste volumes have been at or near the permitted maximum during the 
preceding week (Monday through Friday).  For example, the Puente Hills Landfill is permitted to receive a 
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maximum of 13,200 tpd.  In 2004, Puente Hills received an average of approximately 10,400 tons on Saturdays.  
The Puente Hills Materials Recovery Facility began operating in July 2005 with a capacity of 4,400 tpd.  The 
Sunshine Canyon Landfill is currently permitted by the County to receive a maximum of 6,600 tpd or a maximum 
of 36,000 tons a week.  Because Sunshine Canyon receives waste at or very near its daily maximum Monday 
through Friday, the site “effectively” can only receive 3,000 tons on most Saturdays.  It should be noted that the 
Sunshine Canyon Landfill also received a permit to reopen and operate the City of Los Angeles portion of the 
landfill up to a maximum refuse inflow rate of 5,500 tons per day, or a maximum of 30,000 tons per week.  
Operation of the City portion of the landfill began in the summer of 2005.  Additional permits are also being sought 
to combine and operate the facility as one large City/County landfill. 
 
In addition to Puente Hills and Sunshine Canyon, the Chiquita Canyon Landfill has also been reaching its 
maximum daily inflow rate.  The fact that these sites all have been or are currently receiving waste at or near their 
maximum permitted daily inflow rate is not surprising.  All of these landfills have no restrictions on the origin of 
wastes accepted, except for Puente Hills.  Waste has been turned away on a frequent basis at these landfills, 
increasing the potential for public health nuisances. The remaining two private landfills (Antelope Valley and 
Lancaster) have also demonstrated some ability to accept additional waste because they have no waste shed 
limitations.  
 
In addition to the in-County landfills identified and described above, the Mesquite Regional Landfill located in 
Imperial County is a major component of the proposed Waste-by-Rail system that is intended to be available 
to the County (refer to discussion of “Waste by Rail” below).  This landfill, located approximately five miles 
northeast of Glamis on Route 78 in Imperial County, will have a capacity of 600 million tons, with a life of 
approximately 100 years from its projected start of operations in 2008, with the waste-by-rail system 
forecasted to become operational under the most optimistic scenario in late 2013 when the Puente Hills 
Landfill closes.  This landfill is permitted to receive non-hazardous (Class III) municipal solid waste from 
counties throughout southern California, including Los Angeles County. 
 
 Waste Export – Disposal Options 
 
 Out-of-County Options 
 
Los Angeles County allows individual jurisdictions to dispose their waste at any facility, including exporting 
waste out-of-County, at their discretion.  The following section will show that all out-of-County landfills in 
Southern California that are within truck haul distance (less than 150 miles) are currently limited in their ability 
to accept waste from Los Angeles County.  This is due to one or more of the following factors: 
 
 ▪ Existing permit conditions 

▪ Existing or proposed ordinances 
▪ Existing contractual agreements  
▪ Local use of existing capacity 
▪ Litigation 
  

Based on a review of the current state of solid waste management in the region, both public and private 
agencies have had extreme difficulty permitting additional or new disposal capacity in Los Angeles County.  
This has forced the County to rely on out-of-County landfills to meet its short- and long-term waste disposal 
needs.  Table 3-7 shows that aAvailable landfill capacity in the Southern California market is divided between 
landfills owned by public entities (e.g., local cities such as Whittier and Burbank, Orange County and the 
LACSD); and landfills owned or operated by private solid waste companies (e.g., Allied Waste, Republic and 
Waste Management).  Many publicly-owned landfills do not accept waste from outside their jurisdictions.   
 
Conversely, privately-owned landfills generally accept waste from outside the jurisdiction where they are 
located.  In some cases the local jurisdiction controls or influences, by permit or agreement, the private 
landfills’ ability to import waste from outside the jurisdiction, and may impose conditions or fees upon such 
importation.   
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Currently, solid waste generated for disposal in Los Angeles County is exported to Orange, Riverside, and 
Ventura Counties.  The following discussion presents information on the status of these export sources and 
describes other, less preferable sources available to Los Angeles County.  
 
Orange County:  Until about five years ago, an Orange County ordinance expressly banned the import of 
waste into any Orange County landfill.  However, as a result of the severe financial crisis caused by Orange 
County’s bankruptcy, the County made a decision to import waste into its landfill system and transfer the 
profits from such importation into the County general fund.  Imported waste is accepted at the Olinda Alpha, 
Frank R. Bowerman, and Prima Deshecha landfills.  Orange County can import up to 1.2 million tons of waste 
per year from out-of-County and to date has approximately that amount.  Approximately 60 percent (2,500 
tpd) of this waste import comes from Los Angeles County. 
 
By ordinance, Orange County is barred from entering into any new or expanded agreements for additional 
waste import.  Orange County may import waste through the year 2015.  Waste load shifting could increase 
the volume of export available to Los Angeles County if another entity exporting waste to Orange reduces or 
eliminates the volume of their exports.  Conversely, the level of export available to Los Angeles could also 
decrease if population growth in Orange County creates the demand for additional in-County disposal 
capacity. 
 
Riverside County:  A Riverside County ordinance prohibits disposal of any waste generated outside of its 
boundaries at any landfill in Riverside County, except at the Blythe, Eagle Mountain, and El Sobrante landfills.  
The only waste allowed at the Blythe Landfill is waste generated in and delivered from Arizona.  The Eagle 
Mountain Landfill was permitted to receive waste from outside Riverside County, although the site is currently 
not projected to accept waste in any near term time frame.  The site has been purchased by the LACSD for 
use by Los Angeles County.  The necessary infrastructure has not yet been built in Los Angeles County to 
transport the waste to Eagle Mountain.  In addition, litigation is also pending regarding the BLM land 
exchanges, the adequacy of the EIR/EIS and under valuation of the land.  The Eagle Mountain site is a 
waste-by-rail facility, which is discussed further in this section.  The El Sobrante Landfill is, therefore, the only 
landfill in Riverside County that may accept waste exported from Los Angeles County.  The maximum daily 
inflow rate for out-of-County (import) waste is 7,500 tpd of the maximum 10,000 tpd. 
 
Ventura County:  Ventura County has two active landfills:  the Toland Road Landfill and the Simi Valley 
Landfill.  The Toland Road Landfill is operated by the Ventura County Sanitation Districts, and the Simi Valley 
Landfill is owned and operated by Waste Management of California.  The Toland Road Landfill’s Conditional 
Use Permit prohibits the disposal of any waste originating from outside of Ventura County, with the exception 
of a limited amount of waste from Santa Barbara County.  The Simi Valley Landfill (private) receives 
approximately 500 tpd from Los Angeles County.  This waste primarily originates from the waste shed in or 
around the Calabasas Landfill.  However, the Simi Valley Landfill’s recently approved (2011) Conditional Use 
Permit and Operating Agreement with Ventura County mandates that the vast majority of its daily capacity be 
reserved for Ventura County waste receive first priority.  It is also projected that growth within Ventura County 
will consume all available daily capacity within the next five to 10 years.  The Simi Valley Landfill, therefore, 
should not be considered as a regional waste import site.   
 
San Bernardino County:  A San Bernardino County ordinance prohibits the disposal of any waste generated 
outside of its boundaries at any San Bernardino County landfill, except for the Colton Landfill.  The Colton 
Landfill is located in unincorporated San Bernardino County near the City of Colton, a considerable distance 
from Los Angeles County.  The site is owned and operated by the County of San Bernardino and was 
permitted to accept up to 3,100 tons of refuse per day.  In the first six months of 2002, the site received an 
average of 1,000 tpd, with minimal amounts coming from Los Angeles County.  The site has recently reached 
capacity and is closed and therefore not available for Los Angeles County. 
 
Kern County:  The County of Kern owns all of the solid waste landfills within Kern County.  The tipping fees 
charged at County landfills pay for only a portion of overall site operating costs.  The remaining operating 
costs are collected through property tax assessments.  To collect all revenue required to operate its landfills, 
Kern County does not accept out-of-county waste for disposal at its landfills. 
 



Lancaster Landfill & Recycling Center  
Draft Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report Vol. II 

 

3-40 

Imperial County:  The Mesquite Regional Landfill is projected to open in 2008, initially accepting 300 tpd of 
refuse from local sources. The time frame for establishing intermodal infrastructure and rail capacity for 
significant export capabilities is not clear at this time; however, under the most optimistic scenario, it is 
planned to be in place by the end of 2013 when the Puente Hills Landfill closes (refer to the discussion 
presented below related to waste-by-rail). 
 

Waste-by-Rail 
 
Waste-by-Rail requires local and remote infrastructure.  The local infrastructure includes material recovery 
facilities and/or transfer stations, and rail loading facilities.  The remote infrastructure includes waste 
unloading and transport facilities and the disposal site.  There is additional capacity potentially available 
outside of Los Angeles County through the use of waste-by-rail at the proposed Mesquite Regional Landfill in 
Imperial County and the Eagle Mountain Landfill in Riverside County.  Consequently, while this additional 
capacity will be needed, the necessary permits, infrastructure, and approvals have not yet been secured to 
access and/or use the facilities. 
 
In August 2000, the LACSD entered into purchase agreements to acquire the Mesquite Regional Landfill 
Project in Imperial County and the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project in Riverside County, both of which are 
permitted to import out-of-county waste by rail.  The Mesquite Regional Landfill and Eagle Mountain Landfill 
are the only two permitted waste-by-rail landfills in California and are the two sites the LACSD plans to use in 
its waste-by-rail system.  The Districts closed escrow on the Mesquite Regional Landfill in December 2002.   
 
In the Mesquite Regional Landfill Waste-by-Rail system, the municipal solid waste is to be transported 
approximately 210 miles to the site via the Union Pacific Railroad main line, which extends from Metropolitan 
Los Angeles to Glamis and then by a proposed 4.5-mile rail spur built to the site.  Upon closing escrow on 
Mesquite Regional landfill, a comprehensive master plan for site development was prepared.  Following 
completion of the master plan, the District is pursuing concurrent final design and construction of the facilities 
necessary to begin operation.  The Mesquite Regional Landfill is scheduled to be operational by the end of 
2008.  The Waste-by-Rail system is scheduled to be operational under the most optimistic scenarios by the 
end of 201309.  Both schedules are consistent with the timetables in the CUP issued by the Los Angeles 
County Regional Planning Commission for the Puente Hills Landfill.  The Mesquite Landfill and the Eagle 
Mountain Landfill will only become viable waste disposal alternatives after the appropriate waste handling, 
transport, and landfilling infrastructure are completed.   
 
The Puente Hills MRF was designed to handle 4,400 tpd (not to exceed 24,000 tons per week of municipal 
solid waste) and began operating in July 2005.  The Puente Hills MRF accepts waste from select commercial 
loads and receives approximately 200 tons per day from select commercial waste upon a pre-approved basis 
or upon satisfactory inspection at the facility.  However, an additional 8,000 tpd of materials recovery and rail 
loading capacity would still be necessary just to accommodate the waste currently being accepted at the 
Puente Hills Landfill.   
 
Other permitted waste-by-rail landfills in the Western United States are located in Arizona, New Mexico, 
Oregon, Utah, and Washington.  Currently, there has been no movement to use these more remote out-of-
state sites, especially with the purchase of the Mesquite Regional and Eagle Mountain waste-by-rail landfills 
by the LACSD. 
 
 Summary 
 
Waste export is currently only being sent to three neighboring counties, Orange, Riverside and Ventura 
Counties.  Based on Los Angeles County’s ability to utilize only a select number of facilities within these 
counties combined with the in-County landfill capacity, it appears that adequate daily and total refuse capacity 
is available.  However, the current site and/or County-specific conditions and/or limitations effectively reduce 
the ability to dispose of Los Angeles County waste outside the County.  Without additional landfill capacity, 
future demands created by continued growth and development within the regional may not be met.  Further, it 
is important to understand that the utilization of out-of-County facilities, which may be located at greater 
distances than in-County landfills, may have potentially serious fiscal and environmental consequences, 
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including:  (1) increased transportation and disposal costs; (2) loss of revenue to the County; and (3) 
increased traffic, noise, air quality and related impacts associated with the increase in vehicles miles traveled. 
 
 Remaining Refuse disposal Capacity Of Active In-County Landfills - 2004 
 
This section presents information on the remaining refuse disposal capacity for landfills in Los Angeles 
County and the associated site life.  The total remaining disposal capacity as of 2004 for all Los Angeles 
County landfills does not include the Pebbly Beach, Brand Park and San Clemente Landfills.  Pebbly Beach is 
located on the Island of Catalina handling on a limited portion of the island’s waste.  The San Clemente 
Landfill is owned and operated by the United States Navy and is only for their use.  Both facilities have 
extremely limited disposal capacity remaining.  Based on the CalRecycleCIWMB website, the Brand Park 
Landfill has no remaining capacity. The remaining disposal capacity was obtained fromfor the 
CalRecycleCIWMB  website data base.  The conversion from waste volume in cubic yards to tons was 
calculated from information obtained from the 2004 Annual Report on the Countywide Summary Plan and 
Countywide Siting Element prepared the by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works.  The 
resulting remaining Class III refuse disposal capacity as of December 31, 2004 was calculated to be 102.89 
million tons.  Based on 2004 waste generation rates, the County has a little over seven years of capacity (i.e., 
2013).    However, this simple comparison does not accurately predict when a shortfall in daily permitted 
disposal capacity will be experienced. 
 
In 2004, the approximate total disposal quantity distribution (of solid waste originating within the County) 
among the various types of disposal facilities areis reflected below. 
 
 In-County Class III landfills     9,110,300 tons 
 Transformation facilities          548,300 tons 
 Exports to Out-of-County Class III landfills   2,308,200 tons 
 Unclassified landfills (inert waste only)    1,247,300 tons 
 
 Total Disposed     13,214,300 tons 
 
As indicated in the 2004 Annual Report, projecting future shortfalls or excess disposal capacity is an estimate 
at best.  The County is currently revising the Countywide Siting Element.  As part of this revision process, the 
County will be evaluating possible updates to the Siting Elements’ goals and policies, and removing Elsmere 
Canyon and Blind Canyon Landfills from the list of potential new landfill sites.  It is estimated that the Siting 
Element revision will be completed in 2007. 
 
As indicated in the information presented in this section and reflected in the 2004 Annual Report, there is a 
need to develop substantial out-of-county disposal capacity as soon as possible and the in-County 
infrastructure (e.g., transfer stations/material recovery facilities, inter-modal facilities, etc.) necessary to 
access such capacity.  Concurrently, jurisdictions countywide must also continue to intensify their efforts to 
encourage development of conversion technologies to manage the solid waste generated within their 
boundaries. 
 
Similarly, as indicated in the information presented above from the 2009 Annual Report, there remains a need 
to develop disposal capacity as soon as possible and the in-County infrastructure (e.g., transfer 
stations/material recovery facilities, inter-modal facilities, etc.) necessary to access such capacity. While the 
estimated remaining capacity available within existing Class III landfills at the end of 2009 was identified to be 
142 million tons, which falls short of the capacity needed.  As noted above, the estimate also assumes 
extension of the life of the LLRC permit and an acceptance rate of 3,000 tpd under all future scenarios except 
the 1,700 tpd “Status Quo” scenario). (See 2009 Annual Report, pp. 33, 73-79.) 
 
 Summary 
 
Waste export is currently only being sent to three neighboring counties, Orange, Riverside and Ventura 
Counties.  Based on Los Angeles County’s ability to utilize only a select number of facilities within these 
counties combined with the in-County landfill capacity, it appears that adequate daily and total refuse capacity 
is available.  However, the current site and/or County-specific conditions and/or limitations effectively reduce 
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the ability to dispose of Los Angeles County waste within as well as outside the County.  Without additional 
landfill capacity, future demands created by pending landfill closures and continued growth and development 
within the region may not be met.  Closure of the Bradley and Puente Hills Landfills alone will reduce the 
“effective” daily disposal capacity within the County to less than 28,000 tpd by 2013 (vs. 29,675 tpd 2004 in-
County need from Table 3-7).  In addition, the ability to continue current exports to Orange County may expire 
by 2015, which will place another 2,500 tpd into the Los Angeles County disposal system.  Growth in Orange, 
Riverside, and Ventura Counties has increased significantly, which threatens their ability to continue 
acceptance of out-of-county waste in the near future.  Further, it is important to understand that the utilization 
of out-of-County facilities, which may be located at greater distances than in-County landfills, may have 
potentially serious fiscal and environmental consequences, including:  (1) increased transportation and 
disposal costs; (2) loss of revenue to the County; and (3) increased traffic, noise, air quality and related 
impacts associated with the increase in vehicles miles traveled.  The lack of assurance that facilities as well 
as capacities will be available in neighboring counties, coupled with in-County site closures and continuing 
growth in Southern California, indicate real potential for a short-fall in the “effective” daily tonnage capacity to 
serve the near term disposal needs of Los Angeles County. 

3.5 Description of the Proposed Project 
The Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center (LLRC) is an existing Class III non-hazardous municipal solid 
waste landfill facility owned and operated by Waste Management of Lancaster, the project applicant.  The 
landfill area encompasses the existing 82-acre active area, the 62-acre Western Area, which is currently used 
as a borrow area, the 112-acre Eastern Area, which is presently undeveloped, and a 20-acre area, which is 
occupied by facilities that are ancillary to the landfill.  At the present time, the Lancaster Landfill is operating 
under Solid Waste Facilities Permit (SWFP) No. 19-AA-0050, which permits the acceptance of 1,700 tons of 
municipal solid waste at the site on a daily basis.  

The LLRC generally serves the Lancaster/Palmdale area and surrounding areas (i.e., Quartz Hill, Antelope 
Acres, Lake Los Angeles, Pear Blossom and other unincorporated Los Angeles County areas).  Waste is also 
received from Edwards Air Force Base, Acton, Wrightwood, and Gorman.  In addition, waste can be delivered 
from the City of Los Angeles as well as Los Angeles, Kern, San Bernardino, Riverside, and San Diego 
Counties. 

The project applicant is seeking a revision to the existing Conditional Use Permit issued by the County of Los 
Angeles, and issuance of a revised SWFP from the LEA after concurrence by CalRecyclethe CIWMB.  The 
proposed revisions, if approved, will increase the maximum allowable daily intake volume for municipal solid 
waste from 1,700 tons per day (tpd) permitted to 3,000 tpd, with additional inflow of soil, green/wood waste, 
and recyclable and beneficial use materials at the LLRC.  Additional acceptance and processing of 
green/wood waste is also planned.  Further, neither the horizontal footprint, which encompasses 
approximately 209 acres, nor the maximum vertical elevation, (i.e., 2,400 feet above mean sea level) will be 
affected by the proposed amendment.  No other modifications are proposed to the LLRC, which will continue 
to be operated as a Class III facility under the existing permit conditions and mitigation measures.   
In addition to the revisions to the Conditional Use Permit and SWFP, the proposed project requires a Finding 
of Conformance from the Los Angeles County Integrated Waste Management Task Force, in accordance with 
the Los Angeles County Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP), which was approved by 
the California Integrated Waste Management Board on June 23, 1999.  The County Siting Element, which is 
an element of the Los Angeles County CIWMP, requires that all new and expansion of existing solid waste 
disposal facilities be consistent with its goals, policies, and siting criteria.   
 
The LLRC currently (April 2011January 1, 2004) has a remaining air space of approximately 15,126,270 
19,129,000 cubic yards.  Based on the current waste disposal rates at the landfill increasing to 3,000 tons per 
day maximum, it is estimated that the landfill will reach its current permitted capacity in approximately 15 14 
years (20215).An airspace utilization factor (AUF) of 0.76 ton/cubic yard of refuse was used to calculate the 
‘worst case’ conditions for site life of the landfill. It is important to note that either lower tonnage intake rates or 
a high AUF (due to better compaction and/or more efficient use of daily cover) would result in corresponding 
increases in site life.  If, for example, the site continued to accept 1,700 tpd 310 days per year the life of the 
landfill could extend until 2035, or, at 261 working days, until 2038, based on the April 2011 flyover and 
estimation of remaining airspace (15,126,270 cy). Pursuant to the existing LLRC CUP 93-070 Condition No. 
6, however, the grant will expire by its own terms upon completion of the approved fill design or on August 1, 
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2012, whichever occurs first. Therefore, because there is currently remaining capacity in the LLRC, the LLRC 
requires the processing and approval of a new CUP to continue landfill operations on the site.   

3.6 Project Objectives 
The County of Los Angeles adopted an Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan (CIWMP), which articulates 
the County’s objectives for solid waste management.  In general, the County’s goals and objectives include 
providing adequate landfill capacity to accommodate future growth and development and to manage solid 
waste in the County through a reasonable balance of public and private operations and facilities, including its 
regional public landfill system.  Other goals and objectives include the County’s intent to implement recycling 
and related reuse programs in an effort to reduce the generation of solid waste.  In general, project 
implementation is intended to provide for an increase in the maximum daily capacity at the Lancaster Landfill 
and Recycling Center to further service waste disposal needs within the County of Los Angeles.  The 
increase in daily tonnage proposed by the applicant will provide daily landfill capacity sufficient to serve the 
needs for both existing and future residents and businesses.  The specific objectives of the proposed project, 
which supplement the objectives identified for the prior landfill expansion project that addressed increased 
refuse capacity with minimum impacts to the environment, include: 
 

• Authorize an increase in daily refuse handling capacity at an existing in-county landfill to 
accommodate future projected population growth and waste load shifting within Los Angeles 
County. 

 
• Provide a regional resource within the Lancaster area that is available for both local and 

County waste disposal for at least 15 years. 
 
• Decrease the amount of dependence on out-of-county waste disposal and long-haul options 

of waste by increase in in-county disposal options, and thereby avoiding adverse regional air 
quality and traffic impacts. 

 
• Minimize the impacts of solid waste disposal through a well-engineered and environmentally 

sound operation. 
 
• Dispose of refuse in an existing landfill and relatively isolated area thus efficiently utilizing 

land space. 
 

 
3.7 Project Processing Requirements and Requested Entitlements 
 
The proposed request to increase the daily refuse intake at LLRC will require new permit approvals from 
several regulatory agencies, including but not limited to: 
 

• Replacement of Conditional Use Permit No. 93-070-(5) issued by the Regional Planning 
Commission of Los Angeles County. 

 
• Revision to Solid Waste Facilities Permit No. 19-AA-0050, issued by the Los Angeles 

Department of Health Services/LEA after concurrence from the CIWMBCalRecycle. 
 



Lancaster Landfill & Recycling Center 
Draft Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report Vol. II 

 

4-1 

CHAPTER 4.0 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
This section documents the environmental analysis for those parameters for which the proposed amendment to 
the Lancaster Landfill Conditional Use Permit may or would result in potentially significant adverse impacts. These 
parameters were identified based on the environmental analysis presented in the Initial Study contained in 
Appendix A of theis Draft EIR. (See Volume 3.) 

The purpose of Chapter 4.0 (Environmental Analysis) is to describe the existing local and regional 
environmental conditions and to identify the potentially significant impacts that may occur as a result of the 
proposed project.  In order to facilitate the analysis of each issue in this EIR, a standard format was 
developed to analyze each issue thoroughly.  This format is presented below with a brief discussion of the 
information included within each topic. 

 Existing Environmental Setting 

This introductory section describes the existing environmental conditions related to each issue 
analyzed in the Draft EIR.  In accordance with Section 15125 of the State CEQA Guidelines, both the 
local and regional settings are discussed as they exist prior to implementation of the proposed 
project.  The existing conditions provide the basis against which the potential environmental impacts 
are evaluated or, where appropriate, the permitted levels of operation. 

 Significance Criteria 

Specific criteria have been identified upon which the significance of project-related potential impacts 
are determined.  The significance criteria which are the basis of the environmental analysis contained 
in the Draft EIR are derived from the significant effects presented in Appendix G of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, adopted local, State, and federal policies and programs which may apply, and other 
commonly accepted technical and non-technical standards. 

 Analysis of the Proposed Project 
This section of the Draft EIR identifies and describes the potential impacts, both adverse and 
beneficial, which will result from project implementation.  All project-related impacts have been clearly 
and adequately analyzed in accordance with Section 15126 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  Impacts, 
which have been avoided or reduced to a level of insignificance, are identified as "insignificant" and 
analyzed accordingly.  In order to facilitate the impact analysis, the following outline has been utilized. 

• Potential Effects of Project Found to be Insignificant 

• Potential Effects of Project Found to be Significant 

 Mitigation Measures 

Where a potential significant environmental effect has been identified in the environmental analysis, 
mitigation measures have been included in this section of the document which ". . . minimize 
significant adverse impacts . . . for each significant environmental effect identified in the EIR", as 
prescribed in Section 15126 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

 Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts 

Unavoidable significant adverse impacts are those effects that either cannot be mitigated or they 
remain significant even after mitigation.  Prior to approval of a proposed project where significant and 
unavoidable impacts are found, the Los Angeles County Planning Commission is required to adopt a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations that identifies and describes the public benefit(s) associated 
with project implementation that offset the significant impacts, if such impacts occur.  In the case of 
the proposed project, the analysis presented in Section 4.2 of the Draft SEIR concluded that 
potentially significant unavoidable adverse cumulative air quality impacts may occur, necessitating 
the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
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4.1  TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 
 
 Summary of Traffic Analysis for EIR SCH No. 1993101036 
 
A detailed traffic impact study was prepared by DKS Associates in December 1996 to analyze the potential 
traffic impacts of the lateral expansion of the LLRC.  A total of 13 intersections and 13 roadways segments 
were analyzed in that study, which concluded that all of the study locations operated at satisfactory levels of 
service (i.e., LOS A) during the analyzed time periods (i.e., daily, morning and afternoon peak hours).  
Further, under all of the future (i.e., Year 2010) scenarios (existing plus ambient growth (with and without the 
proposed project) and Cumulative (with and without the project), all of the study locations were projected to 
operate at an acceptable level of service (i.e., LOS A) during the same analyzed time periods.  Using the 
criteria established for that study, it was concluded that the net traffic generated by the landfill expansion 
project would not have a significant impact at any of the analyzed locations.  Furthermore, traffic signal 
warrants were not met at any of the analyzed intersections.  However, the 1996 study did determine that 
traffic generated by the expansion of the LLRC would cause potentially significant impacts to the pavement 
structure along two roadway segments:  (1) Avenue F between Division Street and 10th Street East; and (2) 
10th Street East between Avenue F and Avenue G.  The results of the analysis indicated that the existing 
pavement design could not adequately accommodate truck traffic in the area (either with or without the 
implementation of the expansion project).  Addition of the project-generated truck traffic would further 
aggravate the existing and projected inadequacy.  As a result, a mitigation measure was prescribed for the 
expansion project that required a contribution towards the reconstruction of the pavement and thickening of 
the base/sub base to allow for an acceptable “Traffic Index” for the pavement.  
 
 Current Traffic Analysis 
 
The discussion and analysis that follow summarizes the findings of a detailed traffic and pavement analysis 
prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (LLG) in October 2005 (Revised October 2, 2006).  The 
scope of the traffic analysis was determined after meetings with Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works (Traffic and Lighting Division) and the California Department of Transportation.  The base 
assumptions, technical methodologies, and geographic coverage of the study were all identified as part of the 
study approach, and conform to LACDPW’s Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines (dated January 1, 
1997), which prescribes the use of the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology to determine the 
volume-to-capacity relationships for signalized intersections.  By using 1,600 vehicles per hour per lane as 
the practical capacity for through lanes, left-turn, and right-turn lanes, and a dual left-turn lane capacity of 
2,880 vehicles per hour for the two lanes, the ICU methodology directly relates traffic demand to the available 
capacity.  There have been no changes in circumstances or new information identified that would alter the 
conclusions or methodology used in the traffic analysis. 
 
The traffic analysis prepared for the proposed project evaluated the traffic impacts at eight “key” study 
intersections as well as potential impacts on pavement integrity along four roadways surrounding the project 
site.  The traffic and pavement analysis is based primarily on the proposed increase in the allowable daily 
intake volume of municipal solid waste from 1,700 tons per day (tpd), exclusive of the additional inflow of soil, 
green waste, and recyclable and beneficial use materials that is currently permitted, to 3,000 tpd, with 
additional inflow of soil, green/wood waste, and recyclables and beneficial use materials (as currently 
permitted) at the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center.  In addition, the traffic impact analysis also 
included an assessment of the level of service at five freeway mainline segments.  This section of the Draft 
EIR summarizes the existing characteristics and traffic volumes on roadways and intersections in the study 
area, vehicular traffic anticipated to be generated by the project, potential impacts of the additional vehicle 
trips generated by the project on the surrounding street system, cumulative impacts, and potential mitigation 
measures that are intended to reduce project-related impacts to an acceptable level.  The traffic analysis 
prepared by LLG is included in Appendix B of Volume 3.this document. 
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4.1.1 Existing Conditions 
 
 Access and Circulation Network 
 
Regional access to the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center is provided via the Antelope Valley Freeway (SR-
14), which extends through the project area in a north-south direction approximately 1.5 miles west of the subject 
property.  This freeway provides access to the project site via grade-separated interchanges, which exist at 
Avenues F, G, and H.  The principal local network of streets serving the project includes Avenue F, Avenue G, 
Avenue H, Sierra Highway, Division Street, and 10th Street East (Challenger Way).  The proposed project site and 
surrounding circulation system are described below and are illustrated on Figure 4.1-1. 
 
East-West Roadways 
 
Avenue F is a two-lane discontinuous roadway (11-foot lanes) that forms the northern boundary of the project site.  
Avenue F has a full interchange (half cloverleaf) with the Antelope Valley Freeway (SR-14). In the long-range 
planning effort, it is assumed that this roadway would be connected between Sierra Highway and Division Street.   
 
Avenue G is a two-lane roadway located south of the project site, with 11-foot travel lanes and undeveloped 
shoulders.  This roadway has a full (half cloverleaf) interchange at SR-14, providing regional connections to the 
north and south.  Currently, Avenue G is closed to through traffic west of SR-14 due to construction. 
 
Avenue H is grade-separated (i.e., flyover) at Sierra Highway, and has four eastbound lanes and three westbound 
lanes.  East of SR-14, Avenue H consists of one westbound lane with undeveloped shoulders and three 
eastbound lanes with developed shoulders.  East of Division Street, Avenue H exists as a two-lane roadway with 
unpaved shoulders.  Avenue H also has a full (half cloverleaf) interchange with SR-14. 
 
Avenue I is a four-lane east-west roadway.  Between 30th Street West and 20th Street West, Avenue I provides 
four travel lanes.  Between 20th Street West and 10th Street West, Avenue I widens to six travel lanes. 
 
North-South Roadways 
 
Sierra Highway is a two-lane, north-south roadway.  Left-turn pockets are provided in both directions on Sierra 
Highway at Avenue G.  There is a northbound left-turn pocket at Avenue G-12, which provides access to Avenue 
H from Sierra Highway.  North of Avenue I, Sierra Highway is a four-lane roadway. 
 
Division Street provides one lane in each direction, with undeveloped shoulders north of Avenue H-8.  Between 
Avenue I and Avenue H-8, there are two travel lanes in each direction. 
 
10th Street East (Challenger Way) is currently improved with two 11-foot travel lanes and undeveloped shoulders 
in the vicinity of the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center. 
 
Figure 4.1-2 illustrates the existing physical characteristics of the circulation systems serving the existing 
Lancaster Landfill. 
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Figure 4.1-1 
 

Existing Circulation System 
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Figure 4.1-2 

 
Existing Roadway and Intersection Physical Characteristics 
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 Existing Intersection Operating Conditions 
 
As indicated above, eight “key” study intersections were analyzed, including: 
 
 • Avenue F/SR-14 Southbound Ramps 
 • Avenue F/SR-14 Northbound Ramps 
 • Avenue G/SR-14 Southbound Ramps 
 • Avenue G/SR-14 Northbound Ramps 
 • Avenue H/SR-14 Southbound Ramps 
 • Avenue H/SR-14 Northbound Ramps 
 ▪ Avenue I/SR-14 Southbound Ramps 
 ▪ Avenue I/SR-14 Northbound Ramps 
 
Five of the eight intersections are currently stop-controlled/unsignalized; the Avenue H/SR-14 Northbound Ramps, 
Avenue I/SR-14 Northbound Ramps, and Avenue I-SR-14 Southbound Ramps are “key” intersections that are 
signalized.  Existing a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic volumes are illustrated on Figures 4.1-3 and 4.1-4, 
respectively. As indicated in Table 4.1-1, each of the “key” study intersections is currently operating at an 
acceptable level of service (i.e., Level of Service D or better) during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.   
 

Table 4.1-1 
 

Existing Intersection Peak Hour LOS 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 

Key Intersection1 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Acceptable 

LOS ICU LOS ICU LOS 
Avenue F/SR-14 SB Ramps 0.14 A 0.20 A Yes 
Avenue F/SR-14 NB Ramps 0.13 A 0.20 A Yes 
Avenue G/SR-14 SB Ramps 0.16 A 0.18 A Yes 
Avenue G/SR-14 NB Ramps 0.19 A 0.19 A Yes 
Avenue H/SR-14 SB Ramps 0.21 A 0.28 A Yes 
Avenue H/SR-14 NB Ramps 0.20 A 0.26 A Yes 
Avenue I/SR-14 SB Ramps 0.43 A 0.50 A Yes 
Avenue I/SR-14 NB Ramps 0.49 A 0.72 C Yes 
 
1All analyzed intersections are currently stop-controlled, except for Avenue H/SR-14 NB Ramps, Avenue 
 I/SR-14 NB Ramps, and Avenue I/SR-14 SB Ramps.  Based upon LACDPW Traffic Division staff’s direction, 
 all key intersections were analyzed as if they were signalized. 
 
SOURCE:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (Revised October 2, 2006). 

 
At the present time, 232 trucks per day enter and exit the LLRC.  Most of these vehicles are those hauling 
municipal solid waste (186); only 46 vehicles that access the LLRC are hauling recycling materials.  The capacity 
of each truck/vehicle varies, depending on its type and function.  The capacities of the vehicles hauling municipal 
solid waste range from 600 pounds (i.e., MSW in pickups and cars) to 5 tons for other trucks to 22 tons for transfer 
trailers.  Capacities of the vehicles hauling recycling materials range from 1.2 tons (other recyclables) to 25 tons 
(contaminated soils).  East/west truck/haul routes include Avenue G and Avenue H; north/south routes used by 
haul vehicles include the Antelope Valley Freeway, Division Street, and 10th Street East.  
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Figure 4.1-3 
 

Existing Year 2005 AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Figure 4.1-4 
 

Existing Year 2005 PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Existing Freeway Mainline Levels of Services 
 
Table 4.1-2 reflects the results of the existing freeway mainline level of service analysis conducted for the 
proposed project.  As indicated in the table, all of the freeway segments addressed in the traffic analysis are 
currently (2005) operating acceptable levels of service (i.e., LOS D or better), based on the assumed freeway 
capacity of 76,500 vehicles per day for a four-lane freeway segment. 
 

Table 4.1-2 
 

Existing Freeway Mainline Levels of Service 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 

SR-14 Freeway Segment 
Existing 

Daily Volume 
Volume/Capacity 

Ratio1 
Level of 
Service 

SR-14 Freeway North of Avenue F 36,330 0.47 A 
SR-14 Freeway Between Avenue F 
 and Avenue G 37,887 0.50 A 

SR-14 Freeway Between Avenue G 
 and Avenue H 38,925 0.51 A 

SR-14 Freeway Between Avenue H 
 and Avenue I 39,963 0.52 A 

SR-14 Freeway South of Avenue I 47,748 0.62 B 
 
1Freeway capacity of 76,500 vehicles per day (vpd) based on a 4-lane freeway segment was applied. 
 
SOURCE:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (Revised October 2, 2006). 

 
 Existing Roadway Segment Operating Conditions 
 
In addition, four roadway segments surrounding the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center were evaluated to 
establish the existing integrity of the pavement.  As presented in Table 4.1-3, the existing truck volumes on three 
roadway segments along Avenue F, Division Street, and 10th Street East exceed the design traffic index (TI), 
indicating that the existing pavement design cannot adequately accommodate existing truck traffic along those 
roadway segments.  Although this effect does not necessarily result in an impact to the physical environment, it is, 
nonetheless, an effect that the project applicant recognizes and is willing to help mitigate.  Since the design TI for 
the Avenue G segment is unknown, it is not certain how the existing truck traffic affects the pavement integrity of 
what that roadway segment was designed for. 
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Table 4.1-3 
 

Existing (2005) Pavement Integrity 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 

Roadway Segment 
10-Year Design 
Traffic Index1 

Daily No. 
of Trucks 

10-Year 
Total ESAL2 

Traffic 
Index 

Avenue F between Division Street 
and 10th Street East 8 492 905,280 9.0 

Division Street between Avenue F 
and Avenue G 7.5 532 978,880 9.0 

10th Street East between 
Avenue F and Avenue G 5.5 209 384,560 8.0 

Avenue G between 
Division Street and 10th Street East N/A 471 866,640 9.0 

 
1Design Traffic Indices (TI) provided by LACDPW staff where available. 
2As contained in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual (July 1995), the ESAL 10-Year constant is 1,840 (3- 
 axle trucks). 
  
