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Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning
Planning for the Challenges Ahead

Richard J. Bruckner

Director
NOTICE OF PREPARATION
DATE: November 21, 2011
PROJECT TITLE: CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL MASTER PLAN REVSION

PROJECT NO. R2004-00559-(5)
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 200400042
ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. 200400039

PROJECT APPLICANT: Chiquita Canyon Landfill LLC.
29201 Henry Mayo Drive
Castaic, CA 91384
(661) 257-3655

The County of Los Angeles is the lead agency and will prepare an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the project identified below. In compliance with Section 15082 of the State
of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the County of Los Angeles is
distributing the Notice of Preparation (NOP) to the Office of Planning and Research, each
responsible agency, interested parties, and federal agencies, involved in approving the
project and to trustee agencies responsible for natural resources affected by the project.
Within 30 days after receiving the NOP, each agency shall provide the County of Los
Angeles with specific written details about the scope and content of the environmental
information related to the agency’s area of statutory responsibility.

The purpose of this NOP is to solicit the views of your agency as to scope and content of
the environmental information germane to your agency’s statutory authority with respect to
the proposed project. Your agency may need to use the EIR prepared by our agency when
considering approval of applicable permits and other approvals for the project.

PROJECT LOCATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: The Chiquita Canyon Landfill
(CCL), located in the northwestern portion of unincorporated Los Angeles County, is
approximately three miles west of the Interstate 5 and State Route 126 (SR-126)
intersection (Figure 1). The site is located in Section 15, Township 4 North, Range 17 West,
San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian. The site latitude and longitude are 34°25'N and
118°39'W, respectively.

Much of the area surrounding CCL consists of undeveloped open space as a result of steep
topography. Surrounding land uses include mostly open lands to the north; rural residential
development is located to the west and northwest along Chiquito Canyon Road and in the
Val Verde area, respectively. Relatively new suburban residential areas are located to the
northeast. The closest of these residential dwellings is located approximately 500 feet from
the northwest site boundary corner and 1,200 feet from the current landfill footprint;
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intervening topography prevents residential views of the operating landfill from these
locations. Industrial/commercial uses are located to the northeast, east, and southeast. The
United States Postal Service has a general mail facility adjacent to the eastern edge of the
landfill property boundary. The property immediately west and south of the landfill is owned
by the Newhall Land and Farming Company (NLF) and is currently either vacant or is used
for agricultural activities. Oil extraction fields and associated storage areas are located less
than one mile from the landfill to the west and south. Valencia Travel Village, a short- and
long-term campground, is located approximately one mile east of the landfill on the south
side of SR-126.

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

ENTITLEMENT REQUIREMENTS AND DISCRETIONARY APPROVALS: The applicant,
Chiquita Canyon LLC, is requesting a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to authorize the
continued operation, maintenance and expansion of an existing waste disposal facility
located in the A-2 (Heavy Agricultural) zone. A CUP is required for the operation of a waste
disposal facility in the A-2 zone pursuant to Section 22.24.150 of the Los County Code
(Zoning Ordinance).

POTENTIAL PROJECT IMPACTS:

Based on the Initial Study, an EIR is necessary for the proposed Project. Based on a
preliminary assessment of potential environmental impacts that may occur as a result of the
proposed Project (Attachment 2, Draft Initial Study), the environmental issues to be
addressed in the Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan Revision would include at least the
following:

Potential Hazards
Geology/Soils
Hazards/Hazardous Materials
Noise

Potential Impacts to Resources
Hydrology/Water Quality

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Potential Impact to Services
Transportation/Traffic



Utilities/Services

NOTICE OF PREPARATION REVIEW AND COMMENTS: The review period for the
Notice of Preparation will be from November 28, 2011 to January 12, 2012. As a result of
the time limits mandated by state law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible
date, but not later than January 4, 2012. Please direct all written comments to the following
address. In your response, please include the name of a contact person in your agency.

Rob Glaser

Zoning Permits North Section

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street, Room 1348

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Tel: (213) 974-6443

Fax: (213) 626-0434

E-mail: rglaser@planning.lacounty.gov

SCOPING MEETING: To assist in local participation, a Scoping Meeting will be held to
present the proposed Project and to solicit suggestions from the public and responsible
agencies on the content of the Draft EIR. The Scoping Meeting will be held at the Val
Verde Community Regional Park Facility, located at 30300 West Arlington Street, Val
Verde, on Tuesday December 6, 2011 from 7:00 p.m. — 8:30 p.m.