SOURCE:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (Revised October 2, 2006). 

 
4.1.2 Significance Criteria 

 
Criteria for determining potentially significant project-related traffic impacts have been established by the County of 
Los Angeles.  Based upon County traffic study guidelines, the project is considered to have a significant project-
related impact if the following criteria are met: 
 

Without Project  
With Project ICU Increase Level of Service ICU 

C 0.71 to 0.80 0.04 or more 
D 0.81 to 0.90 0.02 or more 

E/F 0.91 or more 0.01 or more 
 

4.1.3 Potential Impacts 
 

4.1.3.1 Impacts Determined to be Less than Significant 
 

Trip Generation and Distribution 
 
Project implementation will result in an increase of 97 additional truck loads per day (refer to Table 4.1-4a), based 
on the proposed increase in daily refuse accepted at the landfill from the existing daily refuse “inflow” to 3,000 tpd 
(i.e., proposed maximum daily “inflow”) and on the proposed increase in green waste for daily cover and beneficial 
use.  Although the anticipated increase in traffic is primarily for refuse and green waste, other inflow categories 
may fluctuate on a “day-to-day” basis, as long as the total traffic increase does not exceed 97 loads.  Trips not 
included in the analysis are those created by pick-up and delivery of empty trash bins stored on-site as these trips 
are part of existing operations and will not change from the existing baseline condition with project implementation.  
The proposed increase is due to the use of more transfer trailers and fewer other truck types, which reflects the 
general trend in the waste management industry towards using larger transfer trucks.  Table 4.1-4a reflects the 
average increase in tonnage and resulting increase in loads arriving at the Lancaster Landfill.  The anticipated 
“peak tonnage” increases are reflected in Table 4.1-4b. 
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Table 4.1-4a 
 

Potential Average Tonnage Increase 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 

Description 
Existing Operationsa Future (New CUP)ba Net IncreaseChangeb

1 
Tons 

2 
Loads 

3 
Tons/Load

1 

4 
Tons/Day2

5 
Loads/Day3 

6 
Tons/Day 

7 
Loads/Day4

8 
Tons/Day5

9 
Loads/Day6 

Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) 
MSW in Transfer Trailers 23,465 1,085 21.6 460 21 2,370 110 2,2901,910 89 
MSW in Other Trucks 33,159 6,350 5.2 650 125 620 119 41230 -6 
MSW in Pickups/Cars 612 2,040 0.3 12 40 10 33 0-2 0-7 

Sub-Total 57,236 9,475 -- 1,122 186 3,000 262 1,878 76 
Recycling 

Recyclables in Trucks 3,010 707 4.3 59 14 59 14 0 0 
Cover Soil in Trucks 3,081 323 9.5 60 6 60 6 0 0 
Contaminated Soils in Trucks 8,992 359 25.0 176 7 176 7 0 0 
Green waste in Haul Trucks 2,400 883 2.7 47 17 47 17 0 0 
Green waste in Transfer Trailers 0 0 21.6 0 0 450 21 450 21 
Other Recyclables in Trucks 123 106 1.2 2 2 2 2 0 0 

Sub-Total 17,606 2,378 -- 344 46 794 67 450 21 
Total 74,842 11,853 -- 1,466 232 3,794 329 2,328 97 

 
aAverage tonnage and load data are based on counts performed by Waste Management at Lancaster Landfill between January 1, 2003 and  
March 1, 2003  
(corresponds to a period of 51 days of operations). 
bFuture tonnage (i.e., tons per day) projected by Waste Management. 
 
1Column 1 ÷ Column 2 
2Column 1 ÷ 51 Days 
3Column 2 ÷ 51 Days 
4Column 6 ÷ Column 3 
5Column 6 - Column 4 
6Column 7 - Column 5 
 
SOURCE:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (Revised October 2, 2006). 
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Table 4.1-4b 
Projected Peak Tonnage Increase 

Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 
 

 
Description 

Existing Operationsa Futureb Net Change 
1 

Tons/Day 
2 

Tons/Load 
3 

Loads/Day1 
4 

Tons/Day 
5 

Loads/Dayc 
6 

Tons/Day2 
7 

Loads/Day3 
Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) 

MSW in Transfer Trailers 1,038 21.6 48 2,370 110 – 117 1,332 62 – 69 
MSW in Other Trucks 650 5.2 125 620 119 – 127 -30 -6 - +2 
MSW in Pickups/Cars 12 0.3 40 10 33 – 35 -2 -7 - -5 

Sub-Total 1,700 - 213 3,000 262 – 279 1,300 49 – 66 
Recycling 

Recyclables in Trucks 59 4.3 14 59 14 – 15 0 0 – 1 
Cover Soil in Trucks 250 9.5 26 250 26 – 28  0 0 – 2 
Contaminated Soil in Trucks 1,250 25.0 50 1,250 50 – 53 0 0 – 3 
Greenwaste in Haul Trucks 47 2.7 17 47 17 – 18 0 0 – 1 
Greenwaste in Transfer Trailers 0 21.6 0 500 23 – 24 500 23 – 24 
Other Recyclables in Trucks 2 1.2 2 2 2 0 0 

Sub-Total 1,608 - 109 2,108 132 – 140 500 23 – 31 
Total 3,308 - 322 5,108 394 – 419 1,800 72 – 97 

 
aPeak tonnage (i.e., tons per day) estimated by Waste Management based on counts performed between January 1, 2003 and March 1, 2003 
(corresponds to a period of 51 days of operations).  Tons/Load ratios based on Table 4.1-4a. 
bFuture tonnage (i.e., tons per day) projected by Waste Management. 
cThe range in future loads per day accounts for possible fluctuations in tons per load. 
 
1Column 1 ÷ Column 2 
2Column 4 - Column 1 
3Column 5 - Column 3 
 
SOURCE:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (Revised October 2, 2006). 
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The 97 loads per day increase resulting from the proposed increase in tonnage inflow, and over existing average 
acceptance levels, was converted to passenger car equivalents (PCE) in order to calculate the project-related 
trips.  The 97 loads/vehicles equates to 194 “two-way” trips.  Based on a PCE factor of 2.0, the 194 two-way trips 
converts to 388 PCE trips per day (Los Angeles County Traffic Impact Study guidelines and MOU with Los 
Angeles County Public Works staff).  With the addition of the employee and visitor trips, the total addition trips 
generated by the proposed project is 408.  Daily and peak hour trips have been calculated and are reflected in 
Table 4.1-5. 
 

Table 4.1-5 
 

Project Trip Generation Estimates 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Facility 

 
 
 

Project Component 

 
 

Daily 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
In 

(15%) 
Out 

 (7%) 
 

Total 
In 

(8%) 
Out  

(10%) 
 

Total 
Truck-Related PCE Trips1 388 29 16 45 16 17 33 
Employee and Visitor Trips2 20 18 2 20 2 18 20 
Net Additional Trips 408 47 18 65 18 35 53 
 
1Truck generation based on 97 trucks per net increase in loads/day x 2 trips/vehicle x 2.0 PCE factor. 
2Employee/visitor trips based on 5 employees + 5 visitors x 2 trips/day 
 
SOURCE:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (Revised October 2, 2006). 

 
The 388 daily two-way trips estimated for the proposed project will utilize the circulation system currently used by 
refuse vehicles to access the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center.  Two potential circulation scenarios are 
illustrated in Figure 4.1-5 (without Avenue F Extension) and Figure 4.1-6 (with Avenue F Extension).  Distribution 
of the project-related traffic is illustrated in each of these scenarios.  As can be seen by comparing the information 
in those figures, the only difference is that if Avenue F is extended between Division Street and Sierra Highway, 
one percent of the traffic generated by the proposed project will utilize SR-14 north of Avenue F.  No other 
changes in distribution would occur as a result of the Avenue F extension.  Project-related a.m. and p.m. peak 
hour traffic volumes are illustrated in Figure 4.1-7 and 4.1-8 (without Avenue F Extension) and Figures 4.1-9 and 
4.1-10 (with Avenue F Extension). 
 
The traffic analysis evaluated the “average” trips anticipated to occur at the LLRC as a result of the proposed 
project.  As previously indicated, the average trips reflect “normal” operations at the landfill.  In addition, it is 
anticipated that there would be occurrences of “peak” trip generation, which is associated with heavier than 
normal truck activities due to loads of demolition debris, cover soils, green waste, etc., that are brought to the 
LLRC.  These activities currently take place at the LLRC.  While these “peak” days are infrequent, they result in an 
increased number of vehicles entering and leaving the LLRC.  Therefore, both the average and “peak” traffic 
scenarios were evaluated in the traffic analysis to ensure that the roadways and key intersections can 
accommodate the “peak” traffic conditions.  Based on that analysis, it was determined that all of the key 
intersections are forecast to operate at adequate levels of service (i.e., LOS “C” or better). 
 
As previously discussed, certain days may have higher volumes of soils, green/wood waste and materials used 
for beneficial use.  The potential peak tonnage that may occur is reflected in Table 4.1-4b.  As indicated in that 
table, peak operations that may occur at the landfill would result in an additional 72 loads per day in the future.  
However, all of the key study area intersections are forecast to operate at LOS A during both the a.m. and p.m. 
peak hours.  As a result, the infrequent increase in daily haul trucks would not result in any changes to the 
anticipated operational levels of service and no significant impacts would occur as a result of the “peak” loads 
identified in Table 4.1-4b.
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Figure 4.1-5 
 

Project Traffic Distribution Pattern 
(Without Avenue F Extension) 
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Figure 4.1-6 
 

Project Traffic Distribution Pattern 
(With Avenue F Extension) 
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Figure 4.1-7 
 

Project-Generated AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
(Without Avenue F Extension) 
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Figure 4.1-8 
 

Project-Generation PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
(Without Avenue F Extension) 
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Figure 4.1-9 
 

Project-Generated AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
(With Avenue F Extension) 
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Figure 4.1-10 
 

Project-Generated PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
(With Avenue F Extension) 
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 Short-Term Construction Impacts 
 
The proposed project proposes to increase the permitted daily refuse accepted at the Lancaster Landfill and 
Recycling Center from 1,700 tpd to 3,000 tpd (not including the related inflow previously identified).  This 
administrative revision to the existing Solid Waste Facilities Permit does not include any traditional construction 
activities (i.e., those associated with the construction of structures, etc.) that would result in the generation of 
vehicular traffic.  The potential impacts associated with these activities were previously evaluated in the 1997 EIR.  
Therefore, because no changes in these activities would occur as a result of project implementation, no additional 
vehicular trips would occur.  As a result, no short-term, construction-related impacts will occur.   
 
 Long-Term Operational Impacts 
 
Intersection Operating Conditions 
 
Year 2006 Cumulative Base 
 
The traffic impact analysis (refer to Appendix B) evaluated the potential project-related traffic impacts for “buildout” 
year, which is identified as 2006 because approval of the project would allow an immediate increase to 3,000 tpd 
(i.e., the maximum daily capacity, which would generate the most project-related traffic).  Based on the County’s 
guidelines, background traffic in the study area has been estimated to increase at a rate of 3.8 percent per year.  
Future increases in background traffic due to regional development are expected to continue at the same rate.  
Therefore, the Year 2006 cumulative base traffic volumes reflect a 3.8 percent increase in traffic on the circulation 
system.   
 
The Year 2006 traffic forecasts include a 3.8 percent increase compared to Year 2005 traffic volumes.  Typical 
ambient growth rates range between one and two percent.  Further, most background growth is expected to occur 
along regional roadways, not the collector roadways evaluated in the traffic analysis.  With the application of the 
3.8 percent growth rate to all of the volumes in the study, all key intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or 
better without the project as indicated in Table 4.1-6. 
 

Table 4.1-6 
 

2006 Cumulative (without Project) Intersection Peak Hour LOS 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 

Key Intersection1 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Acceptable 

LOS ICU LOS ICU LOS 
Avenue F/SR-14 SB Ramps 0.14 A 0.20 A Yes 
Avenue F/SR-14 NB Ramps 0.13 A 0.20 A Yes 
Avenue G/SR-14 SB Ramps 0.18 A 0.20 A Yes 
Avenue G/SR-14 NB Ramps 0.19 A 0.20 A Yes 
Avenue H/SR-14 SB Ramps 0.23 A 0.31 A Yes 
Avenue H/SR-14 NB Ramps 0.22 A 0.27 A Yes 
Avenue I/SR-14 SB Ramps 0.54 A 0.59 A Yes 
Avenue I/SR-14 NB Ramps 0.56 A 0.89 D Yes 
 
1All analyzed intersections are currently stop-controlled, except for Avenue H/SR-14 NB Ramps, Avenue 
 I/SR-14 NB Ramps, and Avenue I/SR-14 SB Ramps.  Based upon LACDPW Traffic Division staff’s direction, 
all key intersections were analyzed as if they were signalized. 
 
SOURCE:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (Revised October 2, 2006). 

 
Figures 4.1-11 and 4.1-12 reflect the Year 2006 cumulative base a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic volumes (without 
the Avenue F Extension).   
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Year 2006 Cumulative Plus Project 
 
Table 4.1-7 summarizes the project-related traffic impacts on the key study intersections.  As can be seen in that 
information, all of the key intersections will continue to operate at an acceptable level of service (i.e., LOS D or 
better).  The greatest ICU increase resulting from project implementation in the “with Avenue F Extension” is 0.01 
in the a.m. peak hour at the Avenue F/SR-14 Northbound Ramps and Avenue H/SR-14 Northbound Ramps in the 
p.m. peak hour.  Similarly, in the “without Avenue F Extension, only one intersection (Avenue H/SR-14 
Northbound Ramps) would realize a 0.01 increase in the ICU during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.  The 
increase in project-related traffic forecast for either roadway improvement scenario is less than significant because 
all of the key intersections will continue to operate at LOS A and the increase in the ICU is less than 0.04, as 
prescribed in the County of Los Angeles significance criteria identified in Section 4.1.2.  As previously indicated, 
even with operational “peak” traffic associated with infrequent increases in the number of loads of contaminated 
soils and cover soils that are transported to the LLRC for disposal (refer to Table 4.1-4b), all of the key study 
intersections would be forecast to operate at an acceptable level of service.   
 
These a.m. and p.m. peak hour volumes without the Avenue F Extension are illustrated on Figures 4.1-13 and 
4.1-14.  Only minor changes in the a.m. and p.m. volumes would occur in this cumulative base condition if the 
Avenue F Extension is implemented, as reflected on Figures 4.1-15 (a.m. peak hour volumes) and 4.1-16 (p.m. 
peak hour volumes). 
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Table 4.1-7 
 

Year 2006 Cumulative Plus Project Intersection Peak Hour Levels of Service 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 

 
Key Intersection1 

 
Peak 
Hour 

Year 2006 
Cumulative Base 

Year 2006 Cumulative + Project 
(With Avenue F Extension) 

Year 2006 Cumulative + Project 
(Without Avenue F Extension) 

 
ICU 

 
LOS 

 
ICU 

 
LOS 

ICU 
Increase 

Sig. 
Impact? 

 
ICU 

 
LOS 

ICU 
Increase 

Sig. 
Impact? 

Avenue F @ SR-14 
SB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

0.14 
0.20 

A 
A 

0.14 
0.21 

A 
A 

0.00 
0.01 

No 
No 

0.14 
0.20 

A 
A 

0.00 
0.00 

No 
No 

Avenue F @ SR-14 
NB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

0.13 
0.20 

A 
A 

0.15 
0.21 

A 
A 

0.02 
0.01 

No 
No 

0.13 
0.20 

A 
A 

0.00 
0.00 

No 
No 

Avenue G @ SR-14 
SB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

0.18 
0.20 

A 
A 

0.1918 
0.20 

A 
A 

0.00 
0.00 

No 
No 

0.18 
0.20 

A 
A 

0.00 
0.00 

No 
No 

Avenue G @ SR-14 
NB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

0.19 
0.20 

A 
A 

0.19 
0.21 

A 
A 

0.00 
0.01 

No 
No 

0.19 
0.21 

A 
A 

0.00 
0;01 

No 
No 

Avenue H @ SR-14 
SB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

0.23 
0.31 

A 
A 

0.23 
0.31 

A 
A 

0.00 
0.00 

No 
No 

0.23 
0.31 

A 
A 

0.00 
0.00 

No 
No 

Avenue H @ SR-14 
NB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

0.22 
0.27 

A 
A 

0.2222 
0.28 

A 
A 

0.00 
0.01 

No 
No 

0.24 
0.28 

A 
A 

0.02 
0.01 

No 
No 

Avenue I @ SR-14 
SB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

0.54 
0.59 

A 
A 

0.54 
0.59 

A 
A 

0.00 
0.00 

No 
No 

0.54 
0.59 

A 
A 

0.00 
0.00 

No 
No 

Avenue I @ SR-14 
NB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

0.56 
0.89 

A 
D 

0.56 
0.89 

A 
AD 

0.00 
0.00 

No 
No 

0.56 
0.89 

A 
AD 

0.00 
0.00 

No 
No 

 
1All key intersections are currently unsignalized, except for Avenue H @ SR-14 NB Ramps, Avenue I @ SR-14 NB Ramps, and Avenue I @ SR-14 SB Ramps, 
  which are signalized.  Based upon LACDPW Traffic & Lighting Division staff’s direction, all key intersections were analyzed as if they were signalized. 
 
SOURCE:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan (Revised October 2, 2006). 
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Figure 4.1-11 
 

Year 2006 Cumulative Base AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Figure 4.1-12 
 

Year 2006 Cumulative Base PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Figure 4.1-13 
 

Year 2006 Cumulative Plus Project AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
(Without Avenue F Extension) 
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Figure 4.1-14 
 

Year 2006 Cumulative Plus Project PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
(Without Avenue F Extension) 
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Figure 4.1-15 
 

Year 2006 Cumulative Plus Project AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
(With Avenue F Extension) 
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Figure 4.1-16 
 

Year 2006 Cumulative Plus Project PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
(With Avenue F Extension) 
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2006 Freeway Mainline Levels of Service 
 
Year 2006 Cumulative Base 
 
Table 4.1-8 reflects the results of the existing freeway mainline level of service analysis conducted for the 
proposed project.  As indicated in the table, all of the freeway segments are forecast to operate at acceptable 
levels of service (i.e., LOS D or better) in 2006 with background traffic growth (i.e., cumulative) without the 
proposed project, based on the assumed freeway capacity of 76,500 vehicles per day for a four-lane freeway 
segment. 
 

Table 4.1-8 
 

2006 Cumulative (without Project) Freeway Mainline Levels of Service 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 

SR-14 Freeway Segment 
Existing 

Daily Volume 
Volume/Capacity 

Ratio1 
Level of 
Service 

SR-14 Freeway North of Avenue F 38,031 0.50 A 
SR-14 Freeway Between Avenue F 
 and Avenue G 39,647 0.52 A 

SR-14 Freeway Between Avenue G 
 and Avenue H 40,724 0.53 A 

SR-14 Freeway Between Avenue H 
 and Avenue I 41,802 0.55 A 

SR-14 Freeway South of Avenue I 52,444 0.68 B 
 
1Freeway capacity of 76,500 vehicles per day (vpd) based on a 4-lane freeway segment was applied. 
 
SOURCE:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (Revised October 2, 2006). 

 
Year 2006 Cumulative Plus Project 
 
As indicated in Table 4.1-9, project implementation will not result in any significant impacts on the five freeway 
mainline segments in the project environs.  Traffic greatest increase in the volume/capacity ratio of the freeway 
segments would be 0.01 on the segment between Avenue G and Avenue H; however, the increase would not 
change the level of service of that segment.  Table 4.1-9 indicates that all of the roadway segments will continue 
to operate at acceptable levels of service (i.e., LOS D or better). 
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Table 4.1-9 
 

Year 2006 SR-14 Freeway Mainline Levels of Service 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 
 
 

SR-14 Freeway Segment 

 
Project 
Daily 

Volumes 

Cum. + 
Project 
Daily 

Volumes 

 
 
 

V/C 

 
 
 

LOS 

 
 

Change 
In V/C 

 
Sig. 

Project 
Impact? 

SR-14 Freeway North of 
Avenue F 4 38,035 0.50 A 0.00 No 

SR-14 Freeway Between 
Avenue F and Avenue G 273 39,920 0.52 A 0.00 No 

SR-14 Freeway Between 
Avenue G and Avenue H  273 40,998 0.54 A 0.01 No 

SR-14 Freeway Between 
Avenue H and Avenue I 273 42,075 0.55 A 0.00 No 

SR-14 Freeway South of 
Avenue I 273 52,718 0.69 B 0.00 No 
 

1Freeway capacity of 76,500 vehicles per day (vpd) based on a 4-lane freeway segment was applied. 
 
SOURCE:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan (Revised October 2, 2006) 
 
Saturday Analysis 
 
Existing disposal operations at LLRC include service to local residents that utilize the site primarily on Saturdays.  
Private automobile and pick-up customers paying for disposal have been the largest component of Saturday 
vehicle counts.  Site records indicate a historic single Saturday high vehicle count of 900 vehicles, which occurred 
as a program called “Free Dump Days,” which is schedule on two Saturdays a year.  While the vehicles per day 
for the “Free Dump Days” event on a Saturday may exceed the recommended maximum daily vehicle limit of 419 
vehicles, the peak hour traffic volume on the adjacent roadways on a typical Saturday are significantly less than 
the peak hour of a typical weekday, no additional traffic impacts will occur as a result of the Saturday LLRC 
activity.  In addition, because the event only occurs twice a year, the traffic impact would not be considered to be a 
typical “worst case” condition. 
 

4.1.3.2 Impacts Determined to be Significant 
 

Short-Term Construction Impacts 
 
As indicated in Section 4.1.4.1, the proposed project will not generate any construction traffic because no 
construction is proposed.  Therefore, no significant short-term, construction-related impacts will occur as a result 
of project implementation. 
 
 Long-Term Operational Impacts 
 
As previously indicated, a pavement analysis was also conducted along the four roadway segments adjoining the 
subject property.  The existing pavement design of three of those segments (along Avenue F,. Division Street, and 
10th Street East) currently exceeds the traffic index (TI).  However, Table 4.1-10 indicates that the project is not 
expected to increase TI values from Year 2006 Cumulative Base conditions at all of the segments analyzed, with 
the exception of 10th Street East between Avenue F and Avenue G under conditions with the project but without 
the Avenue F extension.   Therefore, except for the 10th Street East segment without the extension of Avenue F, 
the project would not cause any significant impacts on the pavement integrity of the four roadway segments. 
 
The project-related increase in the TI value along 10th Street East between Avenue F and Avenue G under 
conditions with the project, but without the Avenue F extension, constitutes a project significant impact.  To 
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mitigate this impact, the project will be required to contribute towards the reconstruction of the pavement and 
thickening of the base/sub-base on this one segment (if Avenue F is not extended). 
 

4.1.4 Mitigation Measures 
 
Impact 4.1-1 Project-generated truck traffic will impact the pavement integrity of Division Street 

between Avenue F and Avenue G (without the Avenue F extension). Table 4.1-10 indicates 
the traveled roadway segments are already compromised due to the existing truck trips to 
and from the facility.  

 
MM 4.1-1 Prior to an increase in operation Within 360 days after the Effective Date of the conditional use 

permit, the applicant shall pay its fair share to fully improve the pavement and thickening of the 
base/sub base to sustain the entire truck traffic loading of the project operation and any increase 
in the project operation on the following streets or as required to the satisfaction of the 
Department of Public Works: (1) Challenger Way (10th Street East) between Avenue F and 
Avenue GH; (2) Avenue F between Division Street and Challenger Way (10th Street East)West; 
(3) Division Street between Avenue and F and Avenue HG; and (4) 10th Street West Between 
Avenue and F and Avenue G; and (5) Avenue HG between Division Street 100 feet west of the 
southbound SR-14 on/off ramps and Challenger Way (10th Street East).  If Avenue F between 
Sierra Highway and Division Street is constructed, the project applicant shall also be responsible 
to improve Avenue F between 100 feet west of the southbound SR-14 on/off ramps and Sierra 
Highway. 

 
 The Director of Public Works, at his/her sole discretion, may grant an extension of time not to 

exceed an additional 360 days, if the applicant demonstrates good faith effort toward construction 
and completion of the above street improvement projects. 

 
MM 4.1-2 As part of the proposed Project, the LLRC intends toThe Applicant shall implement the following 

program to help maintain a clean road surface on the County roadway supporting ingress and 
egress for landfill traffic: 

 
▪  Install “rumble grates” on the access road within the site property between the exit scale 

and the driveway leading to East Avenue F (to remove loose material from vehicles prior 
to exiting the site). 

 
▪  Wash down the pavement surface of the onsite exit road as well as East Avenue F, 

between Division Street and Challenger Way, on a weekly basis. 
 

▪  Conduct road sweeping twice per month on East Avenue F, between Division Street and 
Challenger Way.  

 
In addition to these mitigation measures, the following mitigation measure prescribed in EIR SCH No. 
1993101036, shall also be implemented by the project sponsor, if applicable as determined applicable by the 
County Department of Public Works. 
 

▪ Contribute on a fair share pro-rata basis to the cost to reconstruct the pavement of Avenue F 
between Division Street and 10th Avenue East and 10th Street East between Avenue F and 
Avenue G. 
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Table 4.1-10 
 

2006 Pavement Integrity Analysis 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 
 
 

Roadway  Segment 

 
10-Year 
Design 
(Traffic 
Index)1 

 
Year 2006 Cumulative Base 

Year 2006 Cumulative Plus Project 
(With Avenue F) 

Year 2006 Cumulative Plus Project 
(Without Avenue F) 

Daily No. 
Trucks 

10-Year 
Total 

(ESAL)2 

 
Traffic 
Index 

 
Project 
Only 

Daily No. 
Trucks 

10-Year 
Total 

(ESAL)2 

 
Traffic 
Index 

 
Project 
Only 

Daily No. 
Trucks 

10-Year 
Total 

(ESAL)2 

 
Traffic 
Index 

Avenue F between 
Division Street and 
10th Street East 

 
8.0 511 940,240 9.0 151 662 1,218,080 9.0 104 615 1,131,600 9.0 

Division Street 
between Avenue F 
and Avenue G 

 
7.5 552 1,015,680 9.0 47 599 1,102,160 9.0 97 649 1,194,160 9.0 

10th Street East 
between Avenue F 
and Avenue G 

 
5.5 217 399,289 8.0 40 257 472,880 8.0 86 303 557,520 8.5 

Avenue G between 
Division Street and 
10th Street East 

 
N/A 489 899,760 9.0 4 493 907,120 9.0 4 493 907,120 9.0 

 
1Design Traffic Indices (TI) were provided by the County where available. 
2As contained in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual (July 1995), the ESAL 10-year constant is 1,840 (3-axle trucks). 
 
SOURCE:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (Revised October 2, 2006). 
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4.1.5 Level of Significance After Mitigation 
 
As indicated in the preceding analysis, no potentially significant impacts are anticipated at the key study 
intersections.  Although three of four roadways segments will be adversely impacted as a result of the increase in 
potential heavy truck traffic, project-related impacts to the integrity of the roadway segments will be reduced to a 
less than significant level through the payment of fees that will be used to upgrade the roadways.  No significant 
adverse impacts will remain after implementation of the mitigation measures. 
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4.2 AIR QUALITY 
 
 Summary of Air Quality Analysis for EIR SCH No. 1993101036 
 
EIR No. 1993101036 evaluated the potential air quality impacts associated with the expansion of the LLRC.  That 
analysis evaluated potential air emissions impacts associated with the use of on-site vehicles (i.e., future 
operations at the landfill), fugitive dust, landfill gas and gas migration, health risk, off-site vehicle use, and odors. 
Specifically, project implementation would result in increased emissions from the use of heavy duty vehicles, 
fugitive dust, landfill gas, and on-site and off-site related traffic.  The EIR concluded that expansion of the landfill 
would increase the amount of emissions from off-site vehicles, fugitive dust and landfill gas.  Emissions increases 
attributed to the project would not exceed significant thresholds established by the AQMD for the region for sulfur 
oxides, carbon monoxide, reactive organic gas or particulates.  Further, odors and landfill gas will continue to be 
generated at the landfill.  As a result, several mitigation measures were prescribed to reduce the potential 
emissions.  These mitigation measures are still applicable to the proposed project and are included in Section 
4.2.5. 
 
However, based on that analysis, the EIR concluded that project-related emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) 
would exceed the AQMD significance threshold.  Therefore, these emissions would be significant both on aan 
individual and cumulative basis.  While mitigation measures were prescribed to reduce pollutant emissions (refer 
to Section 4.2.5), NOx emissions could not be reduced to a less than significant level.  As a result, the Los 
Angeles County Regional Planning Commission adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations prior to 
approval of the landfill expansion. 
 
 Current Air Quality Analysis 
 
An air quality analysis was prepared by Environmental Compliance Solutions (March 1, 2006) to evaluate the 
potential air quality impacts associated with the proposed operational changes resulting from the increase in daily 
tonnage accepted at the LLRC.  The findings and recommendations presented in that analysis are summarized 
below and the analysis is included as Appendix C. 
 

4.2.1 Existing Conditions 
 
 Climate and Meteorological Conditions 
 
The climate of the Antelope Valley, technically called an interior valley sub climate of Southern California's 
Mediterranean-type climate, is characterized by hot summers, mild winters, infrequent rainfall, moderate 
afternoon breezes, and generally fair weather.  The clouds and fog that form along the Southern California 
coastline rarely extend as far inland as Lancaster, and if they do, they usually burn off quickly after sunrise.  
The most important weather pattern is associated with the funneling of the daily onshore sea breeze through 
Soledad Canyon into the upper desert to the north of the heavily developed portions of the Los Angeles 
Basin.  This daily airflow brings polluted air into the area late in the afternoon from late spring to early fall.  
This transport pattern creates both unhealthful air quality as well as destroying the scenic vistas of the 
mountains surrounding the Antelope Valley.  
  
Winds blow primarily from south to north and from west to east in response to the regional pattern of airflow 
from the cool ocean to the heated interior.  A large portion of the airflow across the Antelope Valley therefore 
has its origin in more developed areas of the Los Angeles Basin.  Seventy percent of all airflow across 
Lancaster derives from a narrow sector from southwest through west-northwest.  These winds are moderately 
strong during the daytime, averaging from 10 to 13 mph, but become light and variable at night.  Daytime 
local ventilation is, therefore, very good, but there may be nocturnal stagnation near local emissions sources 
such as the major area highways during the calm wind periods.  Air pollutant emissions, however, are 
generally sufficiently low such that even during limited local dispersion conditions, air quality near the project 
site remains quite healthful.  The primary Antelope Valley air quality concern is that there is a general 
transport of air from the polluted Los Angeles Basin through the Santa Clarita Valley, and then toward the 
normally cleaner upper desert, especially during the summer smog season.  This meteorological pattern will, 
therefore, make it difficult for the area to achieve clean air until sources in the developed portions of the basin 
are better controlled and less pollution is carried downwind across communities within the Antelope Valley.  
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 Sensitive Receptors 
 
Some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in air quality than others, depending on the types 
of population groups and the activities involved.  CARB has identified the following people who are most likely 
to be affected by air pollution:  children under 14, the elderly over 65, athletes, and people with cardiovascular 
and chronic respiratory diseases.  These groups are classified as sensitive population groups.  Land uses 
that may contain a high concentration of these sensitive population groups include residential areas, 
hospitals, daycare facilities, elder care facilities, elementary schools, and parks.  These land uses are called 
sensitive receptors.  There are no sensitive receptors located within 2 miles of the Lancaster landfill.  
 
National ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) were established in 1971 for six pollution species with states 
retaining the option to add other pollutants, require more stringent compliance, or to include different 
exposure periods.  Because California had established state standards (CAAQS) several years before the 
federal action and because of unique air quality problems introduced by the restrictive dispersion 
meteorology, there is a considerable difference between state and national clean air standards.  A 
comparison between the state and federal standards currently in effect in California are shown in Table 4.2-1. 
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Table 4.2-1 
 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 
 

 
 
 

Pollutant 

 
 

Averaging 
Time 

 
California Standards 

 
Federal Standards 

 
Concentration 

 
Method 

 
Primary 

 
Secondary 

 
Method 

Ozone (03) 
1 Hour 0.0.9 ppm 

(180 µg/m3) Ultraviolet 
Photometry 

0.12 ppm 
(235 µg/m3) Same as 

Primary 
Standard 

Ultraviolet 
Photometry 8 Hour -- 0.08 ppm 

(157 µg/m3) 

PM10 

24 Hour 50 µg/m3 
Gravimetric or 

Beta Attenuation 

150 µg/m3 Same as 
Primary 

Standard 

Inertial Separation 
and Gravimetric 

Analysis 

Annual 
Geometric 

Mean 
20 µg/m3 50 µg/m3 

PM2.5 

24 Hour No State Standard 65 µg/m3 Same as 
Primary 

Standard 

Inertial Separation 
and Gravimetric 

Analysis 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
12 µg/m3 Gravimetric or 

Beta Attenuation 15 µg/m3 

Carbon 
Monoxide  

(CO) 

8 Hour 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) 
Non-Dispersive 

Infrared  
Photometry 

(NDIR) 

9 ppm (10 mg/m3) 

None 

Non-Dispersive 
Infrared  

Photometry 
(NDIR) 

1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) 

8 Hour 
Lake Tahoe 2 ppm (7 mg/m3) -- -- -- 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide 
(NO2) 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
-- Gas Phase 

Chemilumines-
cence 

0.053 ppm 
(100 mg/m3) Same as 

Primary 
Standard 

Gas Phase 
Chemilumines-

cence 1 Hour 0.25ppm 
(470 µg/m3) -- 

Lead 

30 Day 
Average 1.5 µg/m3 

Atomic Absorption 

-- -- -- 

Calendar 
Quarter -- 1.5 µg/m3 

Same as 
Primary 

Standard 

High Volume 
Sampler and 

Atomic Absorption 

Sulfur 
Dioxide 
(SOX) 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
-- 

Ultraviolet 
Fluorescence 

0.30 ppm 
(80 µg/m3) -- 

Spectrophotometry 
(Pararosoaniline 

Method) 

24 Hour 0.04 ppm 
(105 µg/m3) 

0.14 ppm 
(365 µg/m3) -- 

3 Hour -- -- 0.5 ppm  
(1300 µg/m3) 

1 hour 0.25 ppm  
(655 µg/m3) -- -- 

Visibility 
Reducing 
Particles 

8 Hour 

Extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer 
– visibility of 10 miles or more (0.07 – 30 
miles or more for Lake Tahoe) due to 
particles when relative humidity is less 
than 70 percent.  Method:  Beta 
Attenuation and Transmittance through 
Filter Tape No Federal Standards 

Sulfates 24 Hour 25 µg/m3 Ion 
Chromatography 

Hydrogen 
Sulfide 1 Hour 0.03 ppm (42 µg/m3) Ultraviolet 

Fluorescence 
Vinyl 

Chloride 24 Hour 0.01 ppm (26 µg/m3) Gas 
Chromatography 

 
SOURCE:  Giroux & Associates (September 2004) 
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Planning and enforcement of the new federal standards for PM-2.5 and for ozone (8-hour) were challenged 
by trucking and manufacturing organizations.  The U.S. Supreme Court ruled that EPA did not require specific 
congressional authorization to adopt national clean air standards.  The Court did find, however, that there 
was some inconsistency between existing and "new" standards in their respective attainment schedules. 
These attainment planning schedule inconsistencies centered mainly on the 8-hour ozone standard.  EPA, in 
April 2004, downgraded the attainment designation for a large number of communities to “non-attainment” for 
the 8-hour ozone standard.  Because the Mojave Desert Air Basin is far from attaining the 1-hour federal 
standard, the 8-hour ozone non-attainment designation will not substantially alter the attainment planning 
process. 
 
 Baseline Air Quality 
 
Existing levels of ambient air quality and historical trends and projections in the project area are well 
documented from measurements made on behalf of the Antelope Valley Air Pollution Control District 
(AVAPCD).  The Antelope Valley is in the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  Until 1997, the Los Angeles 
County portion of the Antelope Valley was under the regulatory authority of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD).  With the creation of the AVAPCD, much of the technical support 
(monitoring, enforcement, etc.) was transferred to the Mojave Desert AQMD.  In 2002, the AVAPCD became 
the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (AVAQMD).  The Mojave Desert AQMD still retains its 
role of technical support. 
 
The South Coast and/or Mojave Desert AQMDs have operated an air quality monitoring station in Lancaster 
for a number of years.  This station is considered representative of most of the developed areas of the 
Antelope Valley.  Measured air pollutants include ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, and respirable 
particulates.  These measurements have shown that photochemical smog levels (mainly ozone) are high in 
summer, and that dust levels may exceed particulate standards throughout the year, but that primary 
vehicular pollutant levels such as carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide or lead are very low in the Antelope 
Valley area.   
 
Table 4.2-2 summarizes the last seven years of published monitoring data for the Lancaster station from 
1997-2003.  While ozone levels continue to exceed the California and national hourly standards and the 
California 24-hour suspended particulate (PM-10) standard is often exceeded, all other pollutants, particularly 
those related to local source emissions, do not exceed their allowable levels.  The data in Table 4.2-2 
suggest that existing air quality problems present in the air basin are mainly due to the transport of pollutants 
from outside sources (see March 4, 2004 “Revised Draft AVAQMD 2004 Ozone Attainment Plan,” p. 6.).  
Measurement data also suggest that the Antelope Valley can accommodate a reasonable level of growth 
without threatening the continued attainment of standards such as nitrogen oxides or carbon monoxide.  Such 
growth may, however, exacerbate existing violations of standards for ozone and particulates.  The draft 
ozone attainment plan states: 
 

“Local Antelope Valley emissions contribute to exceedances of both the NAAQS and CAAQS for 
ozone, but the Antelope Valley would be in attainment of both standards without the influence of this 
transported air pollution from upwind regions.” 

 
Meteorological variability produces a corresponding year-to-year change in ozone levels that somewhat obscures 
long-term trends.  While 1999 was the “cleanest” ozone year, hourly maximum levels in 2002 to 2003 of 0.16 ppm 
were similar to those found 10 years ago.  There were more violations of the state ozone standard in 2002 than 
any year since 1995.  While there has been substantial air quality improvement within the last two decades, the 
Antelope Valley will apparently experience occasional unhealthful air quality well into the current decade. 
 



Lancaster Landfill & Recycling Center 
Draft Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report Vol. II 

 

4-38 

Table 4.2-2 
 

Antelope Valley Monitoring Summary 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center1 

 
 

Pollutant/Standard 
 

1997 
 

1998 
 

1999 
 

2000 
 

2001 
 

2002 
 

2003 
Ozone 

1-Hour > 0.09 ppm 14 24 1 35 37 46 40 
1-Hour  > 0.12 ppm 0 8 0 2 3 5 4 
8-Hour > 0.08 ppm 7 18 0 28 24 38 33 
Max 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.12 0.16 0.10 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.16 

Carbon Monoxide 
1-Hour > 20.0 ppm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8-Hour > 9.0 ppm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Max 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 6 5 7 6 6 -- -- 
Max 8-Hour Conc. (ppm) 4.0 3.6 5.4 4.3 3.3 2.2 1.9 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
1-Hour > 0.25 ppm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Max 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.06 0.08 0.10 0.07 

Inhalable Particulates (PM-10) 
24-Hour > 50 μg/m3 2/59 2/52 2/58 -- -- 2/58 -- 
24-Hour > 150 μg/m3 0/59 0/52 0/58 -- -- 0/58 -- 
Max 24-Hour Conc. (μg/m3) 54.0 80.0 85.0 -- -- 73.0 -- 

Ultra-Fine Particulates (PM-2.5)
24-Hour > 65 μg/m3 -- -- 0/113 0/113 0/116 0/107 -- 
Max 24-Hour Conc. (μg/m3) -- -- 47.6 36.0 35.0 24.0 -- 
 
1Days per year exceeding standards and maximum concentrations. 
--  = No data available or not yet reported 
 
SOURCE:  California ARB (2000); Voyager CD, PTSD-00-015; Lancaster Monitoring Station and 
                   arb.ca.gov/adam/cgi-bin/adamtop4b. 

 
 Air Quality Planning 
 
The Federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act have established timeframes for air quality 
improvement in "non-attainment" areas such as the Antelope Valley.  The U.S. EPA designated the 
Southeast Desert Modified Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) as non-attainment for ozone NAAQS 
pursuant to the provisions of the Federal CAA.  The Antelope Valley is included in the Southeast Desert 
Modified AQMA.  The California Air Resources Board has also designated the Antelope Valley non-
attainment for ozone CAAQS, pursuant to the provisions of the California CAA.  The SCAQMD adopted 
attainment plans for the Antelope Valley when the region was under its jurisdiction.  The most recent plan 
approved by the EPA was in 1994.   
 
The AVAQMD now has jurisdiction over the Antelope Valley.  The AVAQMD has reviewed and updated all 
elements of the ozone plan.  The Antelope Valley was scheduled towill be in attainment of the NAAQS for 
ozone by the required year, 2007.  The Antelope Valley will also show significant progress towards attainment 
of the CAAQS for the ozone standard by that year. As of 2011, however, the Air Basin remains in 
nonattainment for the State Ambient Air Quality 1-hour ozone standards, and for the NAAQS for 8-hour 
ozone.    
 
A draft plan has been developed that includes the latest planning assumptions regarding population, vehicle 
activity and industrial activity.  That proposed plan addresses all existing and forecast ozone precursor-
producing activities within the Antelope Valley through the year 2007.  The plan includes all necessary 
information to allow general and transportation conformity findings to be made within the Antelope Valley. 



Lancaster Landfill & Recycling Center  
Draft Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report Vol. II 

 

4-39 

 
The planning process does make some allowances when an airshed such as the Los Angeles County portion 
of the Mojave Desert Air Basin is downwind of an extreme non-attainment airshed such as the South Coast 
Air Basin (SCAB).  Air pollution control measures embodied in clean air plans for the SCAB therefore are not 
equally effective in the downwind receptor airshed such as the Antelope Valley.  However, it was believed 
that if air pollution control were excessively relaxed within the Mojave Desert since its air quality fate was 
controlled by the SCAB, the Antelope Valley would become a haven for polluters seeking to escape the more 
restrictive SCAB.  Required air quality controls are, therefore, almost identical in Lancaster as in Los Angeles. 
 
The rules and regulations of the AVAQMD are a part of the currently adopted and proposed updated clean air 
plan.  Compliance with such rules ensures that the landfill operation conforms to the air plan.  The facility 
must comply with AVAQMD Rule 1150.1 governing control of gaseous emissions from landfills, and with Rule 
402, which prohibits creating a nuisance from odor or dust.  On-site emissions sources are consistent with all 
emissions control requirements. 
 

4.2.2 Significance Criteria 
 
Air quality impacts are considered “significant” if they cause clean air standards to be violated where they are 
currently met, or if they measurably contribute to an existing violation of standards.  Any substantial emissions 
of air contaminants for which there is no safe exposure, or nuisance emissions such as dust or odors, would 
also be considered a significant impact.  Appendix G of the California CEQA Guidelines offers the following 
five thresholds of significance.  A project would have a potentially significant impact if it: 
 

• Conflicts with or obstructs implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 
 
• Violates any air quality standard or contributes substantially to an existing or projected air 

quality violation. 
 
• Results in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 

project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors). 

 
• Exposes sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 
 
• Creates objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

 
Air quality impacts resulting from a project are significant if they cause clean air standards to be exceeded, or 
if they substantially worsen an existing violation.   
 
Because many impacts cannot be evaluated relative to ambient clean air standards, many air quality 
jurisdictions have developed additional thresholds of potential impact significance.  Most commonly, the 
volume of material emitted is used as a significance criterion even though there is no effective mechanism to 
convert these emissions into ambient air quality levels.  The AVAQMD relies on guidance from the Mojave 
Desert AQMD in the use of significance thresholds for CEQA Analysis.  The Mojave Desert AQMD thresholds are 
reflected in Table 4.2-3. 
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Table 4.2-3 
 

Mojave Desert AQMD Operational Emissions Thresholds 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 

Criteria Pollutant 
Emission Threshold 

(pounds/day) 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 548 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 137 
Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) 137 
Particulate Matter (PM-10) 82 
 
SOURCE:  Mojave Desert AQMD 

 
4.2.3 Potential Impacts 

 
Potential project-related impacts anticipated to occur as a result of the proposed increase in daily capacity at 
the LLRC will derive primarily from mobile source emissions and the accelerated rate of generation of landfill 
gas.  Emissions resulting from the proposed project can be categorized as follows: 
 
 • On-Site sources 
 

- Landfill gas surface emissions 
- Additional pieces of heavy duty equipment used for landfill operations 
- Fugitive dust emissions from additional wood/green waste grinding  

 
• Off-site Sources 
 

- Off-site mobile emissions due to waste transport trucks 
- Off-site mobile emissions due to increased employee trips 

 
4.2.3.1 Short-Term Air Quality Impacts 

 
Short-term impacts typically occur during grading and construction activities associated with traditional 
development.  Because the proposed project will not have a “construction” phase (i.e., grading and construction of 
physical structures/buildings, etc.), no short-term air quality impacts would occur as a result of project 
implementation.  All of the project-related impacts (i.e., construction of the refuse cells, mobile-source emissions, 
etc.) will be operational (i.e., long-term) in nature and are discussed and evaluated in Section 4.2.3.2.   
 

4.2.3.2 Long-Term Air Quality Impacts 
 
 Mobile-Source Emissions 
 
Mobile-source emissions associated with the project implementation were calculated using the California Air 
Resources Board (ARB) EMFAC2002 version 2.2.  Operational exhaust emissions for the LLRC project will 
result from on- and off-site heavy duty equipment, truck hauling operations, and employee commuting.  
Because these activities currently exist at the LLRC, it is the additional equipment, truck operations and new 
employee trips generated that have been analyzed to determine what operational air quality impacts are 
associated with the proposed increase in refuse tonnage at the LLRC.   
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The equipment fleet and personnel information presented in Table 4.2-4 is representative of existing and 
anticipated operations at the LLRC. 
 

Table 4.2-4 
 

Existing and Future Equipment and Personnel 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
  

Equipment 
 

Personnel 
Existing 

(1,700 tons/day) 
Future 

(3,000 tons/day) 
Existing 

(1,700 tons/day) 
Future 

(3,000 tons/day) 
2 Dozers + Spare 2 Dozers + Spare 3 Operators 5 Operators 

1 Compactor + Spare 2 Compactors + Spare 1 Mechanic 1 Mechanic 
2 Scrapers 2 Scrapers 4 Laborers 5 Laborers 
2 Loaders 2 Loaders 2 Scale House 2 Scale House 
1 Grader 1 Grader 1 Site Manager 1 Site Manager 

2 Water Trucks 2 Water Trucks  1 Mechanic/Fueler 
1 Grinder1 1 Grinder2 N/A N/A 

Existing Daily Truck Haul Trips 
(1,700 tons/day) 

Future Daily Truck Haul Trips 
(3,000 tons/day) 

322 419 (+97) 
 
1Existing grinder is currently brought in from off-site to use when sufficient material exists on-site. 
2Full-time on-site grinder will replace existing grinder currently used on a part time basis (no additional 
  personnel are required to operate the grinder). 
 
SOURCE:  Bryan A. Stirrat & Associates (equipment fleet and personnel) 
                  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (existing and future daily truck trips); Traffic Study 
                  dated October 31, 2005) 

 
Project-related emissions resulting from the increase in daily tonnage accepted at the LLRC are presented in 
Table 4.2-5.  The size of the working face is approximately 150 x 150 feet at the present time.  Based on the 
proposed inflow rate, the working face may increase to 200 x 150 feet, depending on site conditions.  The 
unloading area will generally be maintained so that wastes can be immediately spread and compacted in 
order to reduce windblown litter, potential soil erosion, and potential dust impacts.  The potential increase in 
particulate emissions associated with landfill operations will be minimized through dust suppression, as 
prescribed by the AQMD. 
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Table 4.2-5 
 

Project-Related Emissions (lbs/day) 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 

Scenario 
 

ROG
 

NOx 
 

CO 
 

PM-10 
Existing Equipment1 25.0 208.8 175.6 10.2 
Existing On-Road1 9.2 55.5 141.4 9.0 
Total Existing1 34.2 264.3 317.0 19.25 
Future On-site Equipment2 3.0 45.0 12.0 3.0 
Haul Trucks2 12.0 243.0 51.0 6.0 
Future Commute Vehicles2 1.0 2.0 19.0 0.0 
Future Fugitive Dust3 -- -- -- 117.0 
Future Project Increase2 16.0 290 101 126 
Significance Threshold4 137 137 548 82 
Threshold Exceeded? No Yes No Yes 
 

1Hans Giroux (October 2004)  
2Environmental Compliance Solutions, Inc. (March 2006) 
3Fugitive dust includes: grinding of green waste, compactor usage, and tire/brake wear 
4Mojave Desert AQMD (LLCR is located within the AVAQMD) 
5PM-10 includes vehicle exhaust, tire wear, and fugitive dust. 
 
SOURCE:  Technical Appendix C 

 
All of the analyzed project-related mobile equipment exhaust pollutant emissions are below significance 
thresholds, except for NOx and PM10.  For example, the future project increase for both ROG and CO are 
less than 20 percent of the CEQA standard.  CO emissions are lower in the future scenario because the 
transfer trucks have lower CO emissions per mile of travel than the current “packer” collection trucks that they 
will partially replace with a changing fleet mix.  Dust emissions derive from vehicle and equipment travel on 
paved industrial roads and on unpaved surfaces, and from dumping of materials.  The consolidation of 
smaller loads into larger transfer trailers will create only a small increase in daily haul trips (97 trips per day), 
and only one additional piece of heavy equipment will operate on the landfill.  On-site operational activity 
emissions (i.e., dust and equipment exhaust) will not be substantially greater when compared to existing 
conditions (i.e., 1,700 tpd operations). 
 
 Landfill Emissions 
 
Landfill gas (LFG) consists primarily of methane.  The gas is produced by the anaerobic (i.e., without oxygen) 
decay of organic matter.  The rate of LFG production depends upon the quantity and quality of the organic 
fraction of the waste stream, its biodegradability, the moisture content within the refuse mass, and age of 
waste.  Regardless of the rate of decay, the same total amount of gas should be produced.  Operation of the 
landfill at an increased daily rate of refuse receipt will increase subsurface LFG production but not increase 
the amount generated over the life of the landfill because the maximum landfill capacity will not change. 
 
The amount of landfill gas generated in a municipal solid waste landfill is calculated using an anaerobic gas 
generation model.  The model estimates the volume of gas generated in standard cubic feet per minute 
(scfm) as a function of the average waste composition, size of the landfill, age of waste, and rate of 
decomposition. 
 
Operation of the landfill at an increased daily rate of refuse will increase the landfill gas production.  The 
difference between the maximum generation rate (of landfill gas) and the maximum collection rate represents 
potential fugitive emissions. 
 
The LLRC currently has an LFG collection system as required by federal and state regulations.  The system 
consists of a series of horizontal and vertical wells, connection piping, headers, and blowers for the 
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withdrawal of the gases from the landfill.   The pipe network is connected to an enclosed flare for destruction 
of the landfill gas.  Flares are considered by the air districts to be Best Available Control Technology (BACT).   
 
The enclosed flare is permitted by the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District for a maximum landfill 
gas flow of 1,388 scfm.  Oxides of nitrogen (NOx), SOx, CO, and PM10 are products of the combustion 
process and have permitted limits.  Although the gas generation rate will increase slightly due to the projected 
increase in daily tonnage, the flow of LFG will not exceed currently permitted flare limits. 
 
It is important to note that although the project-related emissions associated with additional green waste 
handling as well as mobile-source emissions attributable to the increased landfill truck traffic are less than 
significant because the emissions are below the significance thresholds prescribed by the AVAQMD, these 
emissions, when considered with the previously approved projects and those that have been proposed (refer 
to Chapter 9.0, Cumulative Impacts) will incrementally contribute to the basin-wide emissions.  Because the 
air basin is currently designated as a non-attainment area for ozone and particulates, any incremental 
increase is considered to be potentially significant. 
 

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) From Landfill 
 
Landfill gas consists primarily of methane.  While most of the gas is eliminated via the landfill flare, some gas 
can escape via the surface of the landfill.  Methane can be flammable at certain exposure levels.  Facility 
personnel conduct methane sampling on a monthly basis to ensure that methane is not emitted beyond the 
property line of the landfill.  A trace amount of the landfill gas contains toxic constituents.  As such, a small 
amount of toxic air contaminants (TACs) can also escape through the surface of the landfill. 
 
A screening level health risk assessment was conducted for the small fraction of toxic air contaminants that 
may escape within the fugitive portion of LFG.  The risk assessment is based upon TACs measured in landfill 
gas sampled at the inlet of the flare.  This analysis is based upon a “worst case” scenario of maximum gas 
generation rate and ten percent fugitive gas emissions rate. 
 
A Rule 1401 Tier 2 evaluation, which combines information on the emission rate, toxicity, meteorological 
variation, lifetime exposure, and possible multi-pathway impacts as well as atmospheric dispersion, was 
conducted.  The results of the Tier 2 analysis are presented in Table 4.2-6. 
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Table 4.2-6 
 

Tier 2 TAC Analysis 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
Toxic Air Contaminant Risk Factor Risk1 

Benzene 29 x 10-6 0.086 x 10-6 
Dichlorobenzene 11 x 10-6 0.035 x 10-6 
1,1-dichlorethane 1.6 x 10-6 0.006 x 10-6 
1,2-dichlorethane 21 x 10-6 0.007 x 10-6 
Dichloromethane 1 x 10-6 0.007 x 10-6 
Perchloroethylene 5.9 x 10-6 0.220 x 10-6 
Trichloroethylene 2 x 10-6 0.059 x 10-6 
Vinyl Chloride 78 x 10-6 0.102 x 10-6 

Total 0.522 x 10-6 
 
1Risk is based on the assumption that the existing TAC emissions will continue at 
 the present rate for 70 years. 
 
SOURCE:  Environmental Compliance Solutions (March 2006) 

 
As indicated in Table 4.2-6, the risk is based upon an assumption that the existing rate of TAC emissions will 
continue at the present rate for 70 years.  However, although near-term LFG production will increase, 
production of LFG will taper off gradually after the landfill closes.  The AVAQMD considers a risk of less than 
one in one million (i.e., 1.0 x 10-6) to be insignificant.  Risks up to 10 in one million (i.e., 10 x 10-6) are 
considered a manageable level of risk, if toxics best available control technology (T-BACT) for toxics is used.  
LFG recovery and waste gas flaring is considered T-BACT.  The Tier 2 screening risk concluded that there is 
no significant public health risk from TAC emissions.   

 
TACs from Grinder 

 
The wood waste grinder requires a diesel-powered internal combustion engine.  Diesel emissions contain 
toxic by-products.  The maximum predicted cancer risk to an individual at 500 meters downwind of this 
grinder is 1.1 in one million (1.1 x 10-6).  Under AVAQMD Rule 1401, permitting of a new emission source 
requires Best Available Control Technology for Toxics (T-BACT) if predicted cancer risk exceeds 1 in one 
million, and a permit application is denied if predicted cancer risk exceeds 10 in one million.  Control is 
required for existing sources under Rule 1402 if predicted cancer risk exceeds 25 in one million.  Since 
modeling results indicate a maximum impact of 1.1 in one million, T-BACT would be required for the grinder.  
 
The SCAQMD threshold for chronic and acute hazard indices is 1.0.  At 500 meters from the grinder, the 
maximum acute hazard index is predicted to be 0.12, and the maximum chronic hazard index is predicted to 
be 0.0061.  Both the acute and chronic hazard indices are below the SCAQMD threshold.  Table 4.2-7 
reflects the potential carcinogenic health risk associated with the new grinder. 
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Table 4.2-7 
 

TAC Analysis (Grinder) 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
Toxic Air Contaminant Risk Factor Risk1 

Acetaldehyde 2.70 x 10-6 4.07 x 10-9 
Arsenic 3.3 x 10-3 2.74 x 10-8 
Benzene 2.9 x 10-5 1.04 x 10-8 
1,3 Butadiene 1.70 x 10-4 7.10 x 10-8 
Cadmium 4.2 x 10-3 1.21 x 10-8 
Chromium (iv) 1.5 x 10-1 2.91 x 10-8 
Formaldehyde 6.0 x 10-6 1.99 x 10-8 
Lead 1.20 x 10-5 1.91 x 10-10 
Nickel 2.6 x 10-4 1.9 x 10-9 
PAHs 1.1 x 10-3 9.72 x 10-7 

Total 1.1 x 10-6 
 
1Risk is based on the assumption that potential TAC emissions from this grinder 
 will continue at the present rate for 70 years. 
 
SOURCE:  Environmental Compliance Solutions (March 2006) 

 
 Odors 
 
Landfills emit odor from freshly delivered municipal solid waste (MSW) when the truck is emptied at the 
landfill “working face.”  The “fresh trash” odor is the odor that might be noticed in the curbside collection 
container on pick-up day after the material has begun initial decomposition.  Odor strength of fresh trash 
depends upon the amount of readily degradable material, the moisture level, and the storage temperature.  
For residentially-dominated MSW, with generally good daytime mixing, the fresh trash odor is noticeable for 
approximately one-fourth mile downwind (normally east of the landfill).  There are minimal sensitive uses 
within the zone of daytime odor detectability.  
 
With a properly operating LFG collection system, the zone of LFG detectability under stable nocturnal 
meteorological conditions can be reduced from 1-2 miles with no system to around one-half mile with the 
system.  The system of wells and the flare at the existing landfill maintain a zone of odor detectability that 
rarely, if ever, reaches the closest houses.  As long as additional LFG collection and disposal capacity is 
developed as required by the California Code of Regulations and in conjunction with an increased disposal 
rate of up to 3,000 tons per day, as required by the California Code of Regulations, setbacks from the nearest 
homes will be adequate to preclude creation of any adverse odor impact from “fugitive” landfill gas.  No 
modifications to the gas collection and monitoring system are proposed.  Odors from the LLRC will continue 
to be regulated by federal, State and local regulations (e.g., AVAQMD Rules 401 and 402) to ensure that 
odors do not emanate from the landfill.  Any complaints related to odors emanating from the landfill would be 
received at the LLRC; however, to date, no complaints have been received.  During the reporting period of 
the 2011 LLRC Biennial Report (March 1, 2009 - April 30, 2011), no complaints were received at the LLRC 
involving litter, fugitive dust or odors. (See 2011 Biennial Report, p. 5.)  
 

4.2.4 Mitigation Measures 
 
Implementation of the LLRC project will not require any physical changes to the existing landfill or on-site 
structures.  There are no construction activities associated with the proposed project.  The operational 
activities would add one additional on-site piece of mobile equipment, one full-time grinder, 97 additional haul 
truck trips, and up to 20 new employee trips.  These increases will exceed the NOx and PM10 significance 
thresholds (refer to Table 4.2-5).   
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Impact 4.2-1 Project implementation will result in NOx and PM10 emissions associated with on-site 
equipment, haul trucks, and commuter vehicles that exceed the significance thresholds 
for those pollutants.   

 
Impact 4.2-2 Although the other project-related emissions will be less than significant, the 

incremental contribution of daily emissions in the air basin, when combined with 
stationary and mobile-source emissions resulting from other approved and proposed 
projects in the air basin (refer to Cumulative Impacts, Chapter 9.0), which has been 
designated non-attainment for ozone and PM10, will exacerbate the existing 
unacceptable air quality in the air basin.   

 
No feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the potentially significant NOx and PM10 emissions 
resulting from project implementation.  As a result, these potential impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable.  Nonetheless, the mitigation measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 are still required 
and will continue to be implemented.  These measures include, but are identified not limited to, the following 
as summarized  below. 
 

▪ Conduct engine feasibility study to determine whether equipment and vehicles can be 
powered with engines that meet on-highway standards.  Evaluation to include utilization of 
turbocharged and intercooled diesel engines, and retardation of fuel injection. 

▪ Tune-up and maintain landfill equipment in accordance with manufacturers schedules and 
specifications. 

▪ Instruct operators and supervisors to report any symptoms of performance which require 
maintenance. 

▪ Instruct equipment operators to shut down diesel equipment if it is expected to idle for more 
than 10 minutes. 

▪ Evaluate feasibility of employee ridesharing program. 

▪ Continue existing dust suppression measures on unpaved roads, in borrow areas, and at 
working face of landfill. 

▪ Continue to operate landfill gas collection and combustion system in accordance with 
governing APCD regulations. 

▪ Continue to monitor surface emissions and gas migration as required by the APCD, the LA 
County Department of Public Works (LACDPW) in LA County Building Code, Section 110.3 
and the LEA in CCR, Title 27, as applicable. 

▪ Install landfill gas migration monitoring probes around the perimeter of the expansion areas. 

▪ Conduct regular visual inspections of landfill cover and monitor gas emissions in accordance 
with governing APCD and CCR, Title 27 regulations. 

▪ Apply daily cover at working face of the landfill. 

▪ In the event that an odor complaint is verified by LEA to be related to the disposal of sludge, 
LEA may order movement or suspension of sludge disposal operations. 

 
4.2.5 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

 
As indicated above, NOx and PM10 impacts would remain significant after mitigation.  Because the incremental 
increase in emissions will contribute to the existing non-attainment status of the air basin and, further, because no 
feasible mitigation measures are available to offset the incremental increase, the cumulative impacts will remain 
significant (refer to Chapter 9.0, Cumulative Impacts). 
 



Lancaster Landfill & Recycling Center 
Draft Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report Vol. II 

 

4-47 

4.3 NOISE 
 
 Summary of Noise Analysis for EIR SCH No. 1993101036 
  
The noise analysis conducted for EIR SCH No. 1993101036 concluded that short-term impacts on ambient noise 
levels would occur as a result of construction activities at the LLRC as well as additional traffic that would result 
from the expansion; however, the noise increases due solely to the expansion (i.e., landfill activities) were not 
considered to be significant because they did not exceed the significance thresholds.  The traffic on the nearby 
roadways would be the predominant noise sources and the noise levels associated with landfill operations would 
be less than significant.  Nonetheless, some mitigation (e.g., berms, mufflers on construction equipment) was 
prescribed in order to further reduce operational noise.  The future noise increases due solely to the additional 
traffic generated by the expansion project ranged from 0.3 to 4.9 dBA.  All of the mobile-source noise increases 
were estimated to be less than the 3 dBA threshold of significance, with the exception of one location:  Avenue F 
east of Division Street, where a maximum noise increase of 4.9 dBA was projected due to the increase in haul 
trucks utilizing Avenue F.  However, that noise projection indicated that the future noise levels with the project 
would be less than 65 dBA CNEL and, therefore, less than significant. 
 
 Current Noise Analysis 
 
An acoustical analysis was prepared by Giroux & Associates (dated August 31, 2004) to evaluate the potential 
noise impacts associated with the proposed increase in both vehicular traffic and heavy equipment operations 
resulting from the increase in daily tonnage accepted at the LLRC.  The findings and recommendations presented 
in that analysis are summarized below and the analysis is included as Appendix D. 
 

4.3.1 Existing Conditions 
 

Baseline Noise Levels 
 

Existing noise levels throughout the project vicinity derive almost exclusively from the vehicular sources on 
the streets in the area.  Construction activities from current area-wide development create localized noise 
impacts around individual construction projects.  These activities will cease at area buildout, but roadway 
traffic noise will increase in direct proportion to the number of vehicles on area roadways. 
 
In order to best characterize ambient noise levels near the project site, long-term noise monitoring (48 hours) 
was conducted at the nearest sensitive receptor locations to the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 
(LLRC) potentially exposed to landfill traffic noise.  These homes are located approximately three-fourths mile 
west of the facility.  Measurements were made at two sites.  Monitoring Site No. 1 is located on the north side 
of “F” Street, east of the “F” Street/Division Street intersection at existing single-family residences, which are 
approximately one-half mile from the site.  Monitoring Site No. 2 is located at the existing mobile home park, 
which is located on the southwest corner of the “F” Street/Division Street intersection, approximately three-
fourths of a mile from the LLRC.  Noise monitoring locations in relation to project site are shown in Figure 4.3-
1.  Ambient noise levels at each monitored site are reflected in Table 4.3-1. 
 



Lancaster Landfill & Recycling Center 
Draft Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  Vol. II 

 

4-48 

Figure 4.3-1 
 

Noise Monitoring Locations 
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Table 4.3-1 
 

Ambient Noise Levels 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 

Monitoring Location 
 

Day 1 CNEL 
 

Day 2 CNEL 
Site 1 – Single-Family Residential 62.6 dBA 63.6 dBA 
Site 2 – Mobile Homes 62.0 dBA 61.0 dBA 
 
SOURCE:  Giroux & Associates (2004) 

 
Time variations in noise exposure are typically expressed in terms of a steady-state energy level equal to the 
energy content of the time varying period (called Leq), or, alternately, as a statistical description of the sound 
pressure level that is exceeded over some fraction of a given observation period.  Finally, because 
community receptors are more sensitive to unwanted noise intrusion during the evening and at night, State 
law requires that, for planning purposes, an artificial dB increment be added to quiet time noise levels in a 24-
hour noise descriptor called the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL).   
 
Levels of less than 65 dBA CNEL are considered acceptable for residential use in usable outdoor space such 
as patios, spas/pools, backyards, etc.  The measured levels are less than 65 dBA CNEL, and occur in front 
yards.  Rear yards are farther setback from the roadway, and are also shielded by the homes themselves.  
Existing noise exposures at the nearest noise-sensitive land uses are therefore within County standards. 
 
In contrast to most residential communities, peak noise hours are generally mid-day from 10:00 a.m. to 
2:00 p.m. rather than during the a.m. or p.m. commuting hours.  The mid-day noise numbers are not 
dramatically different from the a.m. or p.m. commuting period.  The difference is enough, however, to suggest 
that daytime landfill traffic has a more noticeable noise effect than the small number of local area commuters. 
 
 Los Angeles County Noise Standards 
 
CNEL-based standards are used to make land use decisions as to the suitability of a given site for its 
intended use.  They apply to those noise sources not amenable to local control such as on-road traffic, 
aircraft, trains, etc.  There are no on-site uses that would require detailed consideration of any CNEL-based 
exterior noise standards.  Project-related noise issues would center more on noise from increased landfill 
operations possibly impacting nearest residences rather than from site suitability to the ambient noise 
environment.  Those noise sources that are not pre-empted from local control are regulated by ordinance.  
Noise levels from on land use crossing the property line of an adjacent property are regulated by 
Section 12.08.390 of the Los Angeles County Code.  These standards are expressed in terms of a mean (50th 
percentile) noise level, with allowable excursions from the mean (refer to Table 4.3-2).  The larger the 
excursion, the shorter the allowable deviation, up to a maximum of 20 dB above the mean standard.   
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Table 4.3-2 
 

Los Angeles County Noise Standards 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 

Noise 
Zone 

 
Land Use 

(Receptor Property) 

 
 

Time Interval 

Exterior Noise Level (dB) for 
Standard Number 

1 (L50) 2 (L25) 3 (L8.3) 4 (L1.7) 5 (L0) 

I Noise-Sensitive Area Anytime 45 50 55 60 65 
II Residential Properties 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 

(Nighttime) 
7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 

(Daytime) 

45 
 

50 

50 
 

55 

55 
 

60 

60 
 

65 

65 
 

70 

III Commercial Properties 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 
(Nighttime) 

7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 
(Daytime) 

55 
 

60 

60 
 

65 

65 
 

70 

70 
 

75 

75 
 

80 

IV Industrial Properties Anytime 70 75 80 95 90 
 
1 – Los Angeles County Noise Standard No. 1, L50:  Noise levels which may not be exceeded for a cumulative period of more than 
      30 minutes in any hour.  If the ambient L50 exceeds the levels listed above, then the ambient L50 becomes the exterior noise 
      level for Standard No. 1 
 
2 – Los Angeles County Noise Standard No. 2, L25: Noise levels which may not be exceeded for a cumulative period of more than  
      15 minutes in any hour.  If the ambient L25 exceeds the levels listed above, then the ambient L25 becomes the exterior noise 
      level for Standard No. 2. 
 
3 – Los Angeles County Noise Standard No. 3, L8.3:  Noise levels which may not be exceeded for a cumulative period of more  
      than 5 minutes in any hour.  If the ambient L8.3 exceeds the levels listed above, then the ambient L8.3 becomes the exterior  
     noise level for Standard No. 3. 
 
4 – Los Angeles County Noise Standard No. 4, L1.7:  Noise levels which may not be exceeded for a cumulative period of more than 
     1 minutes in any hour.  If the ambient L1.7 exceeds the levels listed above, then the ambient L1.7 becomes the exterior noise level 
     for Standard No. 4. 
 
5 –  Los Angeles County Noise Standard No. 5, L0:  Noise levels which may not be exceeded for any period of time.  If the ambient L0 
       exceeds the levels listed above, then the ambient L0 becomes the exterior noise level for Standard No. 5 
 
SOURCE:  Los Angeles County Noise Ordinance 

 
It is important to note that the County’s CNEL-based compatibility standards for preempted sources (e.g., 
traffic, aircraft, etc.) are generally less stringent than for sources regulated by ordinance in Section 12.08.390 
of the County’s Municipal Code. 
 

4.3.2 Significance Criteria 
 
According to the most current CEQA Appendix G guidelines, noise impacts are considered potentially 
significant if they cause: 
 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.  Thus, noise 
levels exceeding the Los Angeles County Noise Standards would be considered significant. 

 
• Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 

levels. 
 
• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 

existing without the project. 
 
• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 

levels existing without the project. 
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The term "substantial increase" is not defined and is within the discretion of the lead agency to determine.  
The limit of perceptibility by ambient grade instrumentation (sound meters) or by humans in a laboratory 
environment is around 1.5 dB.  Under ambient conditions, people generally do not perceive that noise has 
clearly changed until there is a 3 dB difference.  A threshold of 3 dB is commonly used to define "substantial 
increase" by a variety of jurisdictions (e.g., City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines, City of San Diego CEQA 
Guidelines, etc.).  
 

4.3.3 Potential Impacts 
 

4.3.3.1 Short-Term Construction-Related Impacts 
 
Two characteristic noise sources (i.e., noise associated with construction and that resulting from operational 
features) are typically identified with land use intensification such as that proposed for the proposed 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center (LLCR) expansion project.  Because there are no planned 
construction activities associated with the project, there are no construction noise impacts.  Any potential 
impacts are operational-related and are evaluated in Section 4.3.3.2. 
 

4.3.3.2 Long-Term Operational Impacts 
 
Project-related noise impacts may derive from on-road traffic, as well as from on-site landfill operations.  The 
project-related area-wide traffic noise impact has already been incorporated into noise mitigation required for 
all residential and other noise sensitive development constructed adjacent to any of the circulation element 
and general plan roadways.  Project-related noise impacts would derive almost exclusively from on-site noise 
sources possibly impacting the nearest adjacent residences. 
 
Increased landfill activities, especially increases in heavy equipment, could create noise impacts near the 
project site.  Unless such activities occur near noise-sensitive residential uses, impact potential is minimal.  
Upon implementation, project-related increases in outbound and inbound haul trucks could cause an 
incremental increase in long-term, area-wide noise levels throughout the project area.  Traffic noise impacts 
are generally analyzed both to insure that the project not adversely impact the acoustic environment of the 
surrounding community, as well as to insure that the project site is not exposed to an unacceptable level of 
noise resulting from the ambient noise environment acting upon the project.  There are no project-siting 
constraints for the LLCR, therefore the focus of the noise analysis is on the community. 
 

On-Road Hauling Noise Impacts 
 
Noise could increase as a result of project-related traffic and increases in hauling trucks.  The proposed daily 
landfill disposal rate increase is designed to accommodate the demand for increased refuse from the growing 
population and from other landfill closures in Los Angeles County.  The same vehicles and haul trucks would 
be on local roads driving out of county, or possibly out of state for the same landfill resources if they were not 
available locally. 
 
Project-related traffic noise was calculated for existing and near-term scenarios based upon existing traffic 
volumes and near-term forecasts.  Six roadway segments were analyzed for four different scenarios (Year 
2003 Existing, Year 2004 No Project; Year 2004 With Project, With Avenue “F” Extension; Year 2004 With 
Project, No Avenue “F” Extension.  The vehicle mixes (truck percentages) observed on local area roadways 
were used to calculate vehicle noise. 
 
The proposed increase in the daily disposal rate will derive mainly from a conversion from a vehicle fleet of 
packer trucks to one of transfer trailers.  The noise model considers both types of trucks to have equal noise 
generation.  The total traffic noise impact will derive from +27 trucks and a few operating personnel 
commuting trips.  The results of the traffic noise impact analysis are shown in Table 4.3-3.  The maximum 
increase in traffic noise attributable to the project is +0.6 dB along Avenue F, east of SR-14.  Increases of 
+0.6 dB are undetectable even under laboratory conditions, and well below the +3 dB significance threshold. 
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Table 4.3-3 
 

Traffic Noise Impacts (dB CNEL)1 

Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 
 

 
Roadway/Segment 

2003 
Existing 

2004 
No Project 

2004 w/Project 
w/Avenue F Ext. 

2004 w/Project 
No Avenue F Ext. 

Avenue F 
West of SR-14 58.1 58.4 58.4 58.4 
East of SR-14 60.7 61.0 61.3 61.0 

Avenue G 
West of SR-14 N/A N/A 47.8 47.8 
East of SR-14 57.8 58.1 58.1 58.1 

Avenue H 
West of SR-14 64.5 64.5 64.8 64.8 
East of SR-14 66.5 66.8 66.9 66.9 
 
1Noise levels estimated at 50 feet from roadway centerline. 
 
SOURCE:  Giroux & Associates (2004) 

 
Table 4.3-3 shows that traffic noise at 50 feet from the centerline of most project vicinity roadways is in the 
high 50 to mid-60 dB range.  These predicted noise levels are mostly below the County land use standard for 
residential uses, and the project adds negligibly to these noise levels.   
 