Attachment:
Draft Initial Study
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Environmental Checklist Form (Initial Study)
County of Los Angeles, Department of Regional Planning

Project title: Chiquita Canyon Landfill / Project No. R2004-00559-(5) / Case No(s) Conditional Use
Permit No. 200400042, Environmental Case No. 200400039.

Project location: 29201 Henry Mayo Drive, Castaic, CA 91384 (ILocated between Chiquito Canyon Road
and Wolcott Way)
APN: 3721-002-011, 013, 019 and 034 Thomas Guide: 4549 D-1, D-2, E-1, E-2 USGS Quad- Val Verde

Gross Acreage: 643 acres

Description of project: The Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) Master Plan Revision (Proposed Project)

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

within the existing site boundary, better utilize the landfill’s remaining and potential disposal capacity, and
allow for the disposal of all non-hazardous wastes acceptable at a Class 111 solid waste disposal landfill. The

Proposed Project would also include the continued diversion of such materials as green waste,

asphalt/concrete and metal through ongoing landfill waste diversion programs on which numerous

jurisdictions depend to comply with state-mandated waste diversion goals.

General plan designation: R (Non Urban)

Community/Area wide Plan designation: HM (Hillside Management), I (Industrial), P (Public Facilities)
(Santa Clarita Valley Areawide General Plan

Zoning: A-2-2 (Heavy Agricultural - two acre minimum required lot area), A-2-5 (Heavy Agricultural — Five

Acre Minimum Lot Area), M-1 1/2-DP (Restricted Heavy Manufacturing — Development Program).

Surrounding land uses and setting: Much of the area surrounding CCL consists of undeveloped vacant
hillsides as a result of steep topography. Surrounding land uses include mostly open lands to the north; rural

residential development is located to the west and northwest along Chiquito Canyon Road and in the Val
Verde area, respectively. Relatively new suburban residential areas are located to the northeast. The closest

of these residential dwellings is located approximately 500 feet from the northwest site boundary corner and
1,200 feet from the current landfill footprint; intervening topography prevents residential views of the
operating landfill from these locations. Industrial/commercial uses are located to the northeast, east, and
southeast. The United States Postal Service has a general mail facility adjacent to the eastern edge of the
landfill property boundary. The property immediately west and south of the landfill is owned by the
Newhall I.and and Farming Company (NLF) and is currently either vacant or is used for agricultural
activities. Oil extraction fields and associated storage areas are located less than 1 mile from the landfill to

the west and south. Valencia Travel Village, a short- and long-term campground, is located approximately 1
mile east of the landfill on the south side of SR-126.

Major projects in the area:

Project/ Case No. Description and Status
00-196/TR53108 The “River Village” project (part of Newhall Ranch SP, pending)
04-181/TR061105 The “Mission Village” project (part of Newhall Ranch SP, pendin
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00-210/TR53295

PM20685
TR069708
TR52475

PMO066190

TR060257

PM060030

TRO60665
TR52584

TR45084
PM18108

TR061996

TRO60678

The “Entrada” project (pending)

21 industrial lots on 110 AC (approved)

100 single family residential lots (pending)

58 single family residential lots (pending)

825 single family lots (pending)

353 single and multi-family residential lots (pending)

37 industrial lots and 5 public lots (pending)

109 residential condo lots (pending)

209 single family residential lots, one golf course lot, 2 open space lots

and two street lots on 432 acres (approved)

294 single family residential lots (recorded)
1,740 commercial, industrial and public lots (pending)
The “Legacy” project; 3,455 single and multi-family residential lots

(pending)

The “Homestead Newhall Ranch” project; 5,778 single and multi-family

residential lots (pending)
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Reviewing Agencies:
Responsible Agencies

[ ] None

Regional Water Quality Control
Board:

X Los Angeles Region

[ ] Lahontan Region
[ ] Coastal Commission
X] Army Corps of Engineers
X] Caltrans
X CA DHS