 Operational Noise Impacts 
 
Landfill operations noise impacts can occur as a result of on-site heavy equipment used in earthmoving 
activities, compaction processes, recycling, and grinding, as well as on- and off-site on-road refuse haulers.  
Figure 4.3-2 shows the typical range of noise generation as a function of equipment used in landfill 
operations. 
 
The earth-moving sources are seen to be the noisiest with equipment noise ranging up to about 90 dB(A) at 
50 feet from the source.  Measurements have shown, however, that the noise emission levels in Figure 4.3-2 
tend to be more associated with periodic events under full load rather than chronic (hourly or longer) noise 
exposure.  Short-term noise generation thus tends to be on the higher end of the ranges shown in Figure 4.3-
2, while longer-term exposure is at the quieter end of the noise spectrum.   
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Figure 4.3-2 
 

Typical Equipment Noise Generation Levels 
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Spherically radiating point sources of noise emissions are atmospherically attenuated by a factor of 6 dB per 
doubling of distance, or about 20 dB in 500 feet of propagation.  The loudest earth-moving noise sources will 
therefore sometimes be temporarily detectable above the local background beyond 1,000' from any individual 
operations area.  An extensive noise impact envelope requires a clear line of sight from source to receiver.  
Landfills have irregular terrain that changes over the life of the project.  Terrain screening of heavy equipment 
reduces noise impacts to any nearby sensitive-source receivers. 
 
The Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center activities are regulated by specific sections of the Los Angeles 
County Noise Ordinance (e.g., § 12.08.380 and § 12.08.390).  These sections provide noise standards, as 
well as allowable hours of certain activities.  As shown previously in Table 4.3-1, residential and industrial 
properties have different exterior noise standards.  When adjacent properties in the County of Los Angeles 
have differing noise standard values, then the mean of the exterior noise levels becomes the standard 
(12.08.390C).  The noise compliance standards at the boundary between a residential and industrial property 
are reflected in Table 4.3-4. 

 
Table 4.3-4 

 
Los Angeles County Noise Compliance Standards 

Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 
 

 
Time 

Mean (L50) 
DB 

Maximum (Lmax) 
dB 

7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 60 80 
10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.1 57 77 

 
1The nighttime standard applies to only two hours of landfill operations. 
 
SOURCE:  Los Angeles County Noise Ordinance 
                   Giroux & Associates 

 
Landfill equipment operates intermittently while excavating or hauling dirt, or while compacting refuse and 
cover soil.  Equipment operates at full power for much less than 30 minutes per hour.  The applicable noise 
performance standard is therefore the Lmax standard instead of the 50th percentile reading (L50).  There will 
be no substantial change in the number of pieces of heavy equipment operating at the landfill as a result of 
the proposed project.  The noise “envelope” from a single piece of equipment with a 95 dBA Lmax at 50 feet 
is reflected in Table 4.3-5. 
 

Table 4.3-5 
 

“Worst Case” Noise Envelope 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
Daytime Standard (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.)

(80 dBA Lmax) 
Nighttime Standard (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.)

(77 dBA Lmax) 
280 Feet 400 Feet 

 
SOURCE:  Giroux & Associates (2004)

 
The nearest noise-sensitive land uses are located well beyond 400 feet from the landfill.  There are no known 
recorded noise complaints from landfill operations filed with the LEA for this facility.  There are no sensitive 
receivers currently exposed to excessive heavy equipment noise, and project implementation will not change 
that condition. 
 
Sanitary landfills employ other activities as part of normal business operations that may impact the closest 
residences, mainly refuse unloading activities.  The Los Angeles County Noise Ordinance addresses this 
issue in Section 12.08.460.  Unloading operations between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. are 
prohibited; however, the approved CUP allows the LLRC to begin operating at 5:00 a.m.  Single-event noise 
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such as the “beep” from back-up alarms would be potentially intrusive because background noise conditions 
are low.  Reasonable reduction of such maximum noise is recommended as possibly nuisance abatement. 
 

4.3.4 Mitigation Measures 
 
Project implementation will not result in any significant increases in either the ambient or future noise levels 
associated with project-related truck traffic and future traffic related to regional growth and development.  
Nonetheless, the mitigation measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 still apply and shall continue 
to be implemented as required. These measures include, but are not limited to, the following as summarized 
below: 
 

▪ If residential development has occurred near landfill construction, limit construction hours to 
7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.  No construction on weekends or Federal holidays. 

 
▪ As development occurs in new cells, construct berms to limit off-site impacts. 
 
▪ Tune equipment and maintain equipment noise mufflers. 

 
4.3.5 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

 
Although the potential for single-event noise that may be intrusive occurs at the present time for existing 
operations at the LLRC, project implementation will not result in significant adverse noise impacts.  No 
additional mitigation measures are required and no significant unavoidable adverse impacts will occur as a 
result of project implementation. 
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4.4 WATER QUALITY/WATER DEMAND 
 
EIR SCH No. 1993101036 includes an analysis of water quality conditions associated with the expansion of 
the LLRC.  A computer model was used to estimate the leachate production during various stages of 
operation and after closure of the LLRC, which indicated that the leachate production maximum peak rate will 
be 80 gpd for the largest collection area of landfill before final cover is installed.  Based on the results of the 
model analysis, the estimated leachate rate averaged 50 gpd.  
 
The five groundwater recharge wells in the Eastern Area will be abandoned prior to landfill developed 
activities in the area. The abandoned wells could provide direct conduits to the underlying aquifers and could 
accelerate groundwater contamination if leachate leakage occurred through the landfill liner system, which 
would be a potentially significant impact.  However, that potential impact is mitigated through compliance with 
the protocols for well destruction mandated by the California Department of Water Resources, including 
installation of the base liner system and the LCRS and the implementation of a proactive water quality 
monitoring program.  In addition, another measure incorporated into the expansion project included sealing 
and decommissioning by pressure grouting (or other suitable method) of the existing wells prior to landfill 
development. 
 
Reduced infiltration over the footprint of the landfill would also result in less than significant changes in the 
configuration of the water table.  The main source of groundwater recharge to the Lancaster sub-basin is 
runoff from the San Gabriel Mountains, and not direct infiltration through the floor of the basin.  Finally, the 
project is not located on a watershed tributary to a major river or body of standing water and would not have a 
significant impact on any perennial sources of water. 
 

4.4.1 Existing Conditions 
 
The LLRC is a Class III municipal solid waste landfill that operates under permits issued from the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (RWQCB), California Integrated Waste Management 
Board (CIWMB), County of Los Angeles, and Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District.  The facility is 
located on a 276-acre parcel, of which 209 acres are currently permitted for waste disposal. The active waste 
footprint is roughly “L” shaped on the portion of the facility west of Challenger Way (also known as 10th Street 
East).  The administrative offices and maintenance facilities are located at the northwest end of the property.   
 
Site specific geologic and hydrogeologic conditions at the LLRC warranted design of a waste containment (liner) 
system that at a minimum meets the California and federal standard design criteria as specified in 27 CCR, Article 
4 and 40 CFR, 258.40.  Although a prescriptive liner design was developed for use within the Eastern and 
Western Areas of the LLRC, an alternative line design was developed and has been approved and constructed in 
the Western Area, which consists of bottom and side slope systems.  This base liner system includes (from top to 
bottom) the following components:  a minimum 12-inch thick gravity drainage layer; a geotextile; a 60-mil HDPE 
geomembrane; and a geosynthetic clay liner (GCL) placed on the finished subgrade.  The liner design consists of 
two barrier components (i.e., 60-mil HDPE and geosynthetic clay liner) in place of the 24-inch thick layer of low-
permeability material meeting a hydraulic-conductivity of 1 x 10-7 cm/sec.  The GCL component of the liner 
renders an effective performance characteristic that exceeds the prescriptive standard low-permeability soil layer 
component.   
 

Groundwater 
 
Regional Water Supply/Antelope Groundwater Basin. 
 
The LLRC is within the central Lancaster area of the Antelope Valley groundwater basin.  The Groundwater 
Basin is located within the South Lahontan Hydrologic Region, and is designated as Groundwater Basin Number 
6-44. The surface of the entire Antelope Valley Groundwater Basin is over 1 million acres (1,580 square miles) 
and is topographically closed on the north and northwest by the Garlock Fault at the base of the Tehachapi 
Mountains, and on the south and southwest by the San Andreas Fault at the base of the Transverse Ranges, 
including the San Gabriel Mountains. 
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According to the Basin Plan developed by the South Lahontan Hydrologic Region of the Lahontan Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (2004October 1994), beneficial uses and potential uses of groundwater from the 
Antelope Valley basin include municipal, agricultural, and industrial water supply.  Beneficially used aquifers 
are within Located within a Quaternary age alluvial basin fill,  (which consists of sand, gravel, and some finer 
grained materials), .  In  the area belowof the LLRC, there are  includes two major aquifers, the unconfined 
upper “Principal” aquifer, and the confined lower “deep” aquifer (Leighton and Phillips, 2003).  These two 
aquifers are separated by fine-grained lacustrine deposits that consist principally of plastic clay.  The Principal 
aquifer has been defined as the alluvial deposits that overly the lacustrine deposits in the part of the 
groundwater basin south and west of Rogers Lake.  In the LLRC area, regional groundwater flow in the 
Principal aquifer is southeasterly towards a cluster of irrigation wells developed on the alluvial fan of Little 
Rock Creek (Joint Technical Document, February 2000, Bryan A. Stirrat and Associates). 
 
The total storage capacity of the basin has been reported as ranging from 68 to 70 million acre-feet (MAF), with 
the part of the basin that is between 20 and 220 feet in depth having a storage capacity of approximately 5.4 MAF. 
(DWR Bulletin 118 (2004).) Basin-wide groundwater withdrawal ranges from 130,000 to 150,000 acre-feet per 
year (“afy”), with a safe yield established at 110,000 afy.  (See Statement of Decision Phase Three Trial, Antelope 
Valley Groundwater Cases, Los Angeles County Superior Court Case No. BC 325 201 (Judicial Council 
Corrodination Proceeding No. 4408) (July 13, 2011) at pp. 9-10). Water in the Antelope Valley is supplied from 
two primary sources: 1) naturally occurring water accumulated as surface water or groundwater from rain and 
snow; and 2) imported surface water collected in northern California and delivered via the State Water Project 
(SWP) (LACDRP 2009). The demand for water within the Groundwater Basin has historically exceeded available 
groundwater supply. According to the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS 2003), groundwater extractions have 
exceeded the estimated natural recharge of the basin since the 1920s, which has resulted in declining water 
levels and land subsidence primarily in the eastern portion of the Groundwater Basin. Strategies to address this 
issue include groundwater recharge and groundwater banking, use of recycled water, demand management 
through conservation and water use efficiency, and efficiency upgrades through infrastructure improvements 
(RWMG 2007). 
 
State Water Project and Water Suppliers. Four public water purveyors provide water service in the Antelope 
Valley area: Los Angeles County Waterworks Districts 37 and 40 (collectively, LACWWD 40), Quartz Hill Water 
District (QHWD), and Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD). The LACWWD 40 and QHWD obtain their 
water supply from both groundwater and the SWP.  SWP water from the California Aqueduct is purchased 
through the Antelope Valley-East Kern Water Agency (AVEK), which is allocated up to approximately 160,000 
AFY of water (LACDRP 2009). The use of SWP water has helped stabilize groundwater levels in some areas of 
the Antelope Valley Region. (RWMG 2007). LACSD supplies reclaimed water for non-drinking purposes 
(LACDRP 2009). These water purveyors do not currently provide water service to or in the near vicinity of the 
LLRC Project site. 
 
Lancaster Subunit. The Antelope Valley Groundwater Basin is divided by the USGS into 12 subunits that are 
generally delineated based on ground flow patterns, recharge characteristics, and geographic location, as well as 
controlling geologic structures (RWMG 2007). The Project site is located in the central portion of the Antelope 
Valley Groundwater Basin in the Lancaster subunit. As a result of varying uses within the Lancaster subunit (e.g., 
urban uses in the eastern portion and agricultural uses in the rural western portion), depths to water levels vary 
widely, being generally greater in the south and west (RWMG 2007). 
 
Groundwater Extraction and Recharge.  Substantial pumping of groundwater in the Antelope Valley began in 
the early 1900s, and a decline in groundwater levels ensued in response to the change in the extraction versus 
recharge ratio. These changes varied both spatially and temporally across the Antelope Valley Region. 
Groundwater pumping peaked in the 1950s, and then decreased in the 1960s and 1970s when agricultural 
pumping declined. The rapid increase in urban growth in the 1980s resulted in an increase in the demand for 
municipal and industrial water, and an increase in groundwater use. The use of SWP water, as mentioned above, 
has helped stabilize groundwater levels in some areas (RWMG 2007). 
 
In general, data collected by the USGS (USGS 2003) indicate that groundwater levels appear to be falling in the 
southern and eastern areas of the Antelope Valley (RWMG 2007). In some localized areas there has been a 
slowing in the rate of decline (RWMG 2007). In locations within the rural western and far northeastern areas of the 
region there has been a slight rise in groundwater levels (RWMG 2007). This pattern of falling and rising 
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groundwater levels correlates directly to changes in land use over the past 40 to 50 years and the amount of 
rainfall and water received. Falling groundwater levels are generally associated with areas that are developed, 
and rising groundwater levels are generally associated with areas that were historically farmed, but have been 
largely fallow during the last 40 years (RWMG 2007). 
 
Recharge to the basin is primarily from perennial runoff from the surrounding mountains and hills. Most recharge 
occurs at the foot of the mountains and hills by percolation through the head of the alluvial fan system (Durbin 
1978). The main source of recharge to the Lancaster subunit is stream flow from Big and Little Rock Creeks 
draining from the San Gabriel Mountains. As shown in the Scalmanini Report and as determined by the court in its 
July 2011 order in the adjudication, the total sustainable yield of the basin is 82,300 afy (based on the average 
annual native recharge plus local return flows), and  110,000  afy (based on the average annual native recharge 
plus local return flows and flows from imported water).  (See Statement of Decision Phase Three Trial, Antelope 
Valley Groundwater Cases, Los Angeles County Superior Court Case No. BC 325 201 (Judicial Council 
Corrodination Proceeding No. 4408) (July 13, 2011) at pp. 9-10; see also “Summary Expert Report Phase 3 – 
Basin Yield and Overdraft, Antelope Valley Area of Adjudication,” prepared by R. Beeby, T. Durbin, W. Leever, P. 
Leffler, J. Scalmanini, M. Wildermuth (July 2010).) 
 
According to the Antelope Valley Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (RWMG 2007), long-term natural 
recharge of the Antelope Valley Groundwater Basin is expected to be stable, and when supplemented with 
imported water, it is anticipated that groundwater pumping, and hence supply, will be reliable even in dry and 
multi-dry years. Thus, the ongoing use of groundwater is considered a reliable water source. (RWMG 2007); See 
also 2005 Integrated Urban Water Management Plan for the Antelope Valley (including discussion of potential 
water transfers and exchanges, desalination, and recycled water opportunities to ensure sufficient long-term water 
supply).) 
 
City of Lancaster Recycled Water Direct Use Program. The Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant (LWRP), is a 
wastewater treatment plant that provides secondary treated effluent for use of recycled water. Built in 1959 and 
located north of the City of Lancaster, it is owned, operated, and maintained by the Los Angeles County Sanitation 
District No. 14 (District No. 14). LWRP, which has a permitted capacity of 16.0 mgd, treated an average flow of 
13.3 mgd in 2004 to secondary standards for agricultural irrigation, wildlife habitat, maintenance, and recreation. 
(2005 IUWMP).  District No. 14 plans to upgrade the existing LWRP for a total capacity of 26 mgd by 2014 and 
31.2 mgd by 2030. (Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant 2020 Facilities Plan (2004).)  
 
Treated effluent from the upgraded LWRP is available for reuse via an approximately five mile purple pipe located 
in the Division Street Corridor, bordered roughly by Avenue E and Lancaster Boulevard and a mile on either side 
of Division Street. Since 2005, another ½ mile of purple pipe was laid along Avenue F to serve the LLRC. 
(www.cityoflancaster.ca.org.) 
 
Groundwater beneath the landfill is encountered at depths ranging from approximately 50 to 75 feet below 
ground surface in the Principal Aquifer.  The Principal Aquifer groundwater is unconfined across most of the 
site, but is semi-confined in some areas due to other clay layers in the Quaternary alluvial deposits.  The 
deep aquifer located beneath the clay is not hydraulically connected to the Principal Aquifer in the immediate 
vicinity of the LLRC.  Groundwater flow has been determined to be generally southeasterly. 
 
On-site water chemistry in the Principal aquifer is predominantly calcium bicarbonate with total dissolved 
solids in recent samples ranging from approximately 150 to 170 milligrams per liter (mg/l).  Wells have been 
installed on-site in the deep aquifer for the purpose of water production.  Two production wells, located in the 
operations area near the site offices and scale house, are currently active at the LLRC.  One well, supplying 
water for hand washing and the like in on-site facilities, was installed in 1977 and is screened between 227 
and 307 feet below grade.  The concentration of total dissolved solids in a sample taken in 2003 from this well 
was 154 mg/l.  The second well, supplying water for dust control, was installed in 2004 and is screened from 
778 to 991 feet below grade.  Based on recent water consumption figures, it is estimated that this latter well 
may pump 60 acre-feet of groundwater per year.  This can be compared with a basin-wide groundwater 
withdrawal of an estimated 70,000 to 75,000 acre-feet per year during recent years (Leighton and Phillips, 
2003), and a total estimated storage capacity of 70,000,000 acre feet (California Department of Water 
Resources, Bulletin 118, September 1995).  The water extracted from this on-site well represents less than 
0.001 percent of the basin-wide withdrawal.  The Los Angeles County Environmental Health unit states that 
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there are three other privately-owned production wells used for drinking water located within a one-mile 
radius of LLRC. The three wells are located near East Avenue F and Division Street, approximately one-half 
to three-quarters of a mile west of LLRC. 
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 Groundwater Adjudication.  
 
Beginning in 1999 Diamond Farming Company and Bolthouse Farms, Inc. filed lawsuits against various Antelope 
Valley water districts and government agencies seeking priority water rights to water beneath their farmland. In 
2004-2005, several property owners and public water suppliers, including Los Angeles County Waterworks 
District No. 40, also initiated legal proceedings, including a cross complaint, to determine the respective rights of 
existing and potential users of groundwater in the Antelope Valley Groundwater Basin.  The lawsuits were filed 
separately in Riverside, Kern, and Los Angeles County Superior Courts and were transferred and consolidated in 
February 2010 into one coordinated proceeding currently before the Honorable Jack Komar who is presiding by 
special assignment. (Antelope Valley Groundwater Cases, Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 1-05-CV-
049053 (Coordination Proceeding No. 4408); see also Order Transferring and Consolidating Actions for All 
Purposes (Feb. 24, 2010).) 
 
The ongoing underlying dispute among the parties revolves around the priority/superior right to pump  
groundwater and the protection of the Basin.  The parties have asserted multiple claims to be adjudicated, 
including claims for declaratory relief, prescriptive rights, quiet title to water rights, and claims that portions of the 
basin should be treated as a separate area for management purposes if a physical solution for the basin is 
established, among other claims.  The resolution of many of these claims is likely to be affected by the nature and 
extent of the hydrologic connectivity of water within various portions of the aquifer. (Ibid.; Order After Phase Two 
Trial on Hydrologic Nature of Antelope Valley, p. 3.)  The dispute involves hundreds of parties and may take many 
more years to resolve.  
  
In October 2006, the court held the first phase of trial to determine the boundaries of the basin.  In October 2008, 
the court held the second phase of trial to determine the hydrologic nature of the basin, which the court deemed 
was a necessary step to resolving the various aforementioned claims of groundwater users.   In the third phase of 
the trial in July 2011, the court determined that the basin is in overdraft and also determined the safe yield of the 
basin, which is generally defined as the maximum amount of water that can be withdrawn from a basin on an 
annual basis without causing long term depletion of groundwater within the aquifer.  As noted above, the court 
determined the safe yield to be 82,300 afy (based on average annual native recharge plus local return flows) and 
110,000 afy (based on average annual native recharge plus local return flows and imported water).  (See 
Statement of Decision Phase Three Trial, Antelope Valley Groundwater Cases, Los Angeles County Superior 
Court Case No. BC 325 201 (Judicial Council Corrodination Proceeding No. 4408) (July 13, 2011) at pp. 9-10). 
 
The remaining issues to be decided in the adjudication include, among other things, the relevant period for 
determining historic water usage within the Basin, which is likely to a 5-year period in the 1990s.  A final judgment 
in the groundwater adjudication is expected to determine the groundwater pumping rights in the Basin.  As a result 
of the adjudication process, the court will likely appoint a Watermaster to manage the Basin’s groundwater.  The 
Watermaster will likely have several tools to enforce the court’s judgment, including seeking and enforcing 
injunctions on excessive pumping, managing groundwater leases, creating a forum for purchasing/ trading 
groundwater pumping allocations, and imposing fees for overpumping. The final judgment will also likely include 
one or more physical solutions to manage groundwater resources and which may include groundwater banking, 
increased use of recycled water among others.  
 
 Project Area/Site Water Use & Conditions.  
 
The site is underlain by unconsolidated Quaternary alluvial deposits from the ground surface to approximately 100 
feet below ground surface. These alluvial deposits consist of inter-bedded gravel, sand, silt, and clay. A 
continuous lacustrine clay layer (up to approximately 240 feet thick) is present beneath the alluvial deposits. (SCS 
2010.) 
 
Groundwater beneath the LLRC is encountered at depths ranging from approximately 55 to 80 feet below ground 
surface in the Principal Aquifer (approximately 2,252 feet msl).  The Principal Aquifer, which is located above the 
lacustrine clay, is unconfined across most of the site but is semi-confined in some areas due to clay layers within 
the Quaternary alluvial deposits.  The Deep Aquifer is located beneath the lacustrine clay. Groundwater flow has 
been determined to be generally to the southeast. (SCS 2010).  
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On-site water chemistry in the Principal aquifer is predominantly calcium bicarbonate with concentrations of total 
dissolved solids (TDS) in recent samples ranging from approximately 150 to 170 milligrams per liter (mg/l). 
 
 
Background 
 
The 1997 EIR prepared and certified for the existing 276 acre (209 acre disposal) LLRC site identified the ongoing 
water needs of the facility as including those for dust control, compaction, fire protection, and potable drinking 
water. As explained in the 1997 EIR, the site has been in existence since 1954 when it was first operated as the 
Lancaster Dump (from 1954-1965), and then by Universal Refuse from 1965-1973. WMI acquired the site in 1973. 
(1997 EIR, p. 2-2.)  Groundwater, including treated groundwater, has historically been used on site for dust 
control.  
 
Depending on the disposal rate, the 1997 EIR estimated the life of the landfill to be from approximately 2011 
(assuming high disposal rates) up to 2035 (1997 DEIR, p. 2-5 (SCH No. 93101036).) The 1997 EIR also assumed 
the average daily water demand for dust control, compaction and related activities over the lifetime of the LLRC to 
be approximately 55,750 gpd. (See 1997 DEIR, pp. 3-28 thru -29.) The EIR assumed continued use of the LLRC 
on-site groundwater well to serve future needs. (See also 1997 DEIR, Table 2 (Summary of Pumping Test Data 
conducted as part of the now completed corrective action program and used on-site for dust control or re-
injected); see also p. 5.5-2 (discussing aquifer pumping tests performed in general area).) 
 
Existing Conditions 
 
Two on-site groundwater aquifer production wells are used by the LLRC. The wells are located in the operations 
area near the site offices and scale house.  One well, installed in 1977, serves the non-potable water needs of the 
roughly 10 employees at LLRC for sinks and toilets in on-site facilities (8 gallons per day average use per 
employee x 10 employees = 80 gallons per day, approximately 24,960 gallons per year or approximately .08 afy. 
This well is screened between 227 and 307 feet below grade and draws from the upper Principal Aquifer. The 
concentration of total dissolved solids in a sample taken in 2003 from this well was 154 mg/l.  
 
The second well, installed in 2004, supplies non-potable water for dust control and similar activities, and is 
screened from 778 to 991 feet below grade. This well draws water from the Deep Aquifer beneath the site. This 
well features a water meter that automatically resets itself at 99,999 gallons. The well can pump 500 gallons per 
minute. Based on water consumption figures provided in the 1997 EIR and by WMI as part of the proposed 
project, it was estimated that the wells pump approximately 60 acre-feet of groundwater per year for daily LLRC 
uses such as dust control, including dust control for periodic cell construction etc. (WMI 2004-2005; Jim Merritt/ 
Nicole Stetson/ Mike Hammer pers. comms.) Because the metered well automatically resets, WMI estimated 
existing annual water use at the time of the NOP by the number of water trucks historically used on-site for daily 
dust control, including dust control during construction activities, none of which would change under the proposed 
project or extension of the CUP. The water trucks hold 4,000 gallons.  
 
The amount of water used at the LLRC for dust control is highest during the dry summer months (June/July-
September). Conversely, a relatively small amount of water is used during the winter months since dust control 
needs are met largely by precipitation. During years when a new cell is required to be constructed, approximately 
55,555 gpd (2,500,000 gallons total/ 7.7 afy) of water is used on average for completion of the cell. Construction 
activities include clearing, grubbing, excavation, clay processing and placement, construction of liner elements, 
berms etc. Construction lasts about 45 days.  
    
During dry summer months, a maximum of 25 onsite water truck trips, equating to 100,000 gpd, have occurred 
per day for daily operational dust control. Maximum water needs can last up to 100 days per year (10,000,000 
gallons/ 30 afy). Conversely, during the winter months (January-March/ 70 days) roughly 2-3 trucks (10,000 
gpd/2.1 afy) may be used per day, weather pending, for dust control. During the spring (April-June/ 50 days) 
approximately 18-19 truck trips (75,000 gpd/11.5 afy) occur. During the Fall in a dry year (October-December/50 
days), 12-13 water truck trips (50,000 gpd/7.7 afy) occur per day.     
 
The applicant Waste Management of California, Inc. (WMI) and the LLRC are agreeable to the County imposing a 
condition of approval on the revised CUP capping the amount of groundwater pumped from its two groundwater 
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wells each year to the existing baseline use of 60 acre feet, and requiring the site to record and report daily and/or 
monthy water usage. If additional water is required in the future WMI will also commit to using recycled water from 
the City which is now accessible via the purple pipe that runs along Avenue F to serve the LLRC.   
 
The Los Angeles County Environmental Health unit states that there are three other privately-owned production 
wells used for drinking water located within a one-mile radius of LLRC. The three wells are located near East 
Avenue F and Division Street, approximately one-half to three-quarters of a mile west of LLRC. 
 
WMI provides bottled water for on-site potable drinking water and will continue to do so in the future. The 
approximate 80 gallons of water used on-site per day for non-potable employee related uses (sinks/toilets) is not 
anticipated to change under the proposed project.  
 
 Groundwater Monitoring 
 
Groundwater monitoring has been conducted at LLRC since 1987 in order to comply with 27 CCR Article 1 
requirements as implemented through site specific WDR Order No. 6-87-11 and later WDR Order No. 6-00-
55 issued by the Lahontan RWQCB.  The current water quality monitoring system has been designed and 
certified by a registered professional in accordance with 27 CCR 20415(e)(1) and includes regular sampling 
at 11 groundwater wells (refer to Figure 4.4-1).  State standards address water quality protection, including 
groundwater monitoring.  Water quality is also protected by control systems that are part of the fill design for 
the LLRC, including the landfill gas (LFG) extraction and flare system, which began operation at the site in 
February 1993, and the leachate management system.  
 
The water quality monitoring system at LLRC meets these standards through the design and operation of its 
monitoring system and, when necessary, through corrective action.  The overall objectives of the monitoring 
system for the LLRC are: 
 
 • characterization of background groundwater quality; 
 

• detection of changes in water quality that may be indicators of leachate migration or LFG 
impacts; 

 
• measuring groundwater elevations and determining gradients, groundwater flow direction, and 

velocity; and 
 
• gauging the effectiveness of the implemented Correction Action Program (CAP), which includes 

landfill gas control and Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA).  
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Figure 4.4-1 
 

Groundwater Monitoring Well Locations 
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In response to the detection of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), a Verification Monitoring Program was 
voluntarily initiated in 1988.  This program consisted of sampling of existing groundwater monitoring wells, 
installation and sampling of new wells, drilling and sampling of temporary monitoring points, stratified 
groundwater sampling, soil vapor sampling, and other investigations.  Groundwater investigations continued 
through 2002 and, as a result of these, a Corrective Action Plan was developed.  Corrective action has 
involved extraction and treatment of impacted groundwater and improvements to the LFG control system to 
address VOC impacts to groundwater.   
 
CAP evaluation was recently completed (Corrective Action Program Pilot Study Report and Monitored Natural 
Attenuation Plan, SCS, December 2003) and it was determined that no adverse affects on water quality 
would result from groundwater extraction well shut down.  In addition, the pilot study provided further 
evidence that VOC impacts to groundwater had been the result of gas-phase migration and phase transfer, 
and that natural attenuation of VOCs is occurring.  In order to ensure that water used on-site is not used as 
drinking water, employees at landfill are instructed on the sources of drinking water that is available at the 
LLRC, which includes water in coolers and bottled water.  Also, there are no drinking fountains located on-site 
and there is no kitchen for obtaining water from a faucet.  Water that is not intended for drinking is clearly 
labeled as such.   
 
Based on the pilot study, landfill gas control and MNA were recommended for mitigation of VOCs in 
groundwater at the facility.  MNA refers to the reliance on closely monitored natural attenuation processes for 
corrective action.  At this time, WMI is awaiting comments on this recommendation from the RWQCB.  
 
 Leachate and LFG Control and Monitoring Systems 
 
Leachate is generated when water passing through the refuse reacts chemically and biologically with refuse 
contents.  Leachate generation is minimized in the Lancaster area due to the arid climate and drainage 
control efforts at the LLRC.  At some landfills, migration of leachate from the fill can cause impacts to 
groundwater, although there is no evidence that this has occurred at the LLRC.  The leachate management 
system at the LLRC  is intended to prevent or minimize leachate generation, detect leachate generation, 
contain and collect generated leachate within designated sumps, and reclaim any resulting wastewater.   
When leachate is detected and removed from collection sumps, it will be recirculated into the waste over lined 
areas; used for on-site dust control, if approved by the RWQCB and LEA; or hauled to an appropriate off-site 
treatment facility. 
 
Landfills that receive organic wastes in some significant quantity eventually produce “landfill gas.”  The 
decomposition of these organic wastes within the refuse prism generates landfill gas as a by-product. This 
gas generally consists of equal amounts of methane and carbon dioxide along with traces of other 
constituents.  The production of landfill gas within the refuse cell is of interest primarily due to the flammability 
of methane in concentrations between five and 15 percent by volume in air.  State and federal regulations 
require the control of landfill gas to prevent it from migrating away from the landfill boundaries and 
accumulating in off-site structures.  In addition, local air pollution control districts and state and federal air 
quality regulations require the control of emissions into the atmosphere. 
 
A LFG extraction system began operation at the LLRC in February 1993.  Since this time, the LFG system 
has been continuously upgraded and is providing protection against gas phase migration of VOCs to 
groundwater.  Since vapor phase VOCs are normally entrained in LFG, migration of the gas, and gas to water 
phase transfer, can facilitate migration of these substances to groundwater.  Controlling LFG migration is thus 
an important element of the groundwater quality protection strategy.  The LFG extraction system consists of a 
series of wells, placed in the waste fill, connected to a header pipe network.  A vacuum is applied to the 
header, drawing LFG out of the fill for destruction in a ground flare, and thereby preventing lateral migration of 
gas.            
 
The current in-place gas control system consists of vertical gas extraction wells and horizontal collection 
piping.  A permit application to operate the gas/condensate separation and holding system and flare/blower to 
incinerate the collected landfill gas has been issued by the SCAQMD and is now regulated by the AVAPCD.  
The flare station is located just north of the Western Area, adjacent to the groundwater remediation system, 
and consists of a gas burning flare and blowers.  The system, including additional collection wells and flares, 
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will be expanded as the landfill is developed to provide ongoing control within the performance criteria 
established and mandated by the AVAPCD and State and federal regulations.  Figure 4.4-2 (Environmental 
Monitoring and Control Systems) illustrates the locations of the existing and proposed LFG control and 
monitoring facilities, including gas extraction wells as well as proposed perimeter gas monitoring probes and 
related facilities. 
 

4.4.2 Significance Criteria 
 
The proposed project would have a significant water quality/supply impact if it would: 
 
 • Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 
 

• Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater 
table level. 

 
• Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 

of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation 
on- or off-site. 

 
• Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 

stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 
 
 • Otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 
 

4.4.3 Potential Impacts 
 

4.4.3.1 Short-Term Construction-Related Impacts 
 
The proposed project will increase the permitted daily refuse accepted at the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling 
Center from 1,700 tpd to 3,000 tpd. It will not result in a lateral expansion.  This administrative revision to the 
existing Conditional Use Permit and Solid Waste Facilities Permit does not include any additional construction 
activities that were not previously approved as part of the existing CUP/SWFP and that potentially could result in 
additional short-term, construction-related impacts.  All of the potential impacts will be long-term in nature, related 
to the daily operation and maintenance of the existing LLRC.  These potential impacts are identified and described 
in Section 4.4.3.2. 
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Figure 4.4-2 
 

Environmental Monitoring and Control Systems 
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4.4.3.2 Long-Term Operational Impacts 
 
 Groundwater 
 
Increasing the daily allowable intake of waste would result in more rapid filling of the remaining airspace at the 
LLRC.  It would not result in a larger landfill working face on any given day because there will not be an increase 
in the number or type of landfill equipment in use, or in the number of employees on any given average 
operational day. Thus, additional water for dust control over existing historic levels used at the LLRC because of a 
larger working face will not be required. More rapid filling is not anticipated to change the quantity of leachate that 
might be generated or the ultimate volume of LFG that would be produced.  Leachate migration controls already in 
place at the LLRC and controls planned for the areas of the site not yet filled will not need to be modified to 
accommodate the increased filling rate.  Although the total volume of LFG generated will not change, more rapid 
filling is anticipated to result in moving the peak of the LFG generation curve closer to the present.  As part of the 
normal operating practice of the LLRC, this will mean that the periodic planned expansions of the LFG control 
system, necessary to accommodate the waste fill sequencing, would take place on a shorter schedule.  This new 
schedule of LFG control system upgrades is anticipated to fully control the migration of gas and thereby protect 
groundwater from this source of potential contaminants and therefore no impacts to water quality are expected.     
 
It is important to note that the groundwater characteristics identified in Section 4.4.1, which indicated that VOCs 
exist in detectable concentrations, will not change as a result of the proposed project.  While VOCs may continue 
to be detected, it is anticipated that the existing landfill gas control system and MNA recommended for 
implementation at the LLRC will effectively mitigate VOCs at the landfill. 
 
As indicated in Section 4.4.1, the LLRClandfill operator relies on water produced from deep aquifer wells located 
on the site for water used at the site.  The deep aquifer well will continue to be the source of water used for dust 
suppression necessary for landfill operations and construction.  The LLRC will not require any additional water 
over existing historic levels used on site to continue serving the LLRC under the proposed project. Nevertheless, if 
additional non-potable water is required for any reason at the LLRC in the future, the LLRC will purchase recycled 
water that is now available from the City of Lancaster.  Even if the demand for water necessary for dust 
suppression doubles on a daily basis from the current demand (i.e., 60 acre feet per year to 120 acre feet per 
year) as a result of the increase in daily capacity, Tthe project-related demand for groundwater would therefore not 
increase over baseline levels and would continue to be less than 0.001 percent of the total current  safe yield of 
the Basin, which is determined to be 82,300 afy (based on average annual native recharge plus local return flows) 
and 110,000 afy (based on average annual native recharge plus local return flows and imported water).  (See 
Statement of Decision Phase Three Trial, Antelope Valley Groundwater Cases, Los Angeles County Superior 
Court Case No. BC 325 201 (Judicial Council Corrodination Proceeding No. 4408) (July 13, 2011) at pp. 9-
10).The potential impacts from continued groundwater pumping at existing historic baseline levels is therefore 
considered less-than-significant.  
 
Considering the rates of ongoing pumping that would occur under the Project (approximately .08 afy from the 
principal aquifer and 60 afy from the Deep Aquifer), the distance from the LLRC to other groundwater wells in the 
surrounding area (e.g. one-half to one-quarter of a mile away), and the no net increase in groundwater pumping if 
the proposed project is approved, the project would not be anticipated to interfere with the production rate of pre-
existing wells in the area. There has been no evidence in the past, moreover, that groundwater pumping at the 
LLRC has interfered with any wells in the greater outlying area. The potential to adversely affect the production 
rates of other groundwater wells is therefore less-than-significant. .  As indicated previously, the basin-wide 
groundwater withdrawal is estimated to be 70,000 to 75,000 acre feet per year, with a total estimated storage 
capacity of 70,000,000 acre feet.  This increase in demand is not significant because there is adequate 
groundwater in the basin to accommodate the increase in daily capacity.  Further, it is important to note that t 
 
The Lancaster Landfill does not currently depend on the County’s potable water supplies and would not utilize 
other sources of domestic water.  The LLRC would continue providing bottled water under the proposed project. 
Therefore, it is anticipated that no significant adverse impacts to domestic water supplies or non-potable water 
supplies will occur as a result of project implementation. (Less than Significant) 
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 Surface Water 
 
Hydrological impacts associated with the LLRC have been previously evaluated and a surface drainage 
control system prescribed to ensure that no significant hydrological impacts would occur.  No changes to the 
approved landfill plan are proposed that would change the conclusions and recommendations of the prior 
analyses conducted for the landfill.  As indicated above, the only change anticipated to the hydrological 
condition is the accelerated rate of landfilling (i.e., 3,000 tons maximum daily capacity versus 1,700 tons per 
day under the existing SWFP and CUP).  Although refuse cells may be filled at a faster rate based on the 
increased daily intake at the LLRC, the surface hydrology would not change from that previously analyzed.  
The infrastructure prescribed in the landfill plan would be implemented in order to accommodate the more 
rapidly changing surface conditions; however, those topographic conditions will be the same as identified in 
the adopted Landfill Plan for the LLRC.  The storm drainage and flood control facilities approved for the LLRC 
are adequate to accommodate the proposed increase in daily capacity. 
 
Interim drainage control within the excavated areas will be handled to minimize or eliminate surface water 
run-on into the excavated pits and the leachate control and removal system (LCRS).  Interim drainage control 
will be an important function throughout active disposal operations, and special emphasis will be placed on 
stormwater management within the borrow excavations within the LLRC. Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
are currently in use at LLRC to effectively address runoff and potential erosion conditions.  Specifically, LLRC 
has installed sediment and erosion control features to control surface water runoff and prevent erosion of 
slopes and surface soil layers. Controls include runoff control berms and benches, proper land grading and 
final cover design and proper revegetative practices.  Upon completion of refuse disposal operations, a final 
cover layer of compacted soil and/or a synthetic cap will be placed over the landfill to retard the infiltration of 
precipitation.  A vegetation program will also minimize erosion.  In addition, surface roughening is utilized.  
The soil is roughed by the creation of horizontal grooves, or indentations that run parallel to the contour of the 
land.  The grooves are created by the dozer and compactor.  Future permanent drainage systems will include 
corrugated steel pipes and culverts to eliminate erosion potential from major conveyances. 
 
Stormwater management within the excavation areas below grade is addressed through the implementation 
of several drainage control system features and/or procedures: 
 

• HDPE liner flaps 
• interim slope grading 
• earthen berms 
• sand bags and/or silt fences 
• high volume stormwater pumps 

 
Run-on into the below grade excavation areas will be eliminated and/or minimized through the use of earthen 
berms and perimeter drains along the top edge of the interim cut slopes.  Therefore, stormwater will be 
minimized to only that volume of precipitation falling over the excavated areas within the LLRC. Precipitation 
over the areas within the LLRC that are excavated for use as daily cover material is channeled via benches to 
temporary stormwater collection basins or sumps.  Stormwater collected in the temporary collection basins or 
sumps will then be pumped to the perimeter drainage channels, located at existing grades along the outside 
edges of the units.  Stormwater will then be handled in accordance with the current stormwater management 
procedures discussed below. 
 
On-site drainage features are intended to control run-on to or run-off from the landfill areas.  Stormwater on 
the landfill deck will sheet flow until it is intercepted by a berm located around the deck perimeter.  The deck 
berm will then direct run-off flows to asphalt concrete (AC) downdrains.  The AC downdrains will be 
perpendicular to slope contours and located on top, and anchored into, the final landfill slope surface.  The 
downdrains will be extended up completed side slopes of the landfill as the filling progresses.  The 
downdrains will also accommodate inlets at each bench.  The gradient of these downdrains will follow the 
surface of the refuse slope (typically 3:1).  The downdrains will outlet at rock energy dissipaters within the 
perimeter drainage channels that direct flow into a sedimentation basin.  Stormwater from the landfill side 
slopes will sheet flow onto the intermediate benches which will convey the flows to bench downdrain inlets.  
Run-off conveyance structures will have a minimum slope of 0.2 percent.   
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A blue line watercourse runs through a portion of the LLRC as indicated on the USGS topographic map of the site 
and surrounding area.  Off-site run-on from the tributary drainage area to the blue line stream is conveyed by a 3-
foot high interceptor earthen berm installed along the south, east and west perimeter areas of the Eastern Area.  
The interceptor berm diverts flows anticipated for a 100-year storm event from the upstream tributary drainage 
area.  It is important to note that implementation of the proposed project will not result in any changes to the 
manner in which surface drainage within the LLRC is accommodated.  The proposed project is consistent with the 
drainage plan approved for the LLRC.  As a result, implementation of the drainage plan and the measures 
prescribed in the Final EIR adequately address stormwater runoff as a result of landfill activities. 
 
Upstream development and associated flood control facilities affecting the total run-on to the subsequent areas 
within the LLRC will be reevaluated and appropriate changes to the currently proposed perimeter drainage control 
features will be made.  In support of any changes, the operator will complete an updated hydrology study.  It should 
be noted that a Los Angeles County Flood Control District easement is located in that area along 10th Street and 
that flood control improvements planned by the County in that area will also be accounted for in the final design. 
 
A perimeter drainage channel exists for the site, which is composed of graded trapezoidal and triangular 
channels around the refuse footprint.  The channels are intended to control run-on from surfaces adjacent to 
the landfill that would normally flow onto the landfill site.  For the LLRC, the perimeter drainage channel also 
serves as the conveyance system for on-site flows originating on the landfill.  The stormwater conveyed by the 
on-site perimeter ditch will outlet into one of the sedimentation basins located within the subject landfill. 
 
There currently exist a number of storm drain facilities around the existing landfill.  These existing features 
have been upgraded, as required, to serve as part of the final drainage plan.  Intermediate deck drains and 
downdrains will be required and will be extended and upgraded as waste filling progresses. 
 
Implementation of the proposed project will not result in any changes to the potential for erosion anticipated by 
existing and continue landfilling activities at the LLRC.  As indicated in the 1997 EIR, changes in topography and 
ground surface relief will occur as the landfill is modified to accommodate the refuse disposal.  Along with such 
landform modification, the prior EIR prescribed permanent stormwater and erosion controls to be implemented 
during landfill construction.  As a result, the potential for soil loss associated with landfill activities will be 
minimized.  Excessive soil loss is addressed by limiting the distance water must travel before reaching a channel 
or other drainage structure.  Additional measures that are implemented include, but are not limited to silt fences, 
bale dikes, wood chips, and sand bags (Final EIR, 1997).  These measures, which include sedimentation ponds, 
drainage facilities, revegetation, etc., will continue to be implemented as landfilling occurs in the future at the site.  
Further, maintenance of the sedimentation basins within the LLRC is conducted annually and will continue 
throughout the post-closure maintenance period.  The landfill will be revegetated upon closure, which will serve as 
the primary erosion control feature.  Therefore, as indicated above, no significant erosion impacts would occur as 
a result of the increase in daily capacity and no additional mitigation measures are required. 
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4.4.4 Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of project implementation.  The LLRC has been designed to 
accommodate surface runoff and to minimize impacts to both the surface water and groundwater quality, including 
the potential for erosion.  Continued compliance with all applicable regulations and the environmental protection 
measures that are applicable to the site will continue to reduce or eliminate potential storm runoff and water quality 
impacts associated with the landfill operations to a less than significant level.  Further, adequate groundwater 
supplies are available to support landfill activities (e.g., dust suppression, etc.).  No additional mitigation measures 
are required.  Nonetheless, the mitigation measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 still apply and shall 
continue to be implemented as applicable.  These measures include, but are not limited to, the following as 
summarized below: 
 

▪ Design and construct leachate control and removal system (LCRS) to consist of collection pipes, 
collection sumps and liner as described in Figures 5.5-2 and 5.5-3 in Draft EIR. 

 
▪ Periodic monitoring of surface water quality in accordance with site’s existing Storm Water 

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 
 
▪ Implement a proactive Water Quality Monitoring Program in compliance with State and Federal 

regulations. 
 
▪ Decommission existing wells by pressure grouting or by another suitable method prior to landfill 

development, and strict adherence to the protocols for wells construction mandated by the 
California Department of Water Resources. 

 
4.4.5 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

 
Implementation of the mitigation measures prescribed at the time the landfill expansion was approved will 
continue to reduce the potential water quality impacts (i.e., erosion) to a less than significant level.  No significant 
adverse impacts associated with hydrology, groundwater/ water supply and/or water quality will occur. 
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4.5 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND GLOBAL WARMING 
 
Since circulation of the Draft SEIR in 2006, the issue of global climate change resulting from human activities 
has gained prominence and the scientific basis for measuring and predicting climate change has 
strengthened. The potential consequences for humanity and life on earth have become better understood, 
and efforts have increased to reverse climate change through reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  
This new and circulated section of the Draft SEIR considers the contribution of the proposed Project to 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and global climate change, realizing, however, the nature of the project as 
being one that would accommodate the disposal of MSW that will continue to be generated within Los 
Angeles County, with or without the proposed project.  Additional net regional air emissions, including GHG 
emissions would therefore occur from the transport and disposal of MSW.  
 
In California, generally, observational trends from the last half-century show warmer winter and spring 
temperatures, decreased spring snow levels in lower- and mid-elevation mountains, snowpack melting up to 
one month earlier, and flowers blooming one to two weeks earlier than under historical conditions (Cayan et 
al. 2006b). Research suggests that human activities, such as the burning of fossil fuels and clearing of 
forests, are resulting in more emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2) and other heat trapping gases into the 
atmosphere.   
 

4.5.1 Environmental Setting 
 
The Project site is located within the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (AVAQMD).  Air quality 
within the AVAQMD, generally, has shown improvement.  The region’s 2007 ozone season, for example, 
turned out to be the cleanest in eight years.  Between May and October 2007, only 14 days exceeded the 
federal 0.08 parts per million (ppm) ozone standard, compared to 16 days in 2006 and 31 days in 2005. The 
federal PM10 standard has not been exceeded since 1994 in the Antelope Valley.  Global climate change due 
to GHG emissions continues to occur, however, as explained below. 
  

Existing Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases  
 
Various gases in the Earth’s atmosphere, classified as atmospheric GHGs, play a critical role in determining 
the Earth’s surface temperature. Solar radiation enters Earth’s atmosphere from space, and a portion of the 
radiation is absorbed by the Earth’s surface. The Earth emits this radiation back toward space but, in the 
process, the properties of the radiation change from high-frequency solar radiation to lower-frequency 
infrared radiation. Greenhouse gases, which are transparent to solar radiation, are effective in absorbing 
infrared radiation. As a result, the infrared radiation that otherwise would have escaped back into space is 
now retained in the Earth’s atmosphere and results in a warming of the atmosphere. This phenomenon is 
known as the greenhouse effect.  
 
GHGs are global pollutants, unlike criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants, which are pollutants of 
regional and local concern, respectively. California is the 12th to 16th largest emitter of CO2 in the world and 
produced 391 million tons of carbon dioxide equivalents in 2004 (CEC2006a). Carbon dioxide equivalents is a 
unit of measurement used to account for the fact that different GHGs have different potential to retain infrared 
radiation in the atmosphere and contribute to the greenhouse effect. Among the prominent GHGs contributing 
to the greenhouse effect are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), ozone (O3), water vapor, nitrous oxide 
(N2O), and chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs). This potential, known as the global warming potential of a GHG, is 
also dependent on the lifetime, or persistence, of the gas molecule in the atmosphere. For example, CH4 is a 
much more potent GHG than CO2. As described in the California Climate Action Registry (2006) one ton of 
CH4 has the same contribution to the greenhouse effect as approximately 21 tons of CO2. The California Air 
Resources Board also uses a Global Warming Potential (GWP) of 21 for methane in their most recent 
inventory of GHG emissions (http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/opubs/reports/staff report 1990 level.pdf).  
Expressing GHG emissions in carbon dioxide equivalents takes the contribution of all GHG emissions to the 
greenhouse effect and converts them to a single unit equivalent to the effect that would occur if only CO2 
were being emitted. At least one researcher has found that it is the human-caused emissions of these GHGs 
in excess of natural ambient concentrations that are responsible for enhancing the greenhouse effect (Ahrens 
2003.) Emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change are attributable in large part to human 
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activities associated with the industrial/manufacturing, utility, transportation, residential, and agricultural 
sectors of our economy (California Energy Commission 2006a).  
 
Consumption of fossil fuels in the transportation sector was the single largest source of California’s GHG 
emissions in 2004, accounting for 40.7percent of total GHG emissions in the state (California Energy 
Commission 2006a). This category was followed by the electric power sector (including both in-state and out-
of-state sources) (22.2 percent) and the industrial sector (20.5 percent) (California Energy Commission 
2006a). A byproduct of fossil fuel combustion is CO2. Processes that absorb and accumulate CO2, often 
called CO2 “sinks,” include uptake by vegetation and dissolution into the ocean. Methane, a highly potent 
GHG, results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices and municipal solid waste landfills.  
 

Feedback Mechanisms and Uncertainty 
 
Many complex mechanisms interact to establish the average global temperature. For example, a change in 
ocean temperature would be expected to lead to changes in the circulation of ocean currents that, in turn 
would further alter ocean temperatures. There is uncertainty about how some factors could affect global 
climate change because they have the potential to both enhance and neutralize future climate warming. 
Examples of these conditions are described below.  
 
Direct and Indirect Effects of Aerosols 
 
Aerosols, including particulate matter (PM), reflect sunlight back into space. As particulate matter attainment 
designations are met, and fewer emissions of particulate matter occur, the cooling effect of anthropogenic 
aerosols would be reduced, and the greenhouse effect would be further enhanced. Similarly, aerosols act as 
cloud condensation nuclei, aiding in cloud formation and increasing cloud lifetime. Clouds also can efficiently 
reflect solar radiation back to space. As particulate matter emissions are reduced, the indirect effect of 
aerosols on clouds would be reduced, potentially further amplifying the greenhouse effect. 
 
The Cloud Effect 
 
As global temperatures rise, the ability of the air to hold moisture increases, which facilitates cloud formation. 
If an increase in cloud cover occurs at low or middle altitudes, resulting in clouds with greater liquid water 
content such as stratus or cumulus clouds, more radiation is reflected back to space, resulting in a negative 
feedback mechanism, and the side effect of more cloud cover resulting from global warming acts to balance 
further warming. However, if clouds form at higher altitudes in the form of cirrus clouds, these clouds actually 
allow more solar radiation to pass through than they reflect, and ultimately they act as a GHG themselves. 
This results in a feedback mechanism whereby the side effect of global warming acts to enhance the warming 
process. This feedback mechanism, known as the “cloud effect” contributes to uncertainties associated with 
projecting future global climate conditions. 
 
Other Feedback Mechanisms 
 
As global temperatures continue to rise, methane gas currently trapped in permafrost is released into the 
atmosphere when areas of permafrost thaw. Thawing of permafrost attributable to global warming would be 
expected to accelerate and enhance other global warming trends. Additionally, as the surface area of polar 
and sea ice continues to diminish, the Earth’s reflectivity is also anticipated to decrease. As a result, more 
incoming solar radiation will likely be absorbed by the Earth rather than being reflected back to space, further 
enhancing the greenhouse effect. 
 
Regulatory Setting 
 
Recent state regulations specifically address greenhouse gas emissions and global climate change. At this 
time, however, there are no regulations setting ambient air quality emissions standards for greenhouse 
gases.  
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Senate Bill 1771 
 
Senate Bill (SB) 1771 (Sher), chaptered in September of 2000, required the Secretary of the Resources 
Agency to establish a nonprofit public benefit corporation, to be known as the "California Climate Action 
Registry," (CCAR) for the purpose of administering a voluntary greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions registry to 
record and register voluntary greenhouse gas reductions that have been achieved since 1990. The bill 
requires the Energy Commission to qualify third-party organizations to provide assistance for purposes of 
monitoring and reducing GHG emissions. In addition, the Energy Commission is required to develop metrics 
for use by the Registry and to update the State's inventory of GHG emissions by January 1, 2002. The law 
also requires the adoption of standards to verify emissions reductions and requires the establishment of 
greenhouse gas emissions reductions goals along with efficiency improvement plans. 
 

The California Climate Action Registry 
 
As noted above, the California Registry provides leadership on climate change by developing and promoting 
credible, accurate, and consistent GHG reporting standards and tools for organizations to measure, monitor 
and reduce their GHG emissions consistently across industry sectors and geographical borders, and subject 
to third party verification. (www.climateregistry.org) 
 
Waste Management, Inc. voluntarily joined the registry in 2006 and reported emissions from 2006 and 
anticipates completing its estimate of 2007 GHG emissions by late 2008.  Waste Management was recently 
awarded the status of Climate Action Leader by the registry.  To view Waste Management’s reporting of GHG 
emission to CCAR, go to:  https://www.climateregistry.org/CARROT/public/reports.aspx and scroll to “Waste 
Management” under entity name. 
 
Members, such as Waste Management, calculate greenhouse gas emissions from all California operations, 
have them verified and report them to the registry.  The registry makes the data available to the public.  
According to the registry, such firms are, “leaders in their respective industry sectors, and are actively 
participating in solving the challenge of climate change.” Waste Management’s reporting was completed 
approximately five years prior to the first reporting requirements outlined in AB 32. 
 

Assembly Bill 1493 
 
In 2002, then-Governor Gray Davis signed Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (Pavley 2002). AB 1493 required the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) to develop and adopt, by January 1, 2005, regulations that achieve 
“the maximum feasible reduction of greenhouse gases emitted by passenger vehicles and light-duty truck and 
other vehicles determined by CARB to be vehicles whose primary use is noncommercial personal 
transportation in the state.”  CARB adopted regulations in 2004 and applied to the USEPA for a waiver under 
the federal Clean Air Act to implement the regulation. The Pavley regulations incorporate both performance 
standards and market based compliance mechanisms. In addition to delivering GHG reductions, the 
standards will benefit California drivers by ultimately saving them an estimated $30 each month in avoided 
fuel costs.  (CARB Draft Scoping Plan, p. 20 (June 2008).)   
 
In December 2007, USEPA denied California’s waiver request. California, among other states, is challenging 
that denial in federal court.  AB 32, discussed below, states that if the Pavley regulations do not remain in 
effect, CARB shall implement alternative regulations to control mobile sources to achieve equivalent or 
greater GHG reductions. (Health & Safety Code, § 38590.) 
 

Executive Order S-3-05 
 
In 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, which proclaims that 
California is vulnerable to the impacts of climate change. It declares that increased temperatures could 
reduce the snow pack of the Sierra Nevada Mountains, further exacerbate California’s air quality problems, 
and potentially cause a rise in sea levels. To combat those concerns, EO S-3-05 established total GHG 
emission targets. Specifically, emissions are to be reduced to the 2000 level by 2010, the 1990 level by 2020, 
and to 80 percent below the 1990 level by 2050. 
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Executive Order S-3-05 directs the Secretary of the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) to 
coordinate a multi-agency effort to reduce GHG emissions to the above target levels and to submit biannual 
reports to the governor and state legislature. The reports are to describe: (1) progress made toward reaching 
the emission targets; (2) impacts of global warming on California’s resources; and (3) mitigation and 
adaptation plans to combat these impacts.  
 
To comply with EO S-3-05, the Secretary of CalEPA created a Climate Action Team (CAT) made up of 
members from various state agencies and commissions. The CAT released its first report in March 2006. The 
report proposed to achieve the targets by building on voluntary actions of California businesses, local 
government and community actions, and state incentive and regulatory programs.  In April 2007 the CAT 
released a draft report entitled “Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Climate Change in California.”  
 

Assembly Bill 32 
 
In September 2006, Governor Schwarzenegger signed AB 32, the California Climate Solutions Act of 2006. 
(Health & Safety Code, § 38500 et seq.).  AB 32 requires statewide GHG emissions to be reduced to 1990 
levels by the year 2020 (representing a 25 percent reduction). This reduction will be accomplished through an 
enforceable statewide cap on GHG emissions that will be phased-in beginning in 2012. To effectively 
implement the cap, AB 32 directs CARB to develop and implement regulations to reduce statewide GHG 
emissions from stationary sources. AB 32 specifies that regulations adopted in response to AB 1493 should 
be used to address GHG emissions from vehicles. However, AB 32 also states that, if the AB 1493 
regulations cannot be implemented, then CARB should develop new regulations to control vehicular GHG 
emissions under authorization of AB 32.  
 
AB 32 requires CARB to: adopt a quantified cap on GHG emissions representing 1990 emissions levels and 
disclose how it arrived at the cap; institute a schedule to meet the emissions cap; and develop tracking, 
reporting, and enforcement mechanisms to ensure that the state achieves reductions in GHG emissions 
necessary to meet the cap. AB 32 also includes guidance to institute emissions reductions in an economically 
efficient manner, as well as conditions to ensure that businesses and consumers are not unfairly affected by 
the reductions.  
 
AB 32 established the following schedule for CARB to complete each of these responsibilities, as follows: 

 
▪ By June 30, 2007, publish a list of discrete “Early Action” GHG emissions reduction 

measures.  At its June 2007 hearing the CARB approved three discrete early action items, 
one of which included improving landfill methane capture rates.  The Final Early Action 
Report was published in October 2007. 

 
▪ By January 1, 2008, adopt regulations to require the reporting and verification of the GHGs 

and to monitor and enforce compliance with AB 32 program. 
 

▪ By January 1, 2009, prepare and approve scoping plan for achieving the maximum 
technologically feasible and cost-effective reductions of GHGs from sources or categories of 
sources of GHGs. 

 
▪ By January 1, 2010, adopt regulations to implement measures identified as part of the “Early 

Action” process. 
 

▪ By January 1, 2011, adopt GHG emission limits and emission-reduction measures by 
regulation, and establish a system of market-based declining annual emission limits for GHG 
sources or categories of sources. 

 
▪ By January 1, 2012, implementation and enforcement of GHG emission limits and emission-

reduction measures. 
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The schedule presents an orderly progression of actions, beginning with an initial listing of GHG emission-
reduction measures by July 1, 2007, and ending with an operative (i.e., enforcement) date for GHG emission 
limits and emission-reduction measures by January 1, 2012. 
 
On June 21, 2007, CARB published its Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Climate Change in California, 
which describes recommendations for discrete early action measures to reduced GHG emissions. (CARB 
2007.) These measures will become part of California’s strategy for achieving GHG reductions under AB 32. 
One of the sources for the potential measures includes the CAT Report. Three new regulations have been 
adopted as “discrete early action greenhouse gas reduction measures,” which include the following: a low 
carbon fuel standard; reduction of HFC-143a emissions from non-professional servicing of motor vehicle air 
conditioning systems; and improved landfill methane capture. (CARB 2007.) The discrete early action 
measures must be implemented by January 1, 2010. CARB estimates that by 2020, the reductions from 
those three measures would be approximately 13-26 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent.  WMI 
has been working with State agencies charged with developing the early action measures for controlling 
landfill gas emissions.  Although measures have not yet been formalized and adopted, WMI currently 
employs many practices, such as enhanced gas well field design and vacuum optimization procedures, at 
their landfills, including LLRC, which are aimed at reducing landfill gas emissions.  To that end, WMI has 
hired a gas operations manager (GOM) who has the responsibility of ensuring that the gas collection system 
and well heads at the LLRC are operating efficiently in order to minimize landfill gas emissions. 

The California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) recently published a guidance document on 
reducing GHG emissions from landfills.1  This report from the CIWMB is designed primarily as a guidance 
document for landfill operators and regulators.  It provides recommended technologies and management 
practices for reducing landfill gas (LFG) emissions through improved landfill design, construction, operation, 
and closure.  The report evaluates the effects that changes in landfill practices may have in reducing LFG 
emissions.  It includes discussions on each technology and management options for applicability, cost, and 
overall effectiveness in reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  Waste Management endeavors to employ the 
practices outlined in this report at LLRC to minimize GHG emissions. 

In June 2008 CARB released a “Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan, A Framework for Change” to lower the 
state’s GHG emissions to meet the 2020 limit.2  

The Draft Scoping Plan proposes a comprehensive set of actions designed to reduce overall carbon 
emissions in California.  CARB will revise the Draft Plan based on continuing analysis and public input and 
will release a proposed Scoping Plan in October. It will take the Plan to CARB Board in November 2008.  The 
measures in the Scoping Plan adopted by the Board will be developed over the next three years and be in 
place by 2012. The Plan will be updated every 5 years to keep pace with the rapidly evolving climate science 
and solutions. 

According to the Draft Plan, reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels means cutting approximately 
30 percent from business-as-usual emission levels projected for 2020, or about 10 percent from today’s 
levels. Among other things, the Draft Scoping Plan includes the following preliminary recommendations: (1) 
adopt regulations requiring retrofits to improve the fuel efficiency of heavy-duty trucks by incorporating 
devices that reduce aerodynamic drag and rolling resistance, involve advanced combustion strategies, friction 
reduction, waste heat recovery, electrification of accessories or hybridization of medium-and heavy-duty 
vehicles; and (2) adopt measures to reduce methane emissions from landfills and increase waste diversion of 
recyclable materials.  The Draft Plan also considers imposing carbon fees on carbon-intensive fuels in the 
range of $10 to $50 per metric ton CO2E.   

The Draft Plan recognizes that to most effectively address climate change, we must encourage collaborations 
between academia and the private sector.  “Industry is well positioned to quickly attack problems. Combining 
the understanding and knowledge of universities with the innovation, acumen and speed of business can 
unleash a powerful collaborative force to tackle the problems associated with climate change.” (Draft Scoping 
Plan, p. 75.)   

                                                           
 
1 http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Publications/default.asp?pubid=1268.  
2 www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/draftscopingplan.htm 
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Senate Bill 1368 

Senate Bill (SB) 1368 is the companion bill of AB 32, also signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in September 
2006. SB 1368 requires the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to establish a GHG emission 
performance standard for baseload generation from investor-owned utilities by February 1, 2007. The 
California Energy Commission (CEC) must establish a similar standard for local publicly owned utilities by 
June 30, 2007, which it has done.  These standards cannot exceed the GHG emission rate from a baseload 
combined-cycle natural gas-fired plant. The legislation further requires that all electricity provided to 
California, including imported electricity, must be generated from plants that meet the standards set by the 
CPUC and CEC.  
 

Executive Order S-01-07 
 
Executive Order S-1-07, the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) (issued on January 18, 2007), calls for a 
reduction of at least 10 percent in the carbon intensity of California's transportation fuels by 2020. It instructed 
the California Environmental Protection Agency to coordinate activities between the University of California, 
the California Energy Commission and other state agencies to develop and propose a draft compliance 
schedule to meet the 2020 target. Furthermore, it directed CARB to consider initiating regulatory proceedings 
to establish and implement the LCFS. In response, as discussed above, CARB identified the LCFS as an 
early action item with a regulation to be adopted and implemented by 2010. 
 

Senate Bill 97 
 
Governor Schwarzenegger signed Senate Bill (SB) 97 (Sutton), a CEQA and greenhouse gas emission bill, 
into law on August 24, 2007.  SB 97 requires the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (“OPR”) to 
prepare CEQA Guidelines to provide regulatory guidance on the analysis and mitigation of GHG emissions in 
CEQA documents, including, but not limited to, effects associated with transportation or energy consumption. 
OPR must prepare the new CEQA Guidelines and transmit them to the Resources Agency by July 1, 2009. 
The Resources Agency must then certify and adopt the guidelines by January 1, 2010. OPR and the 
Resources Agency are required to periodically review the guidelines to incorporate new information or criteria 
adopted by CARB pursuant to the Global Warming Solutions Act, scheduled for 2012. 
 
In the interim, OPR recently offered informal guidance, in the form of a Technical Advisory entitled “CEQA 
and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change Through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Review” (June 19, 2008). (www.opr.ca.gov.)  The Technical Advisory includes recommendations on the steps 
lead agencies should take to address climate change in their CEQA documents. OPR recommends that each 
public agency develop its own approach to performing climate change analysis for project that generates 
GHG emissions, applying the best available information at the time. Specifically, OPR recommends that lead 
agencies: (1) identify and quantify the GHG emissions; (2) assess the significance of the impact on climate 
change; and (3) if the impact is found to be significant, identify alternatives and/or mitigation measures that 
will reduce the impact below significance.   
 
As part of this process, OPR has asked the California Air Resources Board technical staff to recommend a 
method for setting thresholds of significance for GHG emissions.  To this end, the CARB held a preliminary 
workshop to discuss possible approaches to establishing such thresholds on October 27, 2008.  The 
Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal (October 24, 2008) prepared by CARB, suggests that different GHG 
thresholds of significance may apply to projects in different sectors because:  (1) some sectors contribute 
more substantially to the problem (e.g., industrial versus residential and/or commercial), and therefore, should 
have a greater obligation for emissions reductions, and (2) looking forward, there are differing levels of 
emissions reductions expected from different sectors in order to meet California’s climate objectives.  CARB 
also indicated that different types of thresholds, (e.g., quantitative, qualitative, and performance-based) can 
apply to different sectors under the premise that the sectors can and must be treated separately given the 
state of the science and data (CARB, October 24, 2008).   
 
For industrial projects, the goal is to provide for the mitigation of GHG emissions on a state-wide level.  It is 
unclear, at this time, whether waste management projects will be considered part of the industrial project 
category, or whether distinct thresholds will be recommended for such projects. At this time, CARB staff is 
proposing that CARB consider recommending the use of a quantitative significance threshold as part of the 
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thresholds of significance considered by lead agencies until OPR issues recommended thresholds of 
significance or until performance standards (such as AB 32 regulatory requirements) are adopted.   For 
residential and commercial projects, CARB’s objective is to develop recommended thresholds, which reflect 
consideration of a proposed project’s effects, including:  energy use, transportation, water use, waste, and 
construction.  CARB has requested public comments on the draft recommended approaches that it has 
identified and intends to make its final recommendations on thresholds in early 2009, in order to meet OPR’s 
timeline for issuing draft CEQA guidelines (i.e., June 1, 2009) addressing GHG emissions and to provide the 
guidance needed by lead agencies. 
 
In the absence of regulatory standards for GHG emissions or other scientific data to clearly define what 
constitutes a “significant impact,” OPR recommends that individual lead agencies undertake a project-by-
project analysis consistent with available guidance and current CEQA practice.  OPR also notes that although 
climate change is ultimately a cumulative impact, not every individual project that emits GHGs must 
necessarily be found to contribute to a significant cumulative impact on the environment. (Technical Advisory, 
p. 6.)   
 
This new Draft Supplemental EIR section therefore contains GHG calculations of the proposed project and an 
analysis of the potentially significant adverse environmental effects of the Project to climate change on both a 
project specific and cumulative basis.   Specific aspects of the project are addressed below. 
 

Landfill Gas 
 
As organic material decomposes in a landfill, it is initially digested by aerobic bacteria, which live in the 
presence of oxygen.  Aerobic bacteria consume oxygen and produce carbon dioxide (CO2), a greenhouse 
gas.  Inventories of GHG emissions consider CO2 from decomposition of organic material to be “biogenic” – a 
component of the natural cycling of carbon in the biosphere and the atmosphere – and therefore these 
emissions are not “counted.” As oxygen in a landfill is depleted, however, anaerobic bacteria take over the 
task of decomposing the waste. Through a series of biochemical processes, anaerobic decomposition results 
in the production of methane gas (CH4), which, according to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change’s (IPCC) Fourth Assessment Report, has a global warming potential 21 times that of CO2 (Forster et 
al, 2007).  While anaerobic decomposition is a natural process, such emissions are included in local, state, 
national, and global GHG inventories.  
 
Landfill gas emissions are roughly half methane and half CO2, with a small fraction consisting of so-called 
“non-methane organic compounds” or NMOCs.  Of greater concern than the overall rate of methane 
generation from landfilled waste is the amount of methane that escapes to the atmosphere as so-called 
“fugitive” emissions. At Lancaster, which has a landfill gas collection system, fugitive methane emissions 
come from two sources: gases that are not captured by the collection system, and gases that are captured 
but that are not destroyed by the landfill’s flare system. 2006 was determined to be the appropriate baseline 
year, in part, because the Draft SEIR was released in 2006 for the proposed project. A summary of the 
estimated 2006 baseline, as voluntarily reported to the California Climate Action Registry by WMI for 
Lancaster using the SWICS protocol, is shown in Appendix F to this section. As shown, it was estimated that 
in 2006 Lancaster Landfill had an overall fugitive methane collection/destruction efficiency of 95.15% (i.e. a 
collection efficiency of 92.8% with a 32.03% oxidation in cover and cap materials, which are composed of soil 
with a geosynthetic component. In the future, it is anticipated that an evapotranspiration (ET) cover, 
composed of four feet of soil overlying one foot of intermediate cover, would be implemented at the LLRC.  
The overall fugitive methane collection/destruction efficiency at LLRC in 2007 was estimated to be 
approximately 87 percent with a 34.6 percent oxidation in the cover and cap.  Although it would appear that 
the collection/destruction efficiency decreased in 2007 when compared to 2006, the decrease is attributed to 
changes and refinements in the calculation procedure for estimating these efficiencies, resulting in lower 
percentages; however, it is anticipated that the efficiencies are similar to 2006 as a result of the same 
operational procedures that are implemented at LLRC.  Figures are not available for 2008.  In 2006, total 
methane emissions were estimated to be 854 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2E) including 
fugitive and flare emissions (California Climate Action Registry).   
 
The anticipated levels of emissions of greenhouse gases resulting from the increased refuse activities at the 
Lancaster Landfill are shown in Table 4.5-2 below.  
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The complete table (showing calculations for each source of the landfill’s emissions) is included as Appendix 
G. CARB recently updated the statewide GHG inventory, including the 1990 baseline and current years.  
Based on CARB’s 2007 inventory, California landfills were estimated to emit 5.62 million metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalent (MMCO2E) emissions in 2004, the last year of the inventory, which comprises 
approximately 1.2 percent of the statewide inventory.  For the baseline year of 1990 under AB32, landfills 
were estimated to emit 6.26 MMCO2E. Thus, landfills are one of the only source categories of GHG 
emissions that are already below their 1990 baseline. (SCS 2008.)  The Draft California Greenhouse Gas 
Inventory prepared by CARB in November 2007 indicated that landfill emissions decreased by approximately 
10 to 20 percent. 
 
Actual emission reductions from landfills, however, may be greater than indicated by the CARB Inventory. In 
determining emissions from landfills, CARB assumed only 75 percent of methane generated by landfills with 
gas collection systems was captured and destroyed.  This is based on data that is over 15 years old that was 
collected by the US EPA and used by that agency as a nationwide default assumption for landfill emissions. 
While this may be true for the early 1990’s, there is evidence that landfill gas collection rates have increased 
due to federal New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) and increased California landfill gas control 
regulations that are among the most stringent in the United States.  California’s drier than average climate 
results in lower landfill methane generation rates than other areas of the country, moreover.  Some California 
landfill operators report 95 percent or higher landfill methane collection and destruction efficiencies. (See 
SWICS 2008.)  If these higher collection rates were used by CARB in their inventory, the landfill methane 
emissions would be lower than currently reported in the inventory. 
 

4.5.2 Significance Criteria 
 
Currently, there are no formally adopted CEQA criteria for determining the significance of impacts resulting 
from GHG emissions. To remedy this absence, the Legislature has directed the OPR to develop CEQA 
Guidelines pertaining to GHG emissions by July 1, 2009 and to adopt the guidelines by January 1, 2010, as 
discussed above. Furthermore, for a project’s potential contribution to global climate change to be analyzed, 
meaningful thresholds of significance can only be developed once CARB adopts source-specific GHGs 
emission limits and reduction requirements.  
 
Although the state has identified achieving 1990 emission levels as a goal through the adoption of AB 32, no 
standards have been adopted quantifying 1990 emissions targets and how they can be achieved.  It is 
recognized that for most projects, there is currently no simple metric available to determine if a single project 
would help or hinder meeting the AB 32 emission goals.  
 
Emitting CO2 into the atmosphere is not itself an adverse environmental effect. It is the increased 
concentration of CO2 in the atmosphere that results in global climate change, and it is the associated 
consequences of climate change that result in adverse environmental effects (e.g., sea level rise, loss of 
snowpack, severe weather events). Although it is possible to generally estimate a project’s incremental 
contribution of CO2 into the atmosphere, it is not possible to determine whether or how a specific project’s 
relatively small incremental contribution might translate into physical effects on the environment. Given the 
complex interactions between various global and regional physical, chemical, atmospheric, terrestrial, and 
aquatic systems that result in the physical expressions of global climate change, it is difficult to quantify the 
contribution of this project or any single project on a worldwide scale in a meaningful way or to discern 
whether the presence or absence of CO2 emitted by a specific project would result in any altered conditions.   
 
Given the challenges associated with determining a project-specific significance criterion for GHG emissions 
when the issue must be viewed on a global scale, quantitative significance criteria are not proposed for the 
proposed Project. Accordingly, the following is a qualitative analysis of GHG emissions associated with the 
proposed Project. 
 