Trustee Agencies

[ ] None

[X] State Dept. of Fish and Game

[X] State Dept. of Parks and
Recreation

[X] State Lands Commission

[] University of California
(Natural Land and Water
Reserves System)

Special Reviewing Agencies

[ ] None

[ ] Santa Monica Mountains
Conservancy

X] National Parks

X] National Forest

[ ] Edwards Air Force Base

[ ] Resource Conservation
District of Santa Monica
Mountains Area

X] DOCDOG, AQMD, CIWMB

X] CA Food & Agticulture, Kern

County, SCOPE, Save Open

Space

X] U.S. Postal Services, MTA

X City of Santa Clarita, SC Oak

Conservancy, Sierra Club

DX] CA Dept of Water Resources,

City of Los Angeles, Friends of

the SC River, Communities for a

Better Environment

X] Castaic Water, Valencia Water

DX Ventura County, Santa Clarita

Civic Association, SCAG

County Departments
X] DPW:

- Land Development Division
(Grading & Drainage)

- Geotechnical & Materials
Engineering Division

- Traffic and Lighting Division

- Environmental Programs
Division

- Waterworks Division

Public agency approvals which may be required:

Public Agency

Lead agency name and address:
County of Los Angeles

Attn: Department of Regional Planning

320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Approval Required
(E.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement.)

Regional Significance

[ ] None

[ ] SCAG Criteria

DX Air Quality

X] Water Resources

[ ] Santa Monica Mtns. Area

L]

X Fire Department

- Forestry, Environmental
Division

-Planning Division

[X] Sanitation District

X] Public Health: Environmental
Hygiene (Noise)

[ ] Sheriff Department

[X] Parks and Recreation

[ ] Subdivision Committee

L]

Project sponsor's name and address:
Chiquita Canyon Landfill, LLC

29201 Henry Mayo Drive
Castaic, CA 91384

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS
SUMMARY MATRIX

No Impact

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact w/ Project Mitigation

Environmental Factor

Potential Concern

1. Aesthetics

Recreational trail; landform alteration

2. Agriculture/Forest

3. Air Quality

Diesel, methane, odors

4. Biological Resources

Undisturbed areas, blue line streams, coastal sage scrub

. Cultural Resources

. Energy

. Geology/Soils

Landslides, substantial grading

O J|SN [

. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

9. Hazards/Hazardous Materials

10. Hydrology/Water Quality

Storm water runoff

11. Land Use/Planning

12. Mineral Resources

13. Noise

IXIC]

Egquipment noise, entrance relocation

14. Population/Housing

15. Public Services

HNEN AR EEEXE

16. Recreation

17. Transportation/ Traffic

Entrance relocation, update traffic analysis

18. Utilities/Services

19. Mandatory Findings
of Significance

IR
IR
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DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Department.)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

L]

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be
prepared. '

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact” ot "potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on the eatlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that
remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an eatlier EIR ot
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided ot
mitigated putsuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECILARATION, including revisions ot
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

% | alzz|u

e ——— Vv

Signature Date}

Qe 521

- Signature Date

5/32



EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1)

2)

3)

4

5)

)

7)

8)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, [] [] X []
including County-designated scenic resources areas

(scenic highways as shown on the Scenic Highway

Element, scenic corridors, scenic hillsides, and scenic

ridgelines)?

Henry Mayo Drive is a first priority scenic highway.

b) Be visible from or obstruct views from a regional [] [] X []
riding or hiking trail?

Santa Clara River Trail will be located south of the site.

c) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, [] [] X []
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, historic
buildings, or undeveloped or undisturbed areas?

Currently undisturbed areas will be developed for solid waste disposal.

d) Substantially degrade the existing visual character X [] [] []
or quality of the site and its surroundings because of

height, bulk, pattern, scale, character, or other

features?

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

views in the area?

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

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or [] [] [] X
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as

shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the

California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

No agricultural activities would be converted to non-agricultural use.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, [] [] [] X
with a designated Agricultural Opportunity Area, or
with a Williamson Act contract?

Continned operation of CCL would be consistent with existing land uses at CCL since its inception, and is not within a
designated Agricultural Opportunity Area or with a Williamson Act contract.