For purposes of this analysis, the incremental contribution of the proposed Project to global climate change 
would be considered significant if it would:  
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▪ Result in a substantial Project-specific increase in GHG emissions relative to existing 
conditions; 

▪ Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the goals or strategies of Executive Order S-3-05 
or the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006; 

▪ Result in increased exposure to one or more of the potential adverse effects of global 
warming identified in the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Health & Safety 
Code, § 38501, subd. (a).); or 

▪ Trigger CARB’s proposed mandatory reporting threshold of 25,000 metric tons of CO2E per 
year or the Market Advisory Committee reporting threshold of 10,000 metric tons of CO2E per 
year.  

 
4.5.3 Potential Impacts 

 
As discussed above, the primary environmental impact of the emissions of GHGs is not local, but global in 
nature. Although no specific language in AB 32 refers to CEQA compliance, it is understood that legislating a 
new environmental issue (i.e., GHG/global warming) into the California Health & Safety Code will result in the 
addition of that issue to the other environmental issues discussed in CEQA documents. (See also, Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21097 (exempting transportation and flood control projects from having to adequately 
consider the effects of greenhouse gas emissions). 
 
In addition, in comment letters provided by the California Attorney General’s Office on other EIRs, the 
Attorney General and the Attorney General’s Office are urging CEQA lead agencies and other agencies to 
consider global warming impacts as cumulative and potentially significant under CEQA, and, accordingly, to 
include an assessment of GHG emissions as a part of the environmental review process. 
  

Basis of Analysis 
 
Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions  
 
This project will produce carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide, which are classified as GHGs.  GHG 
emissions associated with the proposed Project were estimated using CO2 emissions as a proxy for all GHG 
emissions, known as carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2E). This is consistent with the current reporting protocol 
of the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR). Calculations of GHG emissions typically focus on CO2 
because it is the most commonly produced GHG in terms of both volume and number of sources, and 
because it is among the easiest GHG to measure. However, it is noted that other GHGs have a higher global 
warming potential than CO2. For example, 1 pound of methane has the same global warming potential as 21 
pounds of CO2 and approximately 320 pounds of N2O.  (California Climate Action Registry 2008). GHG 
emissions from landfills in general, and specifically from the proposed Project, consist of GHGs from the 
combustion of diesel fuel in onsite landfill equipment and in trucks transporting municipal solid waste to the 
landfill. In addition, at municipal solid waste landfills GHGs result from the generation of landfill gas (which is 
comprised of approximately 50 percent methane and 50 percent CO2), which is a by-product of the 
decomposition of organic wastes (e.g., food waste, green waste, paper and cardboard).  
 
The CCAR methodology for calculating GHG emissions is designed to be applied to a single or limited 
number of entities or operations where detailed information on emissions sources is available (e.g., usage of 
electricity and natural gas, numbers and types of vehicles and equipment in a fleet, type and usage of heating 
and cooling systems, emissions from manufacturing processes).  
 
For the proposed Project, the number of truck round-trips to transport waste to LLRC, and the number and 
types of equipment associated with landfill operations at the LLRC are known (see Section 4.1 -Traffic and 
Section 4.2 - Air Quality). Table 4.5-1 summarizes new equipment and personnel required for this Project.    
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Table 4.5-1 
 

Existing and Future Equipment and Personnel 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 

Equipment 
 

Personnel 
Existing 

(1,700 tons/day) 
Future 

(3,000 tons/day) 
Existing 

(1,700 tons/day) 
Future 

(3,000 tons/day) 
2 Dozers + Spare 2 Dozers + Spare 3 Operators 5 Operators 

1 Compactor + Spare 2 Compactors + Spare 1 Mechanic 1 Mechanic 
2 Scrapers 2 Scrapers 4 Laborers 5 Laborers 
2 Loaders 2 Loaders 2 Scale House 2 Scale House 
1 Grader 1 Grader 1 Site Manager 1 Site Manager 

2 Water Trucks 2 Water Trucks  1 Mechanic/Fueler 
1 Grinder 1 Grinder (extra usage) N/A N/A 

Existing Daily Truck Haul Trips 
(1,700 tons/day) 

Future Daily Truck Haul Trips 
(3,000 tons/day) 

322 419 (+97) 
 
The CCAR methodology for calculating GHG emissions was used for purposes of this analysis and is 
appropriate for the proposed Project.  Based on that methodology, the proposed project would result in a total 
of 15.13 metric tons/day of CO2E as indicated in Table 4.5-2. 
 

Table 4.5-2 
 

Potential Greenhouse Gas Emissions Associated with the Project (Metric Tons/Day)1 

Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 
 

 
Proposed Project Scenario 

CO2E 
Metric Tons/Day (MT/Day) 12 

1 new Compactor 1.05 
Additional Grinder Usage 0.49 

4 New Employees x 50 miles/day 0.09 
972 Haul Trucks x 148.580 miles/day 18.13.2 

Flare Emissions 0.3 
Office Utilities (Not Needed) 0.0 

Fugitive Landfill Losses 2.34818.5 
Landfill Carbon Sequestration (Not emitted) (219,000) 

Daily Total 22.515.13 MT/day 
 
NOTE:  This table summarizes increases in GHG emissions from the project (i.e., the 

increased receipt of refuse).  Carbon sequestration occurs from the previous 
amount of refuse deposited in the past.  Carbon sequestration (emissions 
savings) offsets the new, incremental emission increases from this project. 

 
1 Assumes fugitives to be offset by landfill carbon sequestration savings. Figures 
include methane emissions from decomposition of the increased MSW.   
2 Figures include methane emissions from decomposition of the increased 
MSW.Landfill carbon sequestration (carbon not emitted) = 600 MT/day. This far 
exceeds the total daily potential emissions of 22.5 MT/day for the entire project. 
 
SOURCE:  Environmental Compliance Solutions, Inc., April 2009June 2008 
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Increased Truck Trips 
 
The traffic analysis provides data that can be used to estimate CO2 emissions from Project-related vehicle 
trips. The proposed Project will result in an increase of up to a maximum average of 97 truck round-trips per 
day with an average roundtrip distance of 80 miles to transport municipal solid waste for disposal. Therefore, 
the proposed increased transportation of municipal solid waste as part of the proposed Project would 
generate an average of 7,760 vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per day, or approximately 2,421,120 VMT 
annually.  
 
Assuming an emissions factor for CO2 from vehicles of approximately 22.33 pounds of CO2 per gallon of 
diesel combustion (California Climate Action Registry Guidelines 2008, Table C.4, page 94.), approximately 
4,530 tons of CO2 per year, or 13.29 metric tons of CO2E per day, would be generated by Project-generated 
transport and personnel vehicle trips.  This is a future CO2 emissions factor as defined by CARB (California 
Air Resources 2002) that assumes certain reductions in vehicle emissions due to future vehicle models 
operating more efficiently. However, it does not take into account additional vehicle emission reductions that 
might take place in response to AB 1493. 

 
Additional Employees 

 
In addition, the Project would include four additional employees.   It is assumed that the employee travels an 
average roundtrip distance of 50 miles generating an average 200 VMT per day. Emissions from these four 
new employees are included in Table 4.5-2.   
 

Additional Off-Road Equipment 
 
In addition, project operations will result in GHG emissions from heavy-duty off-road diesel equipment.   The 
Project will require one additional compactor and additional usage of the currently permitted greenwaste 
grinder that would emit approximately 1.54 metric tons of CO2E per day or 533 tons per year of CO2E.  
 

Landfill Flare 
 
LLRC controls methane (CH4) and carbon dioxide (CO2), the GHGs produced by the decomposition of land 
filled refuse, through the existing landfill gas (LFG) collection system, as required by federal and state 
regulations, which collects and incinerates methane gas. The gas recovery system is designed to provide 
continuous removal of landfill gas in active areas of the landfill and consists of gas extraction wells, gas 
collection piping, vacuum collection skid, and enclosed flare. Gas wells are installed at appropriate spacing to 
efficiently collect gas generated by the waste. The wells are connected to a pipe network that transmits gas to 
a high efficiency flare for destruction. A vacuum is applied to the gas well field by a blower system that is 
located adjacent to the flare. 
 
LLRC’s LFG system is consistent with State and AVAQMD requirements for the capture, destruction, and 
reuse of methane gas from landfills.  LLRC’s existing practice is also largely consistent with CARB’s early 
action measures to reduce GHG emissions, as referenced above, including the directive for improved landfill 
methane capture. For landfills such as LLRC that already operate methane capture systems, additional 
actions may nevertheless be required to comply with CARB’s early action measures. One such action, the 
CARB directive to install more landfill gas to energy systems at landfills, would not be feasible at LLRC, in 
part, because an insufficient amount of infrastructure and LFG exists at the site to render a landfill gas-to-
energy (LFGTE) project feasible. 
 
The Draft Scoping Plan identifies several measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, including waste 
diversion, which is identified in MM 4.5-1b.  Another measure identified in the Draft Scoping Plan includes 
vehicle efficiency measures, such as checking tire pressure, tire tread, and using low friction engine oil in the 
landfill vehicles.  WMI currently implements a monitoring program to ensure that vehicles are operating 
efficiently and would continue to be implemented with the proposed project.  Finally, as previously indicated, 
WMI currently has hired a gas operations manager who has the responsibility of ensuring that the gas 
collection system and well heads at the LLRC are operating efficiently in order to minimize landfill gas 
emissions.  
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In LFG to energy systems, captured methane is piped to gas-to-energy plants to fuel engine or turbine driven 
generators of electricity. LFG to energy systems, however, require such facilities to be proximal to the landfill, 
and there are currently none near LLRC.  Furthermore, the limited amount of LFG generated at LLRC would 
not produce sufficient energy to make implementation of a LFG to energy system economically or technically 
feasible.  The April 2008 operating report for the Lancaster Landfill revealed that the gas flow at the flare was 
approximately 430 scfm.  In order for Waste Management Renewable Energy (WMRE) to be feasible, a 
minimum gas flow capable of sustaining of four (4) Caterpillar ICE engines, which translates to a gas flow of 
approximately 1200 scfm would be required. 
 
While the flaring process is over 99.8 percent efficient, some residual methane is emitted after flaring. 
Residual methane emissions from the Lancaster flare are approximately 0.69 pounds per day, the equivalent 
of .3 tons per day. (See “Annual Emission Compliance Test on a Landfill Gas Flare located at Lancaster 
Landfill and Recycling Center” submitted to AVAQMD.  That document, dated March 25, 2008, is available for 
review at the Los Angeles County Planning Department, Impact Analysis Section. 
 

Fugitive Landfill Emissions 
 
There is potential for fugitive methane emissions to escape from the surface of the landfill since not all gas is 
recovered by the LFG collection system. Total CH4 emissions were estimated in 2006 to be 854 MTCO2E 
including fugitive and flares. These calculations are explained in Appendix H.  Recovery of 100 percent of the 
gas generated is generally considered infeasible due to the permeability of the waste and the inefficiencies of 
installation of the recovery system.   Detailed engineering calculations recently completed for the Lancaster 
landfill and used, in part, as the basis of the California Climate Action Registry reported emissions, shows 
total capture of approximately 95.15 percent of fugitive landfill emissions (e.g., methane collection/destruction 
efficiency). 
 
Using 2006 (i.e., baseline) as an example, the remaining approximately 4.8 percent of LFG not recovered by 
the flare(s) would pass through the landfill cover, intermediate cover soils or alternative cover materials 
before being released to the environment. This presents a potential that microbes in the soil or cover material 
(methanothrophs) may oxidize some of the methane gas that reduces the amount of methane released to the 
environment. The USEPA recommends a “conservative approach,” default factor of 10 percent by volume in 
determining methane oxidation for landfills. Based on recent literature, however, the industry position is that 
methane oxidation value in cover soils is much greater - 22.70 percent for daily cover, 32.08 percent for 
intermediate cover, 35.63 percent for final cover, and 55.33 percent for biocover. (SCS 2007a; see also 
SWICS 2008.)  After carbon sequestration, estimated to be 219,000 MTCO2E in 2006, no additional fugitive 
greenhouse gas emissions are expected to occur at Lancaster due to this proposed Project.  Carbon 
sequestration should continue to offset future increases in disposal rates. 
 
In total, the proposed Project will produce approximately 15 metric tonnes of CO2 equivalent per day, or 
approximately 5,061.45 tons of CO2E per year. This is an approximately 23 percent increase in CO2E over 
the 2006 baseline conditions as estimated by SCS Engineers for Lancaster Landfill using the SWICS 
protocol. This is considered a significant impact prior to mitigation. This estimate is a general estimate that 
provides an indication of the order of magnitude of CO2 emissions. The emissions calculations described 
above also do not take into account reductions in GHG emissions resulting from implementation of AB 32. 
The extent of these reductions has not yet been quantified by CARB. In future years, overall CO2 emissions 
attributable to the proposed Project could be less than current emissions assumptions might indicate.  
Similarly, if GHG emissions reductions for vehicles were enacted, through the requirements of either AB 
1493, AB 32, or a federal regulation, CO2 emissions from the proposed Project would be reduced. If 
regulations proposed to comply with AB 1493 survive current legal challenges, future CO2 emissions from 
some vehicles associated with the Project could be 20 percent to 30 percent less than under current 
conditions. If AB 1493 is repealed, it is unclear what vehicle emissions limits might be adopted as part of AB 
32.  
 
Emissions reduction requirements associated with AB 1493, AB 32, SB 1368, and EO S-3-5 would apply 
throughout California. Therefore, beyond the fact that their effect on the proposed Project is unclear, their 
effect on the overall cumulative context relative to other GHG emissions in California also is unknown. 
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Impact Analysis 
 
The proposed project is not considered to have an individually significant impact on global climate change 
after the implementation of mitigation measures prescribed in Section 4.5.4. Such a conclusion is supported 
by a finding that none of the thresholds described above will be triggered. The project will not: 
 

▪ Result in a substantial Project-specific increase in GHG emissions relative to existing 
conditions; 

 
▪ Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the goals or strategies of Executive Order S-3-05 

or the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006; 
 
▪ Result in increased exposure to one or more of the potential adverse effects of global 

warming identified in the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, Health & Safety 
Code, section 38501, subdivision (a); or 

 
▪ Trigger CARB’s proposed mandatory reporting threshold of 25,000 metric tons of CO2E per 

year or the Market Advisory Committee reporting threshold of 10,000 metric tons of CO2E per 
year.  

 
The estimated per day of CO2E to be emitted from the project is not considered to be a significant net 
increase in GHG emissions with mitigation.  Because MSW will continue to be generated within the County of 
Los Angeles, net regional air emissions, including GHGs, would continue to be generated within the air basin 
with or without the Project.  The LLRC currently permitted level of daily acceptance, 1,700 tons of waste a 
day, is less than adequate to meet the growing daily needs of the communities served by the facility. On 
occasion, trucks are turned away because the permitted daily limit has been reached and the waste must be 
diverted to landfills in other counties such as Orange and Riverside. By increasing disposal capacity at LLRC, 
the Project will provide for additional waste disposal at the local level.  As a result, the number of regional 
vehicle miles traveled to dispose of waste from the County of Los Angeles waste stream will be reduced 
compared to what would otherwise continue to occur without the Project. Thus, the Project has the potential 
to decrease GHG emissions that would occur without the Project and, at worst, the Project would merely shift 
GHG emissions from one area of the air basin to another. 
 
Furthermore, the continued implementation of WMI’s programs to convert its fleet to alternative fuels (e.g., 
liquefied natural gas), and use of state-mandated ultra low sulfur diesel, combined with PM filter traps, will 
further reduce emissions from refuse and transfer trucks.3   Lancaster Hauling’s trucks comply with CARB’s 
Refuse Truck Regulation.   Requirements of CARB’s Proposed Regulation to Reduce Emissions of Diesel 
Particulate Matter and Other Pollutants from In-Use Heavy-Duty Diesel-Fueled Vehicles are currently being 
reviewed.  This rule is currently scheduled for adoption by CARB in December 2008. 
    
CARB also mandated the use of ultra-low sulfur diesel (“ULSD or S15”) fuel in on-road and off-road vehicles 
by September 2006. (CDFA.) ULSD is defined by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) as U.S. 
diesel fuel with a sulfur content not to exceed 15 ppm (parts per million).  The use of diesel engines generally 
reduces GHG emissions such as CO2 and methane because of their higher fuel efficiency ratio that results in 
lowering the CO2 emissions that contribute to the greenhouse effect. (Chandler 2003.)  In 2001, King County 
Metro Transit in Washington began testing ULSD and particulate filters in buses and began regular use in 
2002. The tests showed that the combination of ULSD and particulate filters could provide up to a 90 percent 
reduction in emissions, including GHG carbon dioxide. (KCEPP 2002.)  Similar reductions would be achieved 
under the Project through use of ULSD and PM filter traps in the collection and transfer trucks. 
 

                                                           
 
3 The CARB refuse truck law also requires that all solid waste collection vehicles manufactured from 1988-2002 be retrofitted with Best 
Available Control Technology (“BACT”) by the end of 2007 (or 2009 for “early implementation” fleets) and trucks manufactured from 1960-
1987 must be retrofitted by the end of 2009 (or 2010 for “early implementation” fleets).  BACT is defined as diesel engines with PM10 
emissions of less than 0.01 g/bhp-hour or an emission reduction of at least 85 percent.  Pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 
13, Section 2700, et seq., trucks must also utilize CARB Level 3 verified diesel retrofits. (CARB 2006.)  
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Currently, approximately 16 percent of the trucks at Lancaster are fueled by LNG.  The rest are powered by 
ultra low sulfur diesel fuel.  Approximately six trucks are equipped with diesel oxidation catalysts and 10 more 
have PM filter traps.  Many of the older trucks have also been retired and replaced with newer trucks in 
accordance with CARB requirements to meet Best Available Control Technology (BACT) emission rates. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.5-1a thru 4.5-1c, as set forth below, will reduce the adverse direct 
effects of the proposed project to a less than significant level by, for example, requiring a 10 percent 
reduction in 2006 GHG emissions by 2020 consistent with the preliminary recommendations contained within 
CARB’s Draft Scoping Plan and OPR’s Technical Advisory. 
 

4.5.4 Mitigation Measures 
 
The following mitigation measures will be implemented to address the direct and cumulative air quality 
impacts of the Project. These mitigation measures will also reduce the proposed Project’s GHG emissions to 
the degree feasible:  
 
Impact 4.5-1 Project implementation would result in potentially significant project-related and 

cumulative greenhouse gas emissions that could adversely affect global warming if 
not reduced through the incorporation of mitigation measures. 

 
MM 4.5-1a The Project shall include the following set of measures that, working together, will reduce 

operational greenhouse gas emissions of the Project and the effects of global warming:  
 

▪ Hauling trucks shall be powered by liquefied natural gas (LNG) or ultra-low sulfur 
diesel fuel. 

 
▪ Idling of heavy-duty hauling trucks in excess of five minutes, and idling of off-road 

mobile sources of any type in excess of ten minutes, shall be prohibited. 
 
▪ When new landfill equipment is purchased by LLRC, new commercially available 

equipment shall be purchased that meets or exceeds California’s emission standards 
in effect at the time of purchase.  

 
▪ Onsite vehicles and equipment shall be properly maintained by being serviced at 

least every 90 days and once annually in compliance with Department of 
Transportation (DOT) requirements. 

 
▪ Operation equipment used for the proposed Project shall use clean alternative (i.e., 

non-diesel/biodiesel) fuels, or use equipment that has been retro-fitted with diesel 
particulate reduction traps or equivalent control technology, using equipment certified 
by CARB.  Such equipment is now subject to CARB’s new regulation to control PM 
emissions from off-road diesel engines.  The rule requires the first emission 
reductions from such equipment to occur by March 2010.  

 
▪ For the purchase of primary heavy duty, diesel powered landfill equipment at LLRC 

(dozers and compactors), if equipment meeting California’s 2014 emission standards 
for off-highway, heavy duty diesel equipment is commercially available before 2014, 
WMI shall purchase such equipment at the LLRC as older equipment is replaced. 
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MM 4.5-21b Within three years of project approval, the applicant shall developsubmit a Greenhouse Gas 
(GHG) Reduction pPlan that demonstrates how the LLRC will achieve by 2020 a reduction in 
annual GHG emissions such that emissions are no greater than 10 percent below 2006 
levels and will meet or exceed all regulatory requirements related to GHG control.  The GHG 
Reduction Plan shall include one or more of the following measures, or combination thereof:  
 
▪ Use of B-5 or B-20 Biodiesel in on-site equipment and in heavy duty truck fleets (and 

as a condition of future contract approvals if third-party haulers are used); 
 
▪ Use of hybrid hauling trucks; 
 
▪ Use Best Available Control Technology and BMPs when designing new waste 

disposal cells (e.g., by designing any additional gas collectors in bottom liner 
systems) and to increase gas combustion capacity/improve flare destruction 
efficiency; 

 
▪ Reconsider the feasibility of gas-to-energy production capacity in the future for use in 

fueling vehicles, operating equipment or energy conversion; 
 
▪ Increased diversion of organic material from landfill disposal and use as landfill cover 

material; 
 
▪ Increased recycling and carbon offsets.  

 
▪ The plan shall include cost estimates for GHG reduction measures and identify 

funding sources, including but not limited to tip fee increases. The plan shall include 
an implementation schedule that demonstrates substantial GHG emission reductions 
prior to the 2020 deadline, including implementation of “early action” measures that 
may be implemented within three years of plan approval. The plan shall include an 
updated inventory of projected GHG emissions and an updated estimate of GHG 
emissions in 1990. The plan shall be subject to review and approval by AVAQMD. 

 
▪ Increase waste diversion of recyclable materials. 

 
MM 4.5-31c  Following closure of the landfill, the applicant shall continue to operate, maintain, and monitor 

the landfill gas collection and treatment system as long as the landfill continues to produce 
landfill gas, or until it is determined by the AVAQMD that emissions no longer constitute a 
considerable contribution to greenhouse gas emissions, whichever comes first.  

 
4.5.5 Significance After Mitigation 

 
For purposes of this Draft SEIR and considering the nature of the project being one of MSW disposal which 
must be disposed of somewhere by law, the proposed Project is considered to result in less than significant 
Project-specific GHG emissions after the implementation of the above mitigation measures.  
 The challenge in assessing the significance of an individual project’s contribution to global GHG emissions 
and associated global climate change is to determine whether a project’s GHG emissions, which are arguably 
at a micro scale relative to global emissions, result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to 
a significant macro-scale impact.  Attempting to quantify the cumulative contribution of a proposed project to 
global GHG emissions is therefore largely speculative.  (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15145; Laurel Heights 
Improvement Assoc. v. Regents of the University of California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112.)   
 
As described above, the ongoing increase in GHG concentrations in the atmosphere has resulted in and will 
continue to result in increases in average global temperature and associated shifts in climatic and 
environmental conditions. In 2003, global emissions of carbon (i.e., only the carbon atoms within CO2 
molecules) solely from fossil fuel burning totaled an estimated 7,303 million metric tons (Marlands et al. 
2006). This translates to approximately 29,400 million tons of CO2. This is only a portion of global CO2 
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emissions because it addresses only fossil fuel burning and does not address other CO2 sources such as 
burning of vegetation.  
  
The Project, as mitigated above through implementation of MM 4.5-1a through MM 4.5-1c, would reduce total 
estimated 2006 CO2E emission levels by a minimum 10 percent by 2020.  A 10 percent reduction from 2006 
emissions levels is consistent with the recommendations included in the Draft Scoping Plan.  Using 2006 
emission levels, rather than 1990, is also more stringent of a requirement because of the improvements in 
landfill gas collection and control systems and vehicle fuel efficiency and emission standards.  
 
With the adoption of the above mitigation measures (MM 4.5-1a through 4.5-1c), the proposed Project is 
anticipated to result in little additional GHG emissions.  Where a proposed project would add no, or very little, 
incremental contribution whatever to a significant cumulative impact, the increment cannot be cumulatively 
considerable. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15130, subd.(a)(1).)  The cumulative contribution of the proposed 
Project to global climate change is therefore considered less than cumulatively considerable and therefore 
less than cumulatively significant.  
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CHAPTER 5.0 
IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

 
 
The environmental process requires the Lead Agency for a proposed project, in this case the County of Los 
Angeles, to prepare an initial study (IS) checklist, which defines areas of environmental concern.  The IS 
discussed what topics were going to be analyzed further in the EIR.  The results of the IS for the proposed 
Lancaster Landfill Revised Conditional Use Permit project focused the topics that were going to be studied in the 
EIR down to only four topical areas:  traffic and circulation, air quality, noise, and hydrology and water quality.  A 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared describing the proposed project and summarizes the potential 
environmental impacts that could result from the implementation of a proposed project.  Therefore, an 
Environmental Impact Report supplementing the previously certified EIR (i.e., EIR SCH No. 1993101036) has 
been prepared to assess certain potential impacts associated with this project.  The IS, which was circulated with 
the Notice of Preparation (NOP), and the supporting documentation for the proposed Lancaster Landfill Revised 
Conditional Use Permit project are provided in Appendix A of this EIR. (See Volume 3.) 
 
This section summarizes those potential impacts of the proposed Lancaster Landfill Revised Conditional Use 
Permit that were previously discussed in the certified EIR and were determined in the IS to be below a level of 
significance or which could be mitigated to below a level of significance based on mitigation measures 
incorporated in the IS as well as mitigation measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036, which has been 
incorporated as Appendix E. 
 
5.1 Geotechnical 
 
The project site is located in the seismically active southern California region.  Primary ground rupture or fault 
rupture is defined as the surface displacement that occurs along the surface of a fault during an earthquake.  
There are no active faults or fault systems known to exist on or in the immediate vicinity of the project site.  In 
addition, the project site is not within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone as illustrated on the maps 
issued by the State Geologist for the area.  Project implementation will not result in any physical changes 
(e.g., modify footprint and/or height of the landfill deck, etc.) to the approved landfill plan.  Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project is not anticipated to expose people or structures to fault rupture 
during a seismic event.  No impacts will occur and no mitigation measures are required.  The following 
mitigation measures will continue to be implemented, as prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036. 
 
 • Prepare Earthquake Preparedness Plan as part of Emergency Response Plan. 
 
 • Design interim slopes not to exceed a gradient of 1.5:1. 
 
 • Develop landfill in phases to limit acreage disturbed during each phase. 
 

• Construct peripheral drainage channels around the refuse prism. 
 
 • Continue implementation of dust control program. 
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5.2 Flood Hazard 
 
Implementation of the proposed project (i.e., increase in daily capacity) will not affect or be affected by the existing 
or proposed hydrological conditions, which were evaluated in EIR SCH No. 1993101036.  Based on that analysis, 
adequate storm drainage collection and conveyance facilities and flood control facilities have been identified and 
will be implemented to ensure that no significant flooding impacts will occur as are result of the prior landfill 
expansion project. Mitigation measures that shall continue to be implemented pursuant to EIR SCH No. 
1993101036 are identified below. 
 

• In phases, construct diversion ditch around expansion area.  Construct temporary ditches around 
each phase.  Collect runoff in sedimentation ponds. 

 
• Periodic inspections of surface drainage facilities, vegetated soil cover areas, intermediate fill 

surfaces and on-site access roads.  Daily inspections during periods of high-intensity rainfall. 
 

• Seal cracks caused by settlement in intermediate and final cover resulting from heavy rainfall. 
 
 ▪ Design and construct earth-berms and channels to direct runoff away from site. 
 

• Implement phasing plan to promote sheet flow to sedimentation basin for percolation and 
dust control. 

 
• Implement Phase II drainage plan to promote sheet flow to the northwesterly detention basin.  

Implement Phase III drainage plan to direct flow to outer perimeter channel. 
 
• In EEA, implement grading plan to direct flow to adjacent excavated cell and southerly 

channel.  Pump water from excavated cells to designated sedimentation basins. 
 
• Dedicate a 100-foot wide drainage easement along the east side of future 5th Street East for 

construction of a flood channel proposed in the Antelope Valley Flood Control and Water 
Conservation Plan. 

 
5.3 Fire Hazard 
 
The LLRC will continue to accept and process combustible waste.  Potential impacts associated with fire and fire 
hazard at the LLRC were previously identified and required mitigation.  The following measures for fire hazard 
prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 shall continue to be implemented. 
 

▪ Implement measures described in Spill Countermeasure and Control Plan and Emergency 
Management Plan (required by State in CCR, Title 27) as listed on Pages 5.3-4 and 5.3-5 of 
Draft EIR. 

 
▪ Maintain 100-foot wide buffer zone at the perimeter of the expansion areas. 
 
▪ Implement procedures required by LA County Fire Department Prevention Regulation No. 10 to 

ensure adequate access and provision and maintenance of facilities. 
 
▪ Train operations personnel annually in fire prevention, fire extinguisher use and emergency 

response. 
 
▪ Remove debris and dust from undercarriages and engine compartments and check for oil and 

fuel leaks of landfill equipment and vehicles. 
 
▪ Provide fire extinguishers on all landfill equipment and in the entrance and maintenance facilities. 
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5.4 Biota 
 
As previously evaluated, the active landfill area is generally devoid of vegetation, although portions of the property 
support scrub vegetation and Joshua trees.  The 1997 EIR prepared for the expansion of the LLRC evaluated the 
expansion-related impacts to biological resources, including those to the Joshua Tree Woodland habitat, 
wetlands, and other plant and wildlife species, that would result from continued use of the site as a sanitary landfill.  
That analysis concluded that although the (expansion) project could result in the loss of specific habitats of one or 
more sensitive wildlife species (e.g., Desert Tortoise and Mojave Ground Squirrel), they were/are not resident on 
the site. Nonetheless, mitigation measures have been previously imposed on the landfill expansion approved by 
the County as part of the 1997 EIR.  Those measures address a range of biological resources that will not be 
affected by the proposed project.  Similar measures (e.g., pre-construction surveys) were required in order to 
ensure that sensitive wildlife species are not present.  No changes to the previously approved or existing landfill 
footprint are proposed.  Therefore, no new direct or indirect impacts would occur to biological resources as a 
result of project implementation.  Nonetheless, the mitigation measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 
shall continue to be implemented.  These measures include, but are not limited to, the following as summarized 
below. 
 

• Revegetate completed landfill cells. 
 
• Restrict size of working face of landfill to one acre or less to reduce attraction of unwanted 

species. 
 
• Conduct pre-construction surveys to ensure that no sensitive plant species are found within 

project boundaries. 
 
• Verify whether 0.4 acre desert meadow habitat in northern edge of EEA constitutes a 

jurisdictional wetland. 
 
• Prior to construction activities in the EEA, perform a botanical survey to establish existing 

vegetation densities in order to develop revegetation seed mixes. 
 
• Conduct timely surveys to determine the presence or absence of the desert tortoise.  If found, 

coordinate with the CDFG and USFWS in implementing relocation program. 
 
5.5 Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
 
The site was extensively altered when the existing LLRC and ancillary facilities were constructed.  A cultural 
resources reconnaissance was conducted on the subject property in 1994, which determined that no historic 
structures exist on the subject property and none exist within the vicinity of the site.  As a result, 
implementation of development proposed by the applicant will not affect any existing historical resource in the 
County of Los Angeles.  Further, no significant cultural or scientific resources are expected to be encountered 
on the subject site, which has undergone extensive alteration.  As a result, no significant impacts to historic 
resources are anticipated and no mitigation measures are required.  Nonetheless, the following mitigation 
measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 will continue to be implemented as applicable. 
 

• Cease operations if cultural resources are encountered during any phase of construction.  If 
Indian remains encountered, contact Native Indian Advisor of the local tribe as well as 
County Coroner. 

 
• Retain qualified paleontologist to perform periodic inspections and, if necessary, salvage 

exposed fossils.  The paleontologist shall be allowed to divert or direct grading in the area of 
an exposed fossil.  As necessary, samples shall be collected with fine mesh screens.  
Implement other measures listed on Page 5.8-10 of Draft EIR. 
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5.6 Mineral Resources 
 
The subject property is currently an operating Class III sanitary landfill.  No mineral resources are known to exist 
on the site.  Further, project implementation will not result in any physical changes to the site that have not 
previously been approved.  Therefore, the proposed increase in the daily volume of refuse accepted at the 
landfill will not result in the loss of any locally important mineral resource recovery site.  No significant impacts 
will occur as a result of project implementation. 
 
5.7 Agricultural Resources 
 
The site is not currently used for agricultural production and is not zoned or planned for such use.  Project 
implementation will not result in the conversion of any prime or otherwise significant farmland. No agricultural 
use of the property presently occurs.  Project implementation will not have any adverse effect on existing 
agricultural resources. 
 
5.8 Visual Qualities 
 
As previously indicated, with the exception of the increase in tonnage accepted each day at the LLRC, the landfill 
plan approved by the County and the Local Enforcement Agency will not change.  No visual impacts would be 
associated with project implementation because no physical change (e.g., no increase in elevation of the final 
grades proposed for the LLRC) will occur to the final closure plan.  The 1997 EIR thoroughly evaluates the 
potential visual impacts of the proposed LLRC Closure Plan and the proposed project is entirely consistent with 
that analysis.  Nonetheless, the following mitigation measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 will 
continue to be implemented as applicable. 
 

• Utilize berms, where practical, to screen views of working face of the landfill from nearby 
residential areas. 

 
• Vegetate berms with intermediate vegetative cover. 
 
• Coordinate with County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation and Antelope Valley 

Trails, Recreation and Environmental Council (AVTREC) to relocate rural trail currently proposed 
through the EEA. 

 
5.9 Education 
 
The proposed project does not include residential development or other development that would either directly or 
indirectly result in the generation of school-age children.  Therefore, no significant impacts are anticipated as a 
result of project implementation. 
 
5.10 Fire/Sheriff 
 
The proposed increase in daily capacity at the LLRC will not have any significant effect on the level of law 
enforcement or fire protection service currently provided to the site or that anticipated in the future based on the 
nature of the land use.  No mitigation measures are required for law enforcement.   
 
5.11 Utilities 
 
Implementation of the proposed project will not result in demands on utilities that are currently provided.  No 
change in land use is proposed that would necessitate any change in the level of utilities would occur are a result 
of the proposed increase in daily refuse tonnage accepted at the LLRC.  Therefore, no significant impacts are 
anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 
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5.12 Environmental Safety 
 
With the exception of household hazardous wastes, the LLRC does not accept hazardous waste.  A hazardous 
waste exclusion program has been established at the landfill, which includes visual load inspections, background 
radiation monitor, a detailed training program pertaining to hazardous wastes, and an emergency response 
training program.  The site is not listed on any of the hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5.  The subject property is not located within the limits of a commercial 
airport land use plan or other public airport.  Project implementation will not result in potential adverse 
impacts, including safety hazards, to people residing or working in the project area.  Therefore, 
implementation of the project will not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
potential release of hazardous materials as a result of an accident.  Nonetheless, the following mitigation 
measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 shall continue to be implemented. 

 
• Continue to implement provisions of Special Waste Identification Plan (SWIP) to identify potential 

sources of hazardous wastes.  Maintain signs that indicate that hazardous materials and liquid 
wastes are not accepted. 

 
• Continue to implement Hazardous Waste Exclusion Program (HWEP) to randomly check loads 

of incoming waste for hazardous materials. 
 
• Store materials in designated on-site storage area for less than 90 days.  Materials to be 

removed by licensed transporter. 
 
• Continue to utilize a radiation detector at the scale house to detect presence of radioactive 

materials and prevent their disposal at the site. 
 
5.13 Land Use 
 
The subject property is located in an area of the County of Los Angeles that is designated in the General Plan 
as Non-Urban, which can accommodate the existing landfill. No changes to that land use designation are 
proposed that would affect long-range plans and programs.  Further, the subject property is not included 
within an area that is located with either a habitat conservation or natural community conservation planning 
area.  Therefore, the project is consistent with all applicable plans.  
 
5.14 Population/Housing/Housing/Recreation 
 
The proposed development will not result in the elimination of any residential dwelling units or residents.  
Therefore, no existing housing or residents will be displaced if the project is approved and constructed and no 
significant impacts will occur.  Further, project implementation does not include the development of the site 
for residential or other land uses that would be considered directly growth-inducing.  The addition of three 
new employees will not adversely affect either the jobs/housing balance in the County of Los Angeles and, 
therefore, will be less than significant.  No significant additional growth would be anticipated to occur as a 
direct result of the proposed increase in daily refuse volume accepted at the LLRC.  Therefore, no significant 
growth-inducing impacts are anticipated as a result of project implementation.  
 
The subject property does not support recreational uses and would not result in the demand for any additional 
recreational uses.  Therefore, project implementation will not adversely affect existing recreational facilities in 
the County of Los Angeles. 
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CHAPTER 6.0 
UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

 
 
This Section summarizes the unavoidable adverse impacts associated with the proposed Conditional Use 
Permit and Solid Waste Facilities Permit for the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center.  Specifically, 
Section 15126(b) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires that an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR): 
 

"Describe any significant impacts, including those which can be mitigated, but not reduced to a level 
of insignificance.  Where there are impacts that cannot be alleviated without imposing an alternative 
design, their implications and the reasons why the project is being proposed, notwithstanding their 
effect, should be described." 

 
Section 4.0 (Environmental Analysis) documents the analysis of the potentially significant adverse impacts 
associated with the Lancaster Landfill New Conditional Use Permit project.  As discussed below, 
implementation of the proposed project is not anticipated to result in unavoidable significant project-related 
adverse impacts except as to NOx and PM10 (direct and cumulative).  All of the potentially significant project-
related impacts identified in Chapter 4.0 of the Draft Supplemental EIR will be reduced to a less than 
significant level through the implementation of the prescribed mitigation measures.  However, cumulative air 
quality impacts will remain significant as indicated below. 
 
 Impact 4.2-1 Project implementation will result in significant unavoidable NOx and PM10 emissions 

associated with on-site equipment, haul trucks, and commuter vehicles that exceed 
the significance thresholds for those pollutants.    

 
Impact 4.2-2 Although the other project-related emissions will be less than significant, the 

incremental contribution of daily emissions in the air basin, when combined with 
stationary and mobile-source emissions resulting from other approved and proposed 
projects in the air basin (refer to Cumulative Impacts, Chapter 9.0), which has been 
designated non-attainment for ozone and PM10, will exacerbate the existing 
unacceptable air quality in the air basin.  Therefore, the cumulative impacts resulting 
from project implementation will be significant and unavoidable. 
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CHAPTER 7.0 
IRRETRIEVABLE AND IRREVERSIBLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

 
 
Implementation of the proposed Conditional Use Permit that would increase the daily tonnage at the Lancaster 
Landfill by 1,300 tons per day, to 3,000 tons per day, will not require the commitment of any building materials 
such as sand, aggregate, concrete and asphalt since the nature of the projects is related to the increase in daily 
vehicular trips associated with the increased tonnage accepted on a daily basis at the landfill.  There would be an 
irretrievable commitment of energy resources such as gasoline and diesel fuel for the operation of heavy trucks 
that would be utilized in the daily collection and transfer operations.  Because these types of resources are 
available in sufficient quantities in this region and the proposed projects encompass a limited scope, these 
impacts are not considered significant. 
 
The proposed project will not require the acquisition of additional property or the expansion of existing uses.  The 
existing uses on the site are not proposed to be expanded.  Although water use for dust suppression at the 
LLRC would increase from 60 to 120 acre feet of water annually, the increase is not significant.  The 
consumption of other resources currently used at the site will not change.  The proposed increase in daily 
tonnage that would be permitted by the approval of the new Conditional Use Permit and Revised Solid Waste 
Facilities Permit will not result in an adverse impact related to the commitment of resources in the immediate 
or distant future. 
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CHAPTER 8.0 
GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

 
 
8.1 Definition of Growth-Inducing Impacts 
 
Section 15126.2(d) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires that an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) describe the potential growth inducing impacts of a proposed project.  
Specifically, Section 15126.2(d) states: 
 

"Discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic development or population 
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment.... Also discuss the characteristics of some projects that may encourage and facilitate 
other activities that could substantially affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively.  It 
must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental or of little 
significance to the environment." 

 
Normally to assess whether the proposed project may foster spatial, economic or population growth, several 
questions are considered: 
 

• Would the proposed increase in daily refuse tonnage accepted at the LLRC result in the 
removal of an impediment to growth such as the establishment of an essential public service 
or the provision of new access to an area? 

 
• Would the proposed increase in daily refuse tonnage accepted at the LLRC result in 

economic expansion or growth such as changes in the revenue base or employment 
expansion? 

 
• Would the proposed increase in daily refuse tonnage accepted at the LLRC result in the 

establishment of a precedent setting action such as an innovation, a radical change in zoning 
or a General Plan amendment approval? 

 
• Would the proposed increase in daily refuse tonnage accepted at the LLRC result in 

development or encroachment in an isolated or adjacent area of open space, as opposed to 
an infill type of project in an area that is already largely developed? 

 
8.2 Analysis of Growth-Inducing Impacts 
 
Potential project-related growth-inducing impacts related to each of the questions cited above are discussed 
below. 
 
 Would the proposed increase in the daily refuse tonnage accepted at the LLRC result in the removal 

of an impediment to growth such as the establishment of an essential public service or the provision 
of new access to an area? 

 
The LLRC is an existing Class III sanitary landfill that has been in operation since the mid-1950s.  Most 
recently, the County approved an expansion of the LLRC to include the additional fill areas, which provided 
for an increase in the capacity of the landfill.  The growth-inducing impacts associated with that expansion 
were evaluated in an EIR (SCH No. 1993101036), which concluded that the LLRC was not considered 
“growth-inducing” because it is only a small part of the total solid waste disposal system that serves both 
existing and new development and other landfills in the County were closing and would close in the future.  
Rather than being considered growth-inducing, the expansion was identified and determined to be one that 
was intended to meet the ongoing need for refuse and municipal solid waste disposal in the County and, in 
particular, in the Antelope Valley.  In the same way, the revision to the Conditional Use Permit that would 
allow for an increase in the daily refuse accepted at the LLRC would also be considered “growth-
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accommodating” in that as the daily demand for landfill capacity continues, the ability to the LLRC to accept a 
greater volume will address that existing demand. 
 

Would the proposed increase in daily refuse tonnage accepted at the LLRC result in economic 
expansion or growth such as changes in the revenue base or employment expansion? 

 
Implementation of the proposed project will not result in any significant economic growth or expansion in 
either the County of Los Angeles, nearby cities, or larger southern California region.  Specifically, no 
significant employment will be created by the proposed project.  The increase in the amount of refuse 
accepted on a daily basis at the landfill is intended to facilitate the daily demands for solid waste collection in 
the County.  No significant increase in staffing is anticipated and no other uses are proposed that could 
stimulate unanticipated growth and development in the County of Los Angeles.  Further, no residential 
development is proposed and none would be expected to occur as either a direct or indirect result of the 
proposed revision to the Conditional Use Permit for the LLRC.  Therefore, no significant growth-inducing 
impacts of the proposed project are anticipated.   
 

Would the proposed increase in daily refuse tonnage accepted at the LLRC result in the 
establishment of a precedent setting action such as an innovation, a radical change in zoning or a 
General Plan amendment approval? 

 
The proposed project does not necessitate any amendments to the County’s General Plan.  In the case of the 
proposed project, the proposed new Conditional Use Permit would allow for an increase in the amount of 
refuse that is currently permitted by the County (i.e., from 1,700 tpd to 3,000 tpd).  No significant change to 
the existing use is proposed and, therefore, neither the General Plan nor the zoning adopted for the site 
would require revision.  Therefore, approval of the Conditional Use Permit that allows for the increase in daily 
refuse accepted at the LLRC will not set a precedent in the use of the site. 
 

Would the proposed increase in daily refuse tonnage accepted at the LLRC result in development or 
encroachment in an isolated or adjacent area of open space, as opposed to an infill type of project in 
an area that is already largely developed? 

 
Generally, growth-inducing projects possess such characteristics as being located in isolated, undeveloped 
or under developed areas, necessitating the extension of major infrastructure (e.g., sewer and water facilities, 
roadways, etc.) or those that could encourage the “premature” or unplanned growth in an area not planned 
for development (i.e., “leapfrog” development).  The subject property is an existing Class III sanitary landfill.  
As such, it is important to note that the proposed increase in daily refuse intake at the LLRC will not remove 
an obstacle to population growth since the project site currently services and is anticipated to continue to 
serve an area that is urbanized.  Further, the proposed project does not include expansion of the approved 
landfill footprint or other physical characteristics of the LLRC.  Rather, it merely allows for an increase in the 
volume of refuse that can be accepted at the landfill on a daily basis.  Therefore, no physical impacts outside 
the already approved landfill footprint will occur.  These impacts have been evaluated in a prior environmental 
document (SCH No. 1993101036), which has been incorporated by reference.  As indicated above, all of the 
essential infrastructure and related utilities have adequate capacity to accommodate the proposed increase in 
daily tonnage, which will not result in significant increases in demands on the infrastructure.  Therefore, no 
significant growth-inducing impacts are anticipated 
 
8.3 Conclusion 
 
The answer to each of the questions cited above as they relate to the proposed new Conditional Use Permit for 
the LLRC is “no.”  The proposed project includes only the increase in the amount of daily refuse accepted at the 
landfill.  As previously indicated, the LLRC is an established land use that is not characterized by features that 
attract or facilitate new, unanticipated development, which would ordinarily be considered growth inducing. 
Conventionally, growth inducement is measured by the potential of a project or a project’s secondary effects (i.e. 
provision of new infrastructure which supports housing or creation of jobs) to facilitate development of housing.  
Since the proposed project only facilitates the efficient use of the landfill, the standard variables associated with 
the development of housing, commercial or industrial land uses do not apply very well.  Further, all of the 
infrastructure that exists in the project area is adequate to provide an adequate level of service, including sewer, 
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water, and storm drainage.  As previously indicated, project implementation will not result in any significant direct 
or indirect addition of residential development that would generate new residents or employment that would be an 
“attractor” of residents to the area that are not already anticipated in the General Plan.  The site is not located in an 
area that is constrained by the absence of infrastructure where the provision of infrastructure would promote 
further development.  None of the accepted standards that distinguish growth-inducing projects characterize the 
proposed project; therefore, no significant growth-inducing impacts are anticipated as a result of project 
implementation. 
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CHAPTER 9.0 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

 
 
9.1 Definition of Cumulative Impacts 
 
Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines defines cumulative impacts as: 
 
 ". . . two or more individual effects which when considered together, are considerable or which compound 

or increase other environmental impacts." 
 
Section 15355 further describes potential cumulative impacts as: 
 
 "(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate 

projects. 
 
  (b) The cumulative impacts from several projects are the change in the environment which results 

from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor 
but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time." 

 
Cumulative impacts refer to two or more individual impacts which, when considered together, are considerable or 
which compound or increase other impacts.  The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project 
or from a number of projects.  A cumulative impact refers to the degree of change in the environment resulting 
from a particular project, plus the incremental impacts created by other closely related past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects.  Cumulative impacts may reveal that relatively minor impacts associated 
with a particular project may contribute to more significant impacts when considered collectively with other projects 
taking place over a period of time. 
 
9.2 Cumulative Impacts 
 
Section 15130(b)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines provides two options for considering potentially significant cumulative 
adverse impacts.  This analysis can be based on either: 
 
"(A) A list of past, present and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if 

necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency, or 
 
  (B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted General Plan or related planning document, or in a 

prior environmental document which has been adopted and certified, which described or evaluated 
regional or areawide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact.  Any such planning document shall 
be referenced and made available to the public at a location specified by the lead agency." 

 
For the purposes of the cumulative impact analysis presented in this section of the Draft EIR, the assessment of 
cumulative air quality impacts considers a significantly larger area.  Because air quality is affected by stationary 
and mobile-source emissions occurring within the region, development occurring within the Antelope Valley Air 
Quality Management District has been evaluated to determine the potential cumulative air quality impacts.  
However, traffic, noise and water quality impacts consider a smaller geographic area because the potential 
impacts are typically more localized.  For this reason, the cumulative impacts analysis presented in this section for 
these issues considers only projects located within the immediate vicinity of the LLRC. 
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9.2.1 Antelope Valley Community PlanAreawide General Plan 
 
The proposed project site is located within the area encompassed by the Antelope Valley Areawide Community 
General Plan and is designated as “Non-Urban.”  Such areas generally are characterized by highly dispersed 
settlement or agricultural uses, which include public and semi-public uses typically in non-urban environs such as 
solid and liquid waste disposal sites, utility and communication installations, and schools and other public facilities 
necessary to serve non-urban populations.  In addition, Edwards Air Force Base is located to the north, where no 
significant future development would be anticipated.  Therefore, it is anticipated that future development in the 
immediate vicinity of the LLRC would be limited to low intensity uses permitted by the adopted N1 land use 
designation prescribed in the Antelope Valley Areawide Community General Plan.  Such development would not 
generate significant amounts of additional groundwater demand, traffic and/or result in greater impacts than urban 
uses such as residential development.  Therefore, use of the 3.8 percent annual growth factor that incorporated 
into the traffic analysis would certainly account for any potential cumulative impacts that would be anticipated from 
development occurring in the general (unincorporated) area surrounding the LLRC. 
 

9.2.2 Lancaster General Plan 
 
The LLRC is located north and east of the incorporated limits of the City of Lancaster.  The nearest potential 
development areas within the City are located at least one to two miles to the south and west, where potential 
industrial and residential land uses are designated on the City’s General Plan.  As described in Section 9.2.3 
below, a significant amount of development has been approved and is planned in the City, which will contribute to 
the overall cumulative impacts anticipated to occur in the region.  In addition to these projects, the growth factor 
utilized in the traffic analysis (i.e., 3.8 percent per year) would account for any anticipated growth that may occur 
within the City of Lancaster. 
 

9.2.3 Related Projects 
 
The cumulative impacts analysis requires consideration of other projects causing related impacts in the project 
area as well as the region, and specifically the air basin, and in conjunction with the proposed project, to assess 
the potential for significant adverse cumulative impacts.  Both the County of Los Angeles and City of Lancaster 
identified several projects that have been proposed within their respective jurisdictions; other projects have also 
been identified in the City of Palmdale.  However, the vast majority of those development projects are not located 
within the vicinity or “area of influence” of the LLRC.  As a result, the cumulative impact analysis that follows 
considers the list of projects identified in Table 9-1, in conjunction with an estimated annual growth rate that was 
applied to the traffic analysis to ensure that a “worst case” scenario was evaluated for the purpose of determining 
the potential cumulative environmental consequences of the proposed project. 
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Table 9-1 
 

List of Cumulative Projects 
Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 

 
 

Project Name 
 

Location 
 

Status 
City of Palmdale 

Airport Shuttle Facility SE Corner of Avenue S and Guyon Approved 8/21/2002 

28 Single Family Lots 800 Feet s/o Barrel Springs Road (Between Aqueduct and Antelope 
Valley Highway) Pending 

Service Station/Mini-Mart Sierra Highway between Pearblossom Highway and Antelope 
Valley Freeway Pending 

Highway Realignment Avenue S, Antelope Valley Pending 
RV Storage/Lockers/Bait  
Store/Trap Store 600 East Avenue S Pending 

Expansion of Existing Outdoor 
Storage/Rental Yard 38853 North 8th Street East Pending 

Helistop-Palmdale Sheriff 
Station Sierra Highway and Avenue Q Approved 4/15/2004 

City of Lancaster 
Renewal for Auto Dismantling 
Yard 46404 Division Street Pending 

16 Single Family Lots on 160 
Acres 

Between 30th Street and 35th Street West between Avenue A-8 and 
Avenue B Pending 

16 Single Family Lots on 81.9 
acres Southeast corner of Avenue E and 8th Street West near Lancaster Pending 

Other Landfill Projects 
Antelope Valley Landfill 
 Expansion (11 acres) 1,800 tpd 
to 3,000 tpd 

1200 West City Ranch Road, Palmdale Approved Pending 

Lancaster Landfill RAC Lancaster Landfill Pending 
 
SOURCE:  County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning 

 
In addition to the projects identified above, the City of Lancaster has prepared a Development Summary Report, 
which reflects the status of planned and approved development in the City.  This report also identifies building 
permit activity in Lancaster.  According to the current report prepared by the City (January 2003 – April 2004), 
building permits were issued for 974 single-family residential dwelling units, approximately 285,000 square feet of 
commercial development (i.e., office/professional, retail and other), and 418,064 square feet of industrial 
development in 2003.  Through April 2004, the Development Summary Report indicated that the City had issued 
building permits for 522 single- and multiple-family residential dwelling units and approximately 110,000 square 
feet of commercial development.  In recent years, construction and housing sales have drastically declined in the 
area as a result of fallout from the 2008 subprime mortgage crisis and the resulting increase in mortgage 
foreclosures. (See City of Lancaster General Plan Housing Element 2006-2014 (Section D).)The cumulative 
impact analysis associated with the developed identified in Table 9-1 and summarized above is presented below 
for the issues evaluated in the Draft Supplemental EIR. 
 

9.2.4 Related Landfill Projects 
 
In addition to the development projects, two landfill projects have also been proposed with approval pending in 
Los Angeles County (refer to Table 9-1).  As discussed in Chapter 3.4 (Project Need), the County’s existing landfill 
system is currently experiencing capacity problems associated with limitations that affect the capacities of several 
facilities.  Similar to the proposed project, the Antelope Valley Landfill hads requested a similar increase in daily 
capacity from the currently permitted daily capacity of 1,400 tpd to 3,000 tpd in an effort to accommodate the 
existing demand for landfill capacity. The City Council for the City of Palmdale approved the 11 acre wedge 
expansion; however, the permitted levels of operation remain at 1,800 tpd for acceptable of MSW.  An amended 
CUP, which allowed the Puente Hills landfill to continue its landfill operations at 13,200 tpd, was approved on 
November 1, 2003.  The amended CUP will allow the landfill to continue to operate until October 31, 2013, when 
the site will stop accepting waste for disposal.  These landfills would also result in an increase in truck trips in the 
County and would contribute to the potential cumulative impacts associated with the development identified in 
Table 9-1 and elsewhere in the City of Lancaster and the larger Antelope Valley.  In addition, both Sunshine 
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Canyon Landfill and Chiquita Canyon Landfill have submitted plans for expansion.  As previously indicated, 
Sunshine Canyon Landfill also received a permit to open and operate in the City of Los Angeles portion of the 
landfill up to a maximum refuse infill rate of 5,500 tons per day, beginning in the summer of 2005.  Additional 
permits are also being sought to combine and operate the facility as one large City/County landfill.  Although an 
application to expand Chiquita Canyon Landfill has also been submitted, information on that proposed expansion 
is not available. 
 

9.2.5 Cumulative Impact Analysis 
 
 Traffic and Circulation 
 
Section 4.1 of the Draft Supplemental EIR evaluated the potential project-related and cumulative traffic impacts 
associated with the proposed new Conditional Use Permit for the LLRC.  Based upon the scoping efforts 
undertaken with several responsible agencies (i.e., County of Los Angeles, City of Lancaster, and Caltrans), an 
annual growth factor of 3.8 percent was applied to the existing, 2005 traffic volumes at all key intersections and 
roadway segments within the study area to reflect future conditions.  Inherent in the resulting future traffic 
forecasts are the additional trips generated by related projects anticipated to be completed by 2006.  Therefore, 
the application of this annual growth factor provides for a conservative estimate of potential cumulative impacts, 
when compared against annual growth rates of one to two percent typically used in other areas of Southern 
California.  It remains conservative given the decrease in levels of construction and general development in the 
area since 2008. It is important to note that none of the cumulative projects identified previously in the City of 
Lancaster or those in Palmdale or in unincorporated Los Angeles County are anticipated to generate a significant 
number of additional trips at either the study intersections because they are located beyond the area of influence 
of the LLRC and, specifically, the roadway segments and intersections evaluated for the proposed project as 
prescribed by the County of Los Angeles.  As a result, the traffic resulting from the cumulative projects listed in 
Table 9-1 would utilize roadways and circulation facilities that would not be utilized by project-related traffic; nor 
would the levels be over or beyond the traffic volume forecasts developed through the application of the annual 
growth rate applied at those same locations. 
 
As indicated in the pavement analysis, the existing pavement design of three of the four segments (along Avenue 
F. Division Street, and 10th Street) currently exceeds the traffic index (TI).  However, as indicated in Table 4.1-10, 
the project-related traffic is not expected to increase TI values from Year 2006 Cumulative Base conditions at any 
of the segments analyzed, with the exception of 10th Street between Avenue F and Avenue G under conditions 
with the project but without the Avenue F extension.   Therefore, except for the 10th Street segment without the 
extension f Avenue F, the project would not cause any significant impacts on the pavement integrity of the four 
roadway segments. 
 
 Air Quality 
 
A significant amount of development has been approved or is pending approval in the City of Lancaster (refer to 
Table 9-1 and related discussion of the cumulative projects).  Although the increase in daily vehicular trips that will 
occur under the proposed project will not exceed the significance thresholds identified in Section 4.2-2, the daily 
incremental increase in vehicular trips generated by the proposed project, when combined with the mobile-source 
emissions generated by the vehicular traffic associated with the related projects, will result in significant cumulative 
air quality impacts (PM10 and NOx).  This is due, primarily, because the air basin is currently classified as “non 
attainment” for both ozone and particulate matter (i.e., PM10).  The EIR prepared for the expansion of the LLRC in 
1997 concluded that SCAQMD thresholds of significance are exceeded for NOx when considering cumulative 
projects.  Hence, that expansion resulted in a significant unavoidable air quality impact for which the County 
adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations.  As indicated previously, implementation of the proposed 
project would generate significant amounts of NOx and PM10, on a project-specific basis; in addition, the increase 
in daily emissions will contribute to the regional burden.  As a result, these emissions would exacerbate the 
current “non attainment” status of the basin for the two criteria pollutants (i.e., ozone, including NOx, ROG and 
PM10).  Therefore, significant and unavoidable cumulative air quality impacts from PM10 and NOx are anticipated 
within the air basin and the Los Angeles County Planning Commission must adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. 
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Impact 4.2-2 Although the other project-related emissions will be less than significant, the incremental 
contribution of daily emissions in the air basin, when combined with stationary and mobile-source 
emissions resulting from other approved and proposed projects in the air basin (refer to 
Cumulative Impacts, Chapter 9.0), which has been designated non-attainment for ozone and 
PM10, will exacerbate the existing unacceptable air quality in the air basin 

 
Although the applicant will be required to comply with applicable AVAQMD rules and regulations as well as 
implement mitigation measures prescribed in EIR SCH No. 1993101036 (refer to Section 4.2.5), and this SEIR, 
the cumulative air quality impacts associated with the proposed project will remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
As indicated in Table 9-1, a LLRC has received approval of permits from the LEA, Lahontan RWQCB, and the 
AVAQMD for the operation of a Research Composting Operation pursuant to 14 CCR 17862(b).  Although the 
RAC was not a reasonably foreseeable future project at the time the County issued the NOP for the SEIR, 
information regarding the RAC is being included in the SEIR for informational purposes. 
 
Because the RAC is composed of an anaerobic composting pod system for batch treatment of organics (refer to 
Chapter 3.0 (Project Description), it is able to convert the organics to a carbon dioxide and biofuel.  The LRAC 
design and operational procedures are designed to minimize emissions that are typical in aerobic 
composting.  The RAC components include cells, a bio-filter, a mixing pad, gas management system, 
leachate extraction/recirculation system, and sensors (thermo, oxidation reduction potential, gas).  The 
following descriptions of the design and operations of the LRAC are considerations and measures conducive 
to minimizing odors emanating from the LRAC activities.  
 
Source separated food waste will be directed to the mixing area and, if necessary, shredded to achieve the 
proper size prior to mixing.  Depending on the source, incoming loads of green or food waste materials are 
either 1) appropriately sized in their natural state (e.g., grass clippings, restaurant food wastes); 2) wastes 
that have been pre-shredded, or; 3) wastes that will require shredding.  One of the benefits of receiving pre-
sized or pre-shredded incoming material is the reduction in preparation time of the mixed feedstock, which 
decreases the possibility of the materials causing an odor issue.  Incoming pre-sized and pre-shredded 
feedstock will typically be mixed yard waste or wood chips and placed in a RAC cell on a daily basis.  The 
initial cell will require about 20 percent horse or cow manure as a catalyst to expedite the fermentation 
process.  Waste requiring shredding will be shredded, mixed, and placed typically within 72 hours of receipt.  
Feedstock not placed on the same day will be covered with a layer of ground green waste or compost until 
ready for placement in the RAC cell. 
 
Each RAC cell will be filled in approximately five segments from one end to the other.  As each segment is 
finished, the permanent cover for that segment will be welded into place on three sides. The fourth side is the 
advancing face which will be covered with a tarp when deposition of feedstock is not taking place. An 
emissions/odor control vacuum will be applied to the partially filled cell between charging and routed through 
a bio-filter. 
 
Once a RAC cell is completely charged and the recirculation piping system is installed, the final 40- to 80-mil 
HDPE geomembrane panel is placed over the mass and sealed by plastic welding and/or wedged with soil in 
an anchor trench.  An optional one week to a month aeration step, which involves blowing air into the cell, 
may be employed before the energy production phase if the feedstock is acidic in nature or the ambient air 
temperatures are below 70°F.  The methane gas harvesting period is anticipated to last between 30 days to 
approximately 270 days.  After ending the energy production phase, the anaerobic phase will be terminated 
by injecting air into the system, which starts the digestate maturation process that will typically last two to four 
weeks. 
 
After the system becomes aerobic, the geomembrane cover will be removed and the digestate removed.  As 
needed, a portion of the digestate will be utilized as seed material for future pods and mixed with new food 
and green waste material.  The remaining digestate will be placed in the curing area and covered with wood 
chips or similar product to allow the digestate to go through complete maturation.  All contact water collected 
during the curing process will be collected and used for dust control at the LLRC.  Odors will be controlled 
through the use of a biofilter and portable or stationary odor counteractant misters if necessary. 
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The site will comply with the Odor Impact Minimization Plan (OIMP) in order to control odors emanating from 
the facility.  The OIMP includes a variety of procedures, including monthly on-site monitoring, odor surveys, 
and related measures to ensure that odors do not extend beyond the site and, if so, WMI efficiently and 
expeditiously responds to odor complaints.  As a result, the cumulative contribution of odors emanating from 
the LLRC would be less than significant based on the design of the enclosed system and compliance with the 
measures prescribed in the OIMP. (See also 2011 LLRC Biennial Report, p. 5 (no complaints received during 
reporting period).) 
 
 Noise 
 
Similar to air quality, the potential cumulative noise impacts are based on increased traffic associated with the 
project and regional growth.  As indicated in Section 4.3, with only one exception (Avenue H), all of the roadway 
noise levels are projected to be less than 65 dB CNEL along the nearest roadways that provide access to the 
LLRC.  The most significant increase in the noise levels will result from traffic associated with other projects 
approved by the City of Lancaster and by the County of Los Angeles in the unincorporated Antelope Valley.  It is 
unlikely that the truck traffic associated with the two landfill projects (i.e., Puente Hills Landfill and Antelope Valley 
Landfill) would utilize the roadways that would be affected by the LLRC given their geographic locations and, 
therefore, would not contribute to the overall noise impacts along those roadways.  Further, aviation noise may be 
associated with the helistop in Palmdale; however, any potential impacts resulting from the operation of that facility 
would add incrementally to the ambient noise environment; however, due to the nature of the existing land use 
(i.e., landfill), no significant cumulative noise impacts would occur to the LLRC. 
 
As indicated in Table 4.3-3, project-related vehicular noise will not add significantly to the projected noise levels 
forecast along Avenue F, Avenue H or and Avenue G.  The greatest increase in project-related noise would be 0.6 
dBA along Avenue F (east of SR 14).  However, as indicated previously, the noise levels do not exceed 
prescribed noise thresholds.  Where mobile-source noise levels do exceed the 65 dBA CNEL criterion along 
Avenue H, east of SR-14, project-related traffic would contribute only 0.1 dBA (with or with the extension of 
Avenue F), which is generally not audible and, as a result, is not cumulatively significant.  Therefore, no project-
related cumulative impacts are anticipated as a result of the increased maximum daily capacity. 
 
 Water Quality & Water Supply  
 
As indicated in Final EIR SCH No. 1993101036 for the 1997 LLRC Expansion, implementation of the measures 
prescribed for the landfill, including those required by regulatory agencies (e.g., BMPs for storm water runoff, etc.), 
would mitigate the potential ground water quality impacts associated with landfill development.  With the exception 
of processing up to 3,000 tpd of refuse, compared to 1,700 tpd, none of the on-site conditions will change.  
Cumulative impacts to groundwater or surface water that may be anticipated to occur were identified and 
described in the EIR prepared for the LLRC Expansion.  Any such impacts identified that are the result of existing 
landfill operations are addressed through on-site systems, including the leachate collection and recovery system, 
which are in place to ensure that groundwater is not adversely affected.  As a result, potential cumulative impacts 
to both groundwater and surface water quality will be avoided through the design of the landfill, which complies 
with all regulatory requirements for such facilities.   
 
Generally, increased future demand for water from future development projects within the City and throughout the 
Antelope Valley Basin will result in increases in water consumption of both groundwater and imported water. 
Coordination among the wholesale and retail water purveyors, water storage facilities and sanitation districts will 
be necessary to assure a dependable water supply. As previously discussed in Section 4.4, there is an ongoing  
adjudication action involving to the priority/superior right of the various parties to the adjudication to pump 
groundwater in the Basin, and the protection of the Basin. 
 
It is anticipated that the ongoing adjudication of groundwater rights will stabilize the groundwater Basin levels. 
Local public entities are already taking steps to further this goal through water recycling, groundwater banking, 
water conservation, payment of connection and service fees etc. In addition to the Basin-wide increase in 
conservation efforts, the use and availability of recycled water will be greatly increased by the completion of the 
multi-million dollar Backbone Recycled Water System, owned and operated by LACWWD 40, which will provide 
additional recycled water. 
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As noted in Section 4.4Finally, the landfill relies on onetwo deep groundwater aquifer wells that to provide 
groundwater for dust suppression during daily landfill operations and during construction.  A separate well, which 
extracts groundwater from the upper Principal groundwater aquifer, is used for non-potable on-site use by 
employees for sinks/toilets as described in Section 4.4 of this SEIR. There is no reliance on domestic water 
provided by either the City or County of Los Angeles.  As explained in Section 4.4, the LLRC will not increase its 
groundwater use beyond the existing amount used (e.g. 60 afy). If additional water is required, the LLRC will 
purchase recycled from the City’s purple pipe which extends near the LLRC. Although the amount of water 
necessary to accommodate landfill operations on a daily basis will increase, tThe total amount of groundwater 
necessary to provide dust suppression and related functions in support of landfill activities will therefore not 
increase change significantly over the life of the landfill.  An incremental increase of 60 to 120 acre feet of water for 
dust suppression will be required to accommodate the increased landfill operations; however, the small increase 
in tThe ongoing use of groundwater by the existing LLRC at existing baseline levels demand for water supplies, 
when compared to the related project identified in Table 9-1, will not result inbe a cumulatively considerable 
significant contribution to the ongoing groundwater depletion within the Antelope Groundwater Basin described in 
Section 4.4. The various ongoing water recycling, groundwater banking, conservation and adjudication efforts are 
also expected to stabilize the groundwater basin over time. significant.  Therefore, there will be no cumulatively 
significant water quality or water supply impacts as a result of the proposed project. 
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CHAPTER 10.0 
PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

 
 
10.1 Introduction 
 

10.1.1 Purpose and Scope 
 
CEQA requires that an EIR describe a range of alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, 
which could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project while avoiding or reducing otherwise 
significant adverse impacts of the project.  This chapter sets forth potential alternatives to the proposed 
project and evaluates them as required by CEQA. 
 
Section 15126(d)(2) directs that an EIR should focus on alternatives capable of either: (1) eliminating any 
significant adverse environmental effects of a proposed project; or (2) reducing potential adverse effects to a 
level of insignificance.  The discussion of alternatives in this Draft EIR reviews a range of alternatives that 
satisfies this requirement. 
 
This Section analyzes several potentially feasible alternatives to the proposed project, including: 
 

• No Project/No Development (Existing Landfill Operations), including No Project (Closure of 
the Landfill) 

• Smaller Increase in Daily Permitted Capacity (2,350 tpd) 
• Increase in Daily Maximum Capacity at Antelope Valley Landfill 

 
10.1.2 Evaluation of Project Alternatives 

 
According to the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must "(d)escribe a range of reasonable alternatives for the 
project, or to the location of the project which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project 
but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the 
comparative merits of the alternatives."  The Guidelines go on to indicate that alternatives "which are capable 
of substantially lessening any significant effects of the Project" must be examined "even if these alternatives 
would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives or would be more costly."  The 
Guidelines further indicate that "the EIR need examine in detail only the [alternatives] that the lead agency 
determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project."  (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126(d)).  Thus the ability of an alternative to attain most of the basic project objectives is central to the 
consideration of alternatives to the proposed project. 
 
For each alternative, the analysis presented in this section: 
 

• Describes the alternative; 
 

• Discusses the impacts of the alternative and evaluates the significance of those impacts; 
and, 

 
• Evaluates the alternative relative to the proposed project, specifically addressing project 

objectives, feasibility, the elimination or reduction of potentially significant impacts.   
 

10.1.3 Identification of Impacts 
 
After describing the alternative, this EIR evaluates the impacts of the alternative.  The major resource areas 
included in the detailed impact analysis in Section 4.0 are included in this section.  The potential 
environmental consequences are identified and described in the analysis for each of the alternatives 
identified in Section 10.1.1.  These significant impacts must be mitigated by the County, regardless of 
whether the County implements the proposed project or one of the alternatives. 
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10.2 Environmentally Superior Alternative 
 
The No Project (Existing Landfill Operations) Alternative is determined to be the “environmentally superior” 
alternative. The No Project Alternative includes two scenarios (i) No Project (Existing Landfill Operations) 
scenario which assumes a continuation of the “status quo” or existing permitted conditions; and a (ii) No 
Project (Closure of the Landfill) scenario which assumes the Conditional Use Permit expires pursuant to its 
terms in 2012 and the LLRC undergoes closure and any related proceedings pursuant to the terms of the 
existing permit.  However, as prescribed in the State CEQA Guidelines (refer to Section 15126.6[e][2]), the 
EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives that were 
analyzed in the event that the No Project Alternative is identified as “environmentally superior.”  Therefore, 
the environmentally superior alternative is the Reduced Increase in Daily Permitted Capacity alternative.  
Although no significant, unavoidable adverse impacts were identified as a result of project implementation, 
the reduction in truck trips that would result from the Reduced Increase in Daily Permitted Capacity 
alternative (i.e., approximately 100 trips per day compared to a maximum of 128 trips per day for the 
proposed project) would not only reduce the degree of the (less than significant) project-related impacts but 
also achieve most of the project objectives.   
 
10.3 Analysis of Alternatives 
 
At the present time, the County’s daily permitted capacity, including waste-to-energy facilities, is limited to 
less than 50,000 tons.  As previously discussed in Chapter 3.0 of this document, Los Angeles County allows 
individual jurisdictions to dispose their waste at any facility, including exporting waste out-of-County, at their 
discretion.  Growth that has taken place in southern California has continued to create a demand for landfill 
capacity.  Without additional landfill capacity to accommodate the continuing growth and development in the 
region, the County may face a serious shortage of capacity.  Based on 2002 waste generation, the County 
has a little over 8 years of capacity.  (See also 2009 Annual Report) Even with heavy reliance on waste 
export, the County cannot show 15 years of capacity as required by AB 939.   
 
While the proposed project does not increase the total capacity of the landfill (i.e., the horizontal “footprint” 
would not change from that which was previously approved as a result of project implementation), it does 
allow for an increase in the daily volume of refuse that can be accepted at the LLRC.  However, as indicated 
in Chapter 3.0, the life of the LLRC would be reduced from 26 years based on the daily intake of 1,700 tpd to 
15 years as a result of the increase in daily tonnage (i.e., 3,000 tpd).  Although this increase in the daily 
capacity can temporarily offset the anticipated shortage of landfill capacity on a daily basis, it will be 
necessary for the County to take steps to increase the long-term capacity of the facilities within its landfill 
system.  The alternatives that are evaluated in the Draft SEIR are specifically intended to achieve the 
objectives of the proposed project, which include: 

• Significantly increase daily refuse handling capacity at an existing in-county landfill to 
accommodate future projected population growth and waste load shifting within Los Angeles 
County. 

• Provide a regional resource within the Lancaster area that is available for both local and 
County waste disposal for at least 15 years. 

• Decrease the amount of dependence on out-of-county waste disposal and long-haul options 
of waste by increasing in-county disposal options, and thereby avoiding adverse regional air 
quality and traffic impacts. 

• Minimize the impacts of solid waste disposal through a well-engineered and environmentally 
sound operation. 

• Dispose of refuse in an existing landfill and relatively isolated area thus efficiently utilizing 
land space.
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10.3.1 Alternatives Previously Evaluated (1997 LLRC Expansion EIR) 
 
The 1997 EIR prepared for the LLRC Expansion project evaluated several alternatives (to the expansion).  In 
addition to the No Project (i.e., no expansion) alternative, the 1997 EIR evaluated both onsite and off-site 
locations for increasing the potential landfill capacity proposed by the expansion.  The characteristics and 
impacts of the analysis presented in that EIR are summarized below.  Chapter 7.0 of the 1997 EIR is 
incorporated by reference.   
 

Rail Haul to Remote Locations in and out of California 
 
Although rail haul of waste to remote locations appears to be a viable component of an overall 
integrated waste management system, it is dependent on securing capacity at those remote locations 
through long-term agreements.  In addition, rail haul to those sites evaluated in the 1997 EIR (e.g., 
Eagle Mountain in Riverside County, Mesquite Regional Landfill in Imperial County, East Carbon 
Sanitary Landfill in eastern Utah, etc.) indicated that municipal solid wastes from the Antelope Valley 
would necessitate processing through a materials recovery facility (MRF); such facilities do not exist 
in the Antelope Valley with rail haul capabilities and no rail lines currently exist that currently connect 
the Antelope Valley with those remote locations.  While it seems likely that one or more rail haul 
projects will eventually be permitted and constructed in Southern California, as indicated in EIR SCH 
No. 1993101036, rail haul from the Antelope Valley is neither logistically nor economically feasible 
due to two factors:  logistics and economics.  There are currently no existing or planned MRF and/or 
transfer facilities and direct rail connections dto not exist from the disposal sites to the remote 
facilities.  As a result, thein infrastructure costs associated with the development of transfer stations 
and related rail facilities would outweigh the economic benefit created by the waste stream.  Further, 
tipping fees for long-haul rail system were not competitive with other out-of-county locations (e.g., 
County of Orange).  Even if this alternative were feasible, it would result in the surrender of local 
control over out of county host fees and taxes.  Finally, significant environmental issues have been 
identified for such alternatives, including air quality impacts, as well as health and safety issues, 
impacts to biological resources and other environmental issues. 
 