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning [] [] [] X
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code §

12220 (g)) or timberland zoned Timberland

Production (as defined in Public Resources Code §

4526)?

CCL does not contain forest land or tinberland.

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

CCL does not contain forest land.

e) Involve other changes in the existing envitonment [] [] [] X
which, due to their location or nature, could result in

conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or

conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

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

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

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of X [] [] []
applicable air quality plans of the South Coast AQMD
(SCAQMD) or the Antelope Valley AQMD?
Potential air quality impacts will be evaluated in the EIR.
b) Violate any applicable federal or state air quality =4 ] ] ]

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

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

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

Potential air quality impacts will be evaluated in the EIR.

d) Otherwise result in a cumulatively considerable net X [] [] []
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project

region is non-attainment under an applicable federal

or state ambient air quality standard?

Cummnlatively considerable impacts will be evaluated in the EIR.

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

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

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

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

Less Than

Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or X [] [] []
through habitat modifications, on any species

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status

species in local or regional plans, policies, or

regulations, or by the California Department of Fish

and Game (DFG) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

(USFWS)?

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

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on sensitive X [] [] []
natural communities (e.g., riparian habitat, coastal

sage scrub, oak woodlands, non-jurisdictional

wetlands) identified in local or regional plans, policies,

and regulations DFG or USFWS? These communities

include Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) identified

in the General Plan, SEA Buffer Areas, and Sensitive

Environmental Resource Areas (SERAs) identified in

the Coastal Zone Plan.

Coastal sage scrub is found onsite.

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally X [] [] []
protected wetlands (including marshes, vernal pools,

and coastal wetlands) or waters of the United States,

as defined by § 404 of the Clean Water Act through

direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or

other means?

Blue line streams traverse the expansion areas.

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any X [] [] []
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or

with established native resident or migratory wildlife

corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery

sites?

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

e) Convert oak woodlands (as defined by the state, [] [] X []
oak woodlands are oak stands with greater than 10%
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canopy cover with oaks at least 5” inch in diameter
measured at 4.5 feet above mean natural grade) or
otherwise contain oak or other unique native trees
(junipers, Joshuas, etc.)?

The Proposed Project would not impact oak woodlands.

f) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances [] [] X []
protecting biological resources, including Wildflower

Reserve Areas (L.A. County Code, Title 12, Ch. 12.36)

and the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance

(L.A. County Code, Title 22, Ch. 22.56, Part 16)?

The Proposed Project wonld be consistent with Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance and an Oak Tree Permit will be
determined once the Oak Tree Report is provided.

g) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted state, X [] [] []
regional, or local habitat conservation plan?

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

Less Than

Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

Prebistoric site CA-LAN-36 is within the property boundary line, but outside of any grading activity. The closest listed
historical resource to the site is the Rancho San Francisco Estancia Adobe, which is located 2.5 miles to the northeast of the
project site.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [] [] X []
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5?

No impacts to known archaeological resources would occur.

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique [] [] X L]
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic

feature, or contain rock formations indicating

potential paleontological resources?

No impacts to known paleontological resonrces would occur.

d) Disturb any human remains, including those [] [] X []
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

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

Less Than

Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

CCL excpansion would comply with Los Angeles County Green Building Code Standards.

b) Involve the inefficient use of energy resources (see [] [] X []
Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines)?

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

Less Than

Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault.

X [] [] []

Holser (0.5 miles north), Oak Ridge (4.5 miles west), and Santa Susana (4.5 miles south) fanlts are located in the

immediate vicinity.
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
Potential seismic impacts will be addressed in the EIR.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

Areas of shallow groundwater per Safety Element Plate 3.

iv) Landslides?

X [] [] []

X [] [] []

X [] [] []

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

north of the landfill lease boundary.

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

The potential for soil erosion will be addressed in the EIR.

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction
or collapse?

The potential for unstable soils will be addressed in the EIR.
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table

18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?

X [] [] []
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Top soils on the project site are predominantly loamy in character and contain variable quality of clay. Some areas of moderate
expansion potential occur onsite due to the water-holding capacity of clay minerals.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the =4 [] [] []
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal

systems where sewers are not available for the disposal

of waste water?

Soils at CCL will be addressed in the EIR.

f) Conflict with the Hillside Management Area [] [] X []
Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 22, § 22.56.215) or

hillside design standards in the County General Plan

Conservation and Open Space Element?

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

Less Than

Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas (GhGs) emissions, either X [] [] []
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant

impact on the environment (i.e., on global climate

change)? Normally, the significance of the impacts of

a project’s GhG emissions should be evaluated as a

cumulative impact rather than a project-specific

impact.

The Proposed Project would generate construction-related and operation-related GhG emissions from energy use, onsite
equipment exchanst, landfill gas generation and flaring, and disposal vebicle/ transportation. The EIR will include a cummnlative
impact analysis of GhGs.

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or [] [] X []
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the

emissions of greenhouse gases including regulations
implementing AB 32 of 2006, General Plan policies
and implementing actions for GhG emission
reduction, and the Los Angeles Regional Climate
Action Plan?

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

Less Than

Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the [] X [] []
environment through the routine transport, storage,

production, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or

use of pressurized tanks on-site?

As a Class 111 Landfill, CCL does not accept hazardous wastes. "The energy conversion facility located on the subject property
may generate hazgardous waste.

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the [] [] X []
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset

and accident conditions involving the release of

hazardous materials or waste into the environment?

As a Class 111 Landfill, CCL does not accept hazardous wastes.

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or [] [] X []
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste

within 500 feet of sensitive land uses (e.g., homes,

schools, hospitals)?

CCL does not accept hazardous wastes; waste areas are not located within 500 feet of a sensitive land use.

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of [] [] [] X
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to

Government Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, would it

create a significant hazard to the public or the

environment?

CCL is not located on a hazardous materials site compiled pursnant to Government Code § 65962.5.

e) For a project located within an airport land use ] ] [] =
plan, or where such a plan has not been adopted,

within two miles of a public airport or public use

airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for

people residing or working in the project area?

CCL is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of an airport.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, [] [] [] X
would the project result in a safety hazard for people

residing or working in the project area?

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

Continned operation of CCL wonld not interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of

loss, injury or death involving fires, because the
project is located:

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

Per Los Angeles County General Plan Safety Element Plate 7

ii) in a high fire hazard area with inadequate [] [] X []
access?

Access to the subject property is on paved road of adequate width. "The new internal road network will be analyzed.

iii) in an area with inadequate water and [] [] X []
pressure to meet fire flow hazards?

Water trucks and bulldozers onsite 24-hours a day. Two 50,000~gallon and one 12,000~gallon water tanks onsite.

iv) in proximity to land uses that have the X [] [] []
potential for dangerous fire hazard (such as

refineries, flammables, and explosives

manufacturing)?

Ot/ wells are located in the vicinity of CCLL.
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10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Less Than

Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

Storm water runoff may increase due to compaction of soils in the proposed expansion area.

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or X [] [] []
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such

that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a

lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the

production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would

drop to a level which would not support existing land

uses or planned uses for which permits have been

granted)?

A Water Supply Assessment addressing groundwater supplies has been prepared for the Proposed Project.

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of =4 [] [] []
the site or area, including through the alteration of the

course of a stream or river, in a manner which would

result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

Landfill operations will alter natural drainage patterns and watershed, and potential impacts as well as proposed mitigation
will be analyzed in the EIR.

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of =4 [] [] []
the site or area, including through the alteration of the

course of a stream or river, or substantially increase

the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which

would result in flooding on- or off-site?

Ousite drainages may be modified to allow for safe and efficient landfilling operations.

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would [] X [] []
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems?

Storm water runoff may increase due to compaction of soils in the proposed expansion area but would be managed onsite by
project design, including basins, grading design, ete.

f) Generate construction or post-construction runoff X [] [] []
that would violate applicable stormwater NPDES

permits or otherwise significantly affect surface water

or groundwater quality?
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Storm water runoff may increase due to compaction of soils in the proposed expansion area.

g) Conflict with the Los Angeles County Low Impact [] [] X []
Development Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 12,
Ch. 12.84 and Title 22, Ch. 22.52)?

The Proposed Project would not conflict with the 1os Angeles County Low Impact Development Ordinance.
h) Result in point or nonpoint source pollutant [] [] X []
discharges into State Water Resources Control Board