 Expansions of Other Existing Landfills in Los Angeles County 
 

The 1997 EIR also evaluated the potential consequences of expanding other landfills in the County.  
Specifically, the Chiquita Canyon Landfill expansion was evaluated as well as a new landfill site in the 
City of Santa Clarita (Elsmere Canyon Landfill).  It was determined that the expansion of the existing 
landfill and that identified as a potential landfill site in the City of Santa Clarita would not reduce any 
of the project-related impacts.  In fact, implementation of either of those alternatives would result in 
more significant impacts, including noise, traffic, air quality, and, in the case of the undeveloped site 
as well as potential impacts to cultural and scientific resources, biological resources, etc.  In addition, 
both sites are located at least 45 miles, which not only exacerbate potential environmental impacts 
but also result in higher tipping fees.   

 
Other alternatives evaluated in the 1997 EIR addressed modifications to the expansion of the LLRC proposed 
at that time.  Although both of these alternatives reduced potential impacts commensurate with the level of 
their respective expansion areas, neither achieved the important objective of expanding the long-term waste 
disposal capacity at the LLRC and did not provide for in-County daily capacity options and long-term disposal. 
 
Since that time, the existing landfills in the County have been accepting refuse on a daily basis at an 
increasing rate as a result of the increased growth.  As indicated previously in Chapter 3.0 (refer to revised 
Table 3-7), although the then 55,130 tons of permitted daily capacity for the then current in-County waste 
disposal system exceededs the average of 29,675 tpd of waste generated for disposal in-County in 2004, the 
permitted daily capacity didoes not reflect actual site specific limitations (e.g., wasteshed restrictions, facility 
design limitations, limited remaining capacity, waste stream restrictions, and geographic locations).  The 
“effective” inflow rate for Los Angeles County landfills, based on existing limitations, wasis estimated to be 
only 41,272 tpd. (See Revised Table 3-7 (now estimated at 40,872 tpd).)  Based on the reported tonnage 
disposed for 2004 in Los Angeles County landfills of 29,675 tpd, the County currently has a daily refuse 
capacity surplus of approximately 11,600 tpd.  However, without additional landfill capacity, future demands 
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created by pending landfill closures and continued growth and development within the region may not be met.  
Closure of the Bradley and Puente Hills Landfills alone will reduce the “effective” daily disposal capacity 
within the County to less than 28,000 tpd by 2013 (versus the 29,675 tpd 2004 in-County need from Table 3-
7). In addition, the ability to continue current exports to Orange County may expire by 2015, which will place 
another 2,500 tpd into the Los Angeles County disposal system.  As a result, the alternatives presented in 
this document focus on increasing the short-term, daily capacity to meet existing landfill space demands. 
 

10.3.2a No Project/No Development (Existing Landfill Operations) 
 
The No Project (Existing Landfill Operations) Alternative assumes the continuation of “status quo” of the 
existing permitted levels of operation and conditions at the LLRC throughout the remaining life of the LLRC.  
Specifically, this alternative assumes that the existing rate of disposal currently authorized under the existing 
permit would remain in effect, and the LLRC would continue to operate at thate 1,700 tpd permit level.  Based 
on athe continuation of the maximum permitted rate of disposal (i.e., 1,700 tpd), the LLRC has a remaining 
life of approximately 246 years (i.e., 20350), based on the current permit for waste intake and operating at 
310 days per year. If operating at only 261 working days per year the site life would be extended for 
approximately 28 years until 2039. 
 

Traffic and Circulation 
 
The No Project (Existing Landfill Operations)  Alternative will not result in the generation of any additional vehicular 
traffic compared to the proposed project because it would be a continuation of ongoing existing operations.  The 
site currently generates approximately up to 400 trips per day (based on a disposal rate of 1,700 tonsrips per 
day)., which is less than the proposed project.  As indicated in Section 4.1, all of the intersections currently operate 
at LOS A and are forecast to continue to operate at LOS A in the future with the proposed project (including 
cumulative growth).  Because there would not be an increase in daily trip generation associated with this aspect of 
the No Project alternative, as compared to the proposed project, the contribution of this alternative’s traffic to the 
surrounding circulation system would be less than that associated with the proposed project.  As a result, there 
would be no change in the intersection operations levels of service (i.e., each of the intersections would operate at 
acceptable levels of service under both the project and the No Project (Existing Landfill Operations) alternative).  
Nonetheless, traffic resulting from this alternative would be less than the project-related traffic because 1,300 tpd 
less waste would be able to be accepted at the site.  It is important to note that the traffic associated with the No 
Project (Existing Landfill Operations) alternative will continue to have an effect on the pavement integrity of 
Division Street (between Avenue F and Avenue G), and Avenue F (between Division Street and 10th Street East), 
and Avenue H which were identified in the EIR prepared for the LLRC Expansion project in 1997 and herein, 
although the impacts to pavement integrity would be less at 1,700 tpd versus 3,000 tpd.   
 

Air Quality 
 
Without any increase in the daily tonnage accepted at the LLRC, no direct increase in air quality emissions would 
occur beyond those which are already realized as part of the currently permitted levels of operation.  As indicated 
in Section 4.2, the air emissions currently generated as a result of on-site activities and vehicular traffic would 
continue to occur; these existing emissions do not currently exceed the established significance thresholds.  
Although the increases resulting from project implementation would not exceed the significance thresholds, the No 
Project emissions would be less than those associated with project implementation (3,000 tpd).  However, it is 
important to understand that some indirect air emissions associated with the No Project alternatives may occur.  In 
the event it becomes necessary to redirect refuse vehicles to another County landfill (in the event materials 
recover facilities and/or transfer stations are not available for use in the disposal process) because the 1,700 tpd 
capacity has been reached at the LLRC, trip lengths associated with the redirected refuse truck traffic may 
increase, depending on where the waste originated and to which landfill the refuse trucks arewould be sent.  
Although it is difficult to quantify the actual air emissions, it may be anticipated that increases in air emissions 
would occur if the trip length exceeds the current trip length within the LLRC wasteshed.  Depending on how much 
traffic may be diverted to another landfill and the distance to that landfill asbeyond compared with the distance to 
the LLRC, the potential impacts may be significant, either on a project or cumulative basis. 
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Noise 
 
No significant noise impacts would result from the implementation of the No Project (Existing Landfill Operations) 
Alternative.  Ambient noise levels along the surrounding roadways range from approximately 58 dBA CNEL to 
less than 67 dBA CNEL.  These levels are forecast to increase only slightly (i.e., less than 0.5 dBA  CNEL) due to 
general growth in the area over time without the project-related traffic (i.e., existing traffic, including the existing 
landfill traffic) and cumulative growth-related traffic.  Therefore, continuation of the current operations without an 
increase in daily tonnage at the LLRC will not result in any significant noise impacts. As compared to the project, 
less on-road noise would result because there would be fewer refuse trucks traveling to/from the LLRC.   
 
 Water Quality and Drainage 
 
Implementation of the No Project (Existing Landfill Operations) alternative will not have any significant impacts on 
the water quality and drainage. These impacts were thoroughly evaluated in the EIR prepared for the expansion of 
the LLRC that was approved in 1998.  Extending the life of the LLRC at the existing The increase in the daily 
capacity from 1,700 tpd to 3,000 tpd willwould not change any of the physical characteristics associated with the 
approved landfill.  These impacts will be virtually the same as identified for the proposed project (refer to Section 
4.4). 
 
 ▪ Ability to Achieve Project Objectives 
 

Although the No Project (Existing Landfill Operations) alternative does meet several of the objectives 
of the project applicant, including recycling of materials, efficient disposal of refuse available in the 
local area, etc., it does not meet the specific object of allowing for an increase in daily refuse handling 
in an effort of meeting projected population increases in the County and decreasing disposal facilities. 

 
 ▪ Elimination/Reduction of Significant Impacts 
 

Implementation of the No Project (Existing Landfill Operations) alternative would result in no change 
in the number of daily trips associated with the existing 1,700-tpd capacity approved for the LLRC.  
As a result, there would be no change in traffic, air emissions and noise impacts associated with this 
alternative, which would be slightly less than for the proposed project.  As previously indicated, it is 
important to note that some indirect impacts to traffic, noise and air quality may occur in the event 
that refuse that would normally be directed to the LLRC is diverted to another landfill in the region 
because the facility reaches its currently permitted daily capacity (assuming that MRF and/or transfer 
facilities are not available for use in the disposal system).  Although the potential impacts of this 
alternative will be the same as presently occurs as a result of current operations at the LLRC, thisthe 
No Project alternative would not result in the elimination or significant reduction of significant impacts 
when compared to the proposed project.   

 
 • Feasibility 
 

While this alternative is feasible, the current limited availability of daily (and long-term) capacity in the 
County’s landfill system is a limiting factor when considering the County’s responsibility of providing 
adequate landfill capacity.  Implementation of the No Project alternative will result in the continuation 
of the status quo. 

 
10.3.2b No Project (Closure of the Landfill) 
 

The No Project (Closure of the Landfill) scenario is a clarification and variation of the No Project Alternative 
included in the 2006 Draft EIR. Under the No Project (Closure of the Landfill) scenario it is assumed that the 
existing CUP would expire in 2012 pursuant to CUP condition number 6 of the CUP, and the LLRC would 
cease operations consistent with applicable permit provisions and other regulations. Specifically, this variation 
of the alternative assumes that the LLRC would cease all activities, including ancillary activities such as the 
diversion of recyclable and beneficial use materials, as well as the disposal of up to 1,700 tpd of MSW on 
August 1, 2012. The LLRC would begin taking actions to close the site. Under this scenario of the No Project 
Alternative up to 10 jobs at the LLRC would be lost.  
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Traffic and Circulation 

 
The No Project (Closure of the Landfill) Alternative will, in the short term, result in the continuation of existing 
ongoing operations until 2012 when closure activities would begin. On-site activities and truck trips related to 
closure would be roughly the same as closure under the proposed project. (See 1997 EIR, pp. 3-42 thru -43 (final 
cover material for Phase IX will be provided by excess excavation material from Phases VI-VIII).) Beginning in 
August 2012, and continuing into the long term, the approximately 400 truck trips associated with the currently 
permitted disposal rate of 1,700 tpd of MSW would instead haul those waste materials to other facilities, including 
but not limited to the Antelope Valley Public Landfill. 
 
Truck traffic related to the diversion of recyclable and other beneficial use materials within the County would also 
cease at the site. Under the Closure scenario, after 2012, truck traffic related to activities at the LLRC would cease 
and traffic conditions would improve in the immediate area. Regional truck traffic, however, would continue due to 
the ongoing demand for disposal of msw and the need under State law to divert recyclable and beneficial use 
materials. 
 
As indicated in Section 4.1, all of the intersections currently operate at LOS A and are forecast to operate at LOS 
A in the future with the proposed project (including cumulative growth).  Because there would not be any increase 
in trips associated with this version of the No Project Alternative, the contribution of this alternative’s traffic to the 
surrounding circulation system would be less than that associated with the proposed project or any other 
alternative.  As a result, under the Closure of the Landfill scenario, there would be no change in the intersection 
operations levels of service (i.e., each of the intersections would operate at acceptable levels of service) in both 
the short and long term. In fact, the existing LOS conditions could improve and the potential effects on pavement 
integrity on Division Street (between Avenue F and Avenue G), and Avenue F (between Division Street and 10th 
Street East), would be avoided after closure. 
 

Air Quality/ GHG 
 
No direct increase in criteria or GHG related air quality emissions would occur under the Closure of the Landfill 
scenario. Fewer air quality emissions would be generated on-site after closure as compared to the continued 
operation of the LLRC under the project. The ongoing emissions currently generated as a result of on-site 
activities and vehicular traffic, as described in Section 4.2, would cease. Thus, air emissions would be less than 
the project or any other alternative after closure. Although the Closure emissions would be less than those 
associated with project implementation, regional air emissions from the need to continue transporting MSW and 
diverting materials would, however, continue irrespective of the LLRC’s closure. 
 
In the event it becomes necessary to redirect refuse vehicles to another County landfill (in the event material 
recovery facilities and/or transfer stations are not available for use in the disposal process) because the site has 
been closed, trip lengths associated with the redirected refuse truck traffic may increase, depending on where the 
waste originated and to which landfill the refuse trucks are sent.  Although it is difficult to quantify the actual air 
emissions, it may be anticipated that increases in air emissions would occur if the trip length exceeds the current 
trip length within the LLRC wasteshed.  Depending on how much traffic may be diverted to another landfill and the 
distance to that landfill as compared with the distance to the LLRC, the potential impacts may be significant, either 
on a project or cumulative basis. 
 

Noise 
 
No significant noise impacts would result from the implementation of the No Project (Closure of the Landfill) 
scenario.  Ambient noise levels along the surrounding roadways range from approximately 58 dBA CNEL to less 
than 67 dBA CNEL.  These levels are forecast to increase only slightly due to general growth in the area (i.e., less 
than 0.5 dBA  CNEL) without the project-related traffic (i.e., existing traffic, including the existing landfill traffic) and 
cumulative growth-related traffic.  Closure of the site and closure activities will not result in any new or substantially 
different noise impacts as compared to the project.  
 
 Water Quality and Drainage 
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Implementation of the No Project (Closure of the Landfill) Scenario will not have any significant impacts on water 
quality or drainage. These impacts were thoroughly evaluated in the EIR prepared for the expansion of the LLRC 
that was approved in 1998, which included the processes necessary to close the site upon the earlier of the 
expiration of the permit term or reaching the LLRC’s permitted capacity. These impacts will be virtually the same 
as identified for the then proposed project and closure of the site, as well as for the currently proposed project. 
 
 ▪ Ability to Achieve Project Objectives 
 

The No Project (Closure of the Landfill) Alternative scenario does not meet any of the project 
objectives, including allowing the ongoing recycling of materials, efficient disposal of refuse available 
in the local area, allowing for an increase in daily refuse handling in an effort to meet projected 
population increases in the County and decreasing disposal facilities etc. 

 
 ▪ Elimination/Reduction of Significant Impacts 
 

Implementation of the No Project (Closure of the Landfill) Alternative scenario would, after closure, 
result in very few trips to the LLRC (e.g. only trips for monitoring or other post closure activities by 
WMI and LEA staff). As a result, there would be a reduction in the immediate area in traffic, air 
emissions and noise impacts associated with this scenario. Indirect regional impacts to traffic, noise 
and air quality would nevertheless continue to occur because of the ongoing demand for disposal and 
diversion activities for the County, and because waste that would normally be directed to the LLRC 
would be diverted to another facility. The No Project (Closure of the Landfill) scenario would therefore 
avoid direct impacts in areas surrounding the LLRC but would not result in the elimination or 
significant reduction of significant impacts, such as PM10 and NOx emissions that would occur under 
the Project, when compared to the ongoing regional needs for disposal and diversion. Given the 
nature of the Project, and the ongoing and growing need for future disposal and recycling activities 
irrespective of the proposed Project, this alternative would not avoid the significant impacts 
associated with the transport and disposal of MSW generally. 

 
 • Feasibility 
 

Public Resources Code section 21061.1 defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being accomplished 
in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 
environmental, social and technological factors.” CEQA Guidelines section 15364 adds another 
factor: “legal” considerations. (See also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (Goleta II) 
(1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 565.) The concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a 
particular alternative or mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project.  
(City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417 (City of Del Mar).)  
“[F]easibility” under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a 
reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.”  
(Ibid.; see also California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 
1001 [after weighing “‘economic, environmental, social, and technological factors’ … ‘an agency may 
conclude that a mitigation measure or alternative is impracticable or undesirable from a policy 
standpoint and reject it as infeasible on that ground’”].),  
 
The current limited availability of daily (and long-term) capacity in the County’s landfill system is a 
limiting factor when considering the County’s responsibility of providing adequate landfill capacity and 
diversion of recyclable waste as required by State law. Implementation of the No Project (Closure of 
the Landfill) Scenario would result in closure of the LLRC in 2012, prior to the landfill reaching its 
planned and currently permitted capacity, and would therefore not meet any of the project objectives. 
It could also be deemed undesirable than the project after balancing the relevant economic, 
environmental and social factors. 
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10.3.3 Smaller Increase in Daily Permitted Capacity (2,350 tpd) 
 
This alternative would be similar in nature to the proposed project; however, this alternative (and SWFP) 
would allow for an increase in daily permitted capacity of only 2,350 tpd, compared to 3,000 tpd for the 
proposed project.  This increase represents approximately one-half of that requested by the project applicant.   
This alternative, like the proposed project, would result in an increase in the permitted daily capacity, which 
would require a revision to both the Conditional Use Permit and the Solid Waste Facilities Permit approved 
for the LLRC.  The effect of this alternative would be the reduction in the remaining life of the LLRC from the 
currently estimated 246 years to approximately 1921 years; however, like the proposed project, this reduced 
daily capacity increase would increase the total daily capacity available within the County’s landfill system 
and facilitate short-term demands for sanitary landfill capacity.  With the exception of traffic, noise and air 
quality impacts, implementation of the reduced increase alternative would not result in any impacts that were 
not previously evaluated in the EIR prepared for the LLRC Expansion.  The potential impacts associated with 
traffic, noise and air quality, as compared to the project, are identified and described below. 
 
 Traffic and Circulation 
 
Implementation of the reduced increase in daily capacity alternative would result in fewer heavy truck trips when 
compared to the proposed project.  Based on the maximum daily capacity of 2,350 tpd and similar trips as 
identified for the proposed project, this alternative would result in the generation of approximately 64 additional 
daily PCE trips (i.e., an increase of approximately 13 heavy truck trips per day).  As described for the proposed 
project, all of the key study intersections are currently operating at acceptable levels of service (i.e., LOS A) and 
are forecast to continue to do so when project-related traffic and future growth is added to the circulation system.  
As a result, the addition of fewer vehicular trips will result in the contribution of fewer vehicles to the roadways in 
the vicinity of the project site.  Because no significant project-related impacts were identified, none of the 
intersections would be adversely affected by the traffic generated by this alternative and no mitigation measures 
would be required.  However, as indicated for the proposed project, the pavement integrity of three roadway 
segments would be affected by additional heavy truck traffic generated by the LLRC.  The increase of 245 trips 
per day associated with this alternative would result in the same impacts over time to the pavement integrity of the 
same three roadway segments, including Avenue F (between Division Street and 10th Street East), Division Street 
(Between Avenue F and Avenue G), and 10th Street East (between Avenue F and Avenue G).  As a result, 
implementation of this alternative would be subject to the same mitigation as the proposed project (i.e., payment of 
fair share/pro-rata fees). 
 

Air Quality 
 
Air quality impacts resulting from this alternative are anticipated to be less than the air quality emissions 
associated with the proposed project because there would be a decrease in the daily trips.  Therefore, this 
alternative would generate only about 64 additional daily trips (i.e., PCE trips), resulting in approximately one half 
of the mobile-source pollutant emissions identified for the proposed project.  In addition, a proportional decrease in 
the on-site emissions, primarily fugitive dust, would also result based on a reduced level of landfilling operations 
that would occur from the reduced activities when compared to the proposed project.  However, as indicated in 
Section 4.2, the increase in project-related daily air emissions, including both vehicular and on-site “construction” 
emissions, are not significant because they do not exceed the thresholds established by the local air pollution 
control district.  Like the proposed project, these direct air quality impacts would contribute to the cumulative 
degradation of the Mojave Desert Air Basin and would be, like the proposed project, significant on a cumulative 
basis. 
 
 Noise 
 
Similar to the air quality impacts described above for this project, noise impacts are directly related to the 
movement of heavy trucks to and from the LLRC and earth-moving equipment occurring on the site.  
Implementation of the proposed project would result in an increase only 0.3 dBA CNEL.  Further, the projected 
noise levels along all but one of the key roadways analyzed in the traffic study would be characterized by noise 
levels that are less than 65 dBA CNEL with the proposed project (and cumulative growth).  The noise levels along 
Avenue H east of SR-14 would operate slightly above the 65 dBA CNEL criterion; however, as indicated above, 
project-related trips would not generate noise increases that can be perceived (i.e., 0.1 dBA with or without the 



Lancaster Landfill & Recycling Center  
Draft Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report Vol. II 

 

10-9 

Avenue F extension).   Therefore, no significant noise impacts were identified for the proposed project.  Because 
this alternative would result in fewer trips, the noise impacts associated with it would be the same or 
proportionately less than the proposed project.  Operational noise impacts (i.e., noise resulting from landfill 
activities associated with landfill operations) would be the same as for the existing LLRC (i.e., No Project 
alternative) and for the proposed project.  A reduction in the maximum daily capacity from that proposed would 
also be the same as current ambient operational noise levels.   
 
 Water Quality and Drainage 
 
Implementation of this alternative will have, in general, similar impacts on the water quality and drainage as 
identified for the proposed project. These impacts were thoroughly evaluated in Section 4.4 of the Draft SEIR  As 
indicated in that assessment, no significant impacts from changes in the topographic conditions are anticipated 
because waste will be placed above lined areas and there would be no potential increase in erosion beyond that 
identified in the prior EIR. 
 
 ▪ Ability to Achieve Project Objectives 
 

This alternative, which would allow an approximately 38 percent increase in the maximum daily 
capacity of the LLRC, would achieve most of the objectives articulated.  Although the increase in daily 
capacity would accommodate some of the increased daily demand for refuse capacity in the County’s 
landfill system, the additional capacity resulting from this alternative would not be as great as 
proposed.  Therefore, although the existing need for additional short-term (i.e., daily) capacity will be 
offset, the County will continue to experience demands for refuse capacity resulting from continued 
growth. 

 
 ▪ Elimination/Reduction of Significant Impacts 
 

While this alternative would reduce the number of vehicular trips when compared to the proposed 
project, the impacts of the proposed project are less than significant.  Nonetheless, the reduction in 
traffic associated with this alternative will result in a concomitant reduction in air pollutant emissions 
and the generation of mobile-source noise.  Because of the significant number of projects that have 
been approved in the Antelope Valley and, further, because the LLRC is located within a “non-
attainment” air basin, the significant cumulative air quality impacts resulting from project 
implementation would not be eliminated by this alternative. 

 
 ▪ Feasibility 
 

The reduced Increase in Daily Capacity at the LLRC is feasible and can be implemented by the 
project applicant in the same manner as the proposed project.   However, as indicated above, the 
amount of additional daily capacity, which is becoming increasingly reduced in the County’s system, 
would be less than the proposed project.  In addition, this alternative would have limitations on its 
ability to generate additional revenue from tipping fees. 

 
10.3.4 Increase Daily Maximum Capacity at Antelope Valley Landfill 

 
This Alternative would involve a similar action (i.e., increase the existing maximum daily capacity) at the 
Antelope Valley Landfill (or another landfill within the County’s landfill system) located in the City of Palmdale.  
This facility, also owned and operated by WMI, is approximately 15 miles from the LLRC.  The maximum daily 
capacity approved for the Antelope Valley Landfill (AVL) in the SWFP is 1,400 tpd.  An application to increase 
the daily capacity to 3,600 tpd (from the approved 1,400 tpd daily capacity) has been filed with the City of 
Palmdale.  This alternative (i.e., increase in daily maximum capacity at the Antelope Valley Landfill) would 
result in an even greater increase in daily capacity than that currently proposed in order to accommodate the 
1,300-tpd increase proposed at the LLRC.  In order to accommodate the proposed increase in daily capacity 
at the AVL, the SWFP and related approvals (CUP) would be modified to permit a maximum daily capacity of 
4,900 tpd.  This alternative, combined with the proposed project, would increase the daily capacity available 
within the County-wide landfill system to offset the current deficit in daily capacity that exists (refer to the 
discussion presented in Section 3.4). 
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Implementation of this alternative could result in a transfer of the potential impacts identified for the proposed 
project from the project environs to the vicinity of the Antelope Valley Landfill in Palmdale.  These impacts are 
identified below. 

 Traffic 

It is anticipated that the vehicular trips generated by this alternative would be virtually the same as identified 
for the proposed project.  As indicated in Section 4.1, the proposed project would result in the generation of 
128 daily PCE trips (i.e., 54 two-way heavy truck trips), including 32 trips during the a.m. peak hour and 29 
trips during the p.m. peak hour.  The increase in daily capacity associated with this alternative would result in 
an additional 59 daily heavy truck trips (i.e., 236 daily PCE trips).  Depending on the existing roadway and 
intersection volumes in the vicinity of the Antelope Valley Landfill, implementation of this alternative, which 
would generate at least 59 additional transfer trailer trips per day, could be potentially significant if the existing 
roadway and intersection operating conditions exceed the level of service standards adopted by the City 
and/or County.  However, if the roadway segments and intersections are operating at acceptable levels of 
service, the addition of only 236 PCE trips per day and respective peak hour trips would not result in 
potentially significant impacts. 

 Air Quality 

Although the mobile source air emissions would occur within the same air basin (i.e., Mojave Desert Air 
Basin), it is possible that air quality impacts may be less than those resulting from the implementation of the 
proposed project because the average trip length may be less than the trip length associated with the 
proposed project.  Because the AVL is closer to the source of refuse in the area, the trip length would be 
reduced when compared to the proposed project.  As a result, mobile-source air emissions associated with 
this alternative would potentially be less than identified for the LLRC project.  Although the potential project-
related impacts of this alternative would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project, the 
incremental increase in both CO and NOx emissions would contribute to the cumulative degradation of the air 
basins because it is designated as a non-attainment area.  LFG emissions would be similar to those 
estimated for the proposed project. 

 Noise 

Similar to traffic impacts identified, implementation of this alternative could result in potentially significant 
noise impacts if the ambient and/or future noise levels in the vicinity of the landfill exceed significance 
thresholds or if sensitive receptors are located in proximity to the landfill that would be affected by the 
increase in noise resulting from the heavy truck traffic.  Residential development does exist closer to the 
Antelope Valley Landfill.  As a result, if either an increase in operational activities or heavy truck traffic occurs 
as a result of this project that would increase noise levels, potentially significant impacts could occur to the 
nearby residential land uses.  If so, these potential impacts would be greater than those associated with the 
proposed project. 

 Water Quality and Drainage 

It is anticipated that hydrology and water quality impacts associated with this alternative would not be 
significant.  Similar to the proposed project, the Antelope Valley Landfill has been designed to accommodate 
storm runoff and control leachate generated by the deposition of refuse.  Although the amount of refuse 
deposited at the Antelope Valley Landfill would increase on a daily basis, it would not change any of the 
surface hydrology and/or groundwater parameters reflected on the Landfill Plan.  The surface hydrology and 
leachate control systems would be implemented earlier than previously identified and the landfill would be 
closed sooner that anticipated as a result of the increase in daily capacity that would be permitted. 

 Ability to Achieve Project Objectives 

It is anticipated that implementation of this alternative could achieve most of the objectives of the proposed 
project, including increasing the maximum daily capacity in the County-wide landfill system and potentially 
reducing the volume of refuse that is exported from Los Angeles County. 
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 ▪ Elimination/Reduction of Significant Impacts 
 

Implementation of this alternative could result in the same or new potentially significant impacts, 
depending on the ambient conditions related to traffic and noise.  If the roadway segments and 
intersections in the vicinity of the Antelope Valley exceed or are forecast to exceed adequate levels of 
service, potential traffic impacts could occur.  Also, increased trip lengths would result in a greater 
amount of pollutant emissions.  Finally, it is possible that noise impacts could occur if ambient or 
forecast noise levels exceed significance thresholds. 

 
 ▪ Feasibility 
 

The feasibility of implementing this alternative would be similar to that of the proposed project.  It 
would necessitate the approval of a new Conditional Use Permit by the City of Palmdale and Solid 
Waste Facilities Permit by the Local Enforcement Agency.  This alternative would not avoid or 
substantially reduce otherwise significant impacts, however. 

 
10.4 Summary of Project Objectives 
 
The proposed increase in maximum daily capacity at the LLRC is needed for more efficient and effective 
operations at the LLRC and within the County’s landfill system.  The proposed project objectives are as 
follows: 
 

1. Significantly increase daily refuse handling capacity at an existing in-county landfill to 
accommodate future projected population growth and waste load shifting within Los Angeles 
County. 

2. Provide a regional resource within the Lancaster area that is available for both local and 
County waste disposal for at least 15 years. 

3. Decrease the amount of dependence on out-of-county waste disposal and long-haul options 
of waste by increasing in-county disposal options, and thereby avoiding adverse regional air 
quality and traffic impacts. 

4. Minimize the impacts of solid waste disposal through a well-engineered and environmentally 
sound operation. 

5. Dispose of refuse in an existing landfill and relatively isolated area thus efficiently utilizing 
land space. 

 
The Table 10-1 summarizes the ability for each Alternative and the proposed project to meet the stated 
project objectives of the proposed project. 
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Table 10-1 
 

Project Alternatives Objectives Attainment 
Lancaster Landfill Conditional Use Permit 

 
 
 

Objective 

Does Alternative Meet Objective? 
 

No Project 
(Existing 
Landfill 

Operations) 
and  
No 

Project(Closur
e of the Landfill 

Scenario) 

2,350 tpd 
Capacity 

Antelope 
Valley LF 

Increase daily refuse handling capacity to handle 
projected population growth and waste load shifting 
within Los Angeles County. 

No 
No Yes Yes 

Recycling and beneficial use of materials. Yes 
No Yes Yes 

Provide a regional resource within the Lancaster area 
that is available for local waste generation as well as Los 
Angeles County overall. 

Yes 
No Yes Yes 

Minimize the negative impacts of solid waste disposal 
through a well engineered and environmentally sound 
operation. 

Yes 
No Yes Yes 

Disposal of refuse in a relatively isolated area that 
efficiently utilizes land space and natural topography. 

Yes 
No Yes Yes 

Decrease the amount of out-of-County disposal and 
long-haul options of waste, thereby negating additional 
adverse impacts on regional traffic and air quality. 

No 
No Yes Yes 

 
10.5 Summary of Environmental Impacts 
 
An EIR is required to identify the “environmentally superior” alternative among those evaluated from the 
reasonable range of alternatives analyzed.  Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines mandates that in 
the event “. . . the environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.   
 
Table 10-2 provides a comparison of the potential project-related impacts associated with each alternative.  As 
indicated in that table, the No Project (Existing Landfill Operations) Alternative may be considered the 
environmentally superior alternative unless continued growth within the County creates demands for landfill 
capacity (on a daily basis) that requires the County to export greater volumes of refuse.  However, in the event 
additional daily capacity is not available, potential impacts associated with the No Project (Existing Landfill 
Operations) alternative as well as the No Project (Closure of the Landfill) scenario could be greater than those 
identified for the proposed project as a result of increased trip length in the event MRF and/or transfer stations 
cannot be integrated into the disposal process (which could reduced the average trip length).  In particular, air 
quality impacts could be significant as a result of greater trip lengths associated with the export operations. 
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Table 10-2 
 

Summary of Impacts - Project Alternatives 
Lancaster Landfill Conditional Use Permit 

 
 

 
Alternative 

 
Reduced 
Impacts 

Impacts 
Avoided or 
Reduced 

 
Additional 
Impacts 

 
Environmentally 

Superior 

 
Meets Project 

Objectives 
No Project 
(Existing Landfill 
Operations) & 
No Project 
(Closure of the 
Landfill) 

Yes1 

No 

Air Quality 
Noise 
Traffic 

No2 

Yes 
Yes 
No 

Some 
None 

Reduced Increase 
in Daily Capacity 
(2,350 tpd) 

Yes Noise 
Traffic No Yes All 

Increase in Daily 
Permitted Capacity 
at Alternative  Site 
(Antelope Valley 
Landfill) 

No No 
Air Quality3 

Noise3 
Traffic3 

No All 

 
1Reduced impacts are based on no additional volumes of refuse exported to out-of-county landfills. 
2Traffic, noise and air quality impacts associated with the No Project (Existing Landfill Operations) alternative 
could be greater if more refuse from the wasteshed is exported to out-of-county landfills. Under the No Project 
(Closure of the Landfill) scenario the diversion of recyclable materials would not occur at the LLRC and the 
disposal of MSW would need to be hauled elsewhere. Depending on the capacity of alternative facilities, the 
location of the waste generated and final landfill used for disposal, the transportation of waste could result in 
additional long term significant adverse impacts to regional air quality from criteria and GHG emissions, as 
well as on regional traffic conditions. 
3Potential traffic, noise and air quality impacts could be greater when compared to the proposed project,  
 depending on the ambient conditions in the vicinity of the Antelope Valley Landfill. 
 
 
 
As indicated in Section 10.3.2, the No Project (Existing Landfill Operations) (no increase in daily capacity) 
alternative is considered the environmentally superior alternative.  However, implementation of the Reduced 
Increase in the Daily Permitted Capacity alternative may be identified as the “environmentally superior” alternative 
when compared to the proposed project and other alternatives evaluated because although the potential impacts 
would be the same as identified for the proposed project, they would be less (e.g., traffic, noise and air quality).  
As summarized in Table 10-1 and the preceding analysis, the Reduced Increase in the Daily Permitted Capacity 
alternative is able to achieve all of the project objectives.   
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CHAPTER 13.0 
GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS 

 
 
AAQS Ambient Air Quality Standard/Standards 
AC Asphalt Concrete 
ADC Alternative Daily Cover 
ADWD Average Daily Waste Disposal 
ADT Average Daily Traffic 
amsl Above Mean Sea Level 
ANSI American National Standards Institute 
AQMA Air Quality Management Area 
AQMD Air Quality Management District 
AQMP Air Quality Management Plan 
AVAPCD Antelope Valley Air Pollution Control District 
AVAQMD Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District 
 
BACT Best Available Control Technology 
BMP Best Management Practices 
 
CAA Federal Clean Air Act 
CAP Corrective Action Program 
CARB California Air Resources Board 
CCAA California Clean Air Act 
CCR California Code of Regulations 
CDFG California Department of Fish and Game 
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 
CESA California Endangered Species Act 
CIWMB California Integrated Waste Management Board/ CalRecycle 
CIWMP County Integrated Waste Management Plan 
CMP Congestion Management Program 
CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level 
CO Carbon Monoxide 
CRWQCB California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
CREF Commerce Refuse-to-Energy Facility 
CSE County Siting Element 
CUP Conditional Use Permit 
CWA Federal Clean Water Act 
 
DAMP Drainage Area Management Plan 
dB Decibel 
dBA A-weighted Decibel 
DEIR Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 
EA Environmental Assessment 
EIR Environmental Impact Report 
EPA Environmental Protection Agency 
ESAL  
 
F Fahrenheit 
ft Feet 
 
GHG Greenhouse Gas 
 
HHWE Household Hazardous Waste Element 
 
ICU Intersection Capacity Utilization 
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IS Initial Study 
 
LACSD Los Angeles County Sanitation District 
LCRS Leachate Control and Removal System 
LEA Local Enforcement Agency 
Leq Equivalent Noise Level 
LFG Landfill Gas 
LLRC Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center 
Lmax Maximum Noise Level 
Lmin Minimum Noise Level 
LOS Level of Service 
 
MCLs  Maximum Content Levels 
MDAB Mojave Desert Air Basin 
mg/l Milligrams per Liter 
MMRP Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
MNA Monitored Natural Attenuation 
MPAH Master Plan of Arterial Highways 
MRF Material Recycling Facility 
 
NO2 Nitrogen Dioxide 
NOP Notice of Preparation 
NOx Nitrogen Oxides 
NPDES Nation Pollution Discharge and Elimination System 
 
O3 Ozone 
 
PA Planning Application 
PRC Public Resources Code 
PM10 Particulates (Ten Microns or Less in Diameter) 
ppm Parts Per Million 
 
RCPG Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 
ROG Reactive Organic Gases 
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 
SAMP Special Area Management Plan 
SCAB South Coast Air Basin 
SCAG Southern California Association of Governments 
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District 
SCFM Standard Cubic Feet Per Minute 
SEIR Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
SERRF South East Resource Recovery Facility 
sf Square Feet 
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide 
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program 
SOx Sulfur Oxides 
SSRE Source Reduction and Recycling Element 
SWFP Solid Waste Facilities Permit 
 
TASW Treated Auto Shredder Waste 
TDM Transportation Demand Management 
TDS Total Dissolved Solids 
TPD Tons Per Day 
TPH Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons 
 
USGS United States Geological Survey 
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V/C Volume/Capacity 
VOC Volatile Organic Compounds 
vpd Vehicles Per Day 
WDR Waste Discharge Requirements 
WQMP Water Quality Management Plan 
WMI Waste Management of California, Inc. 
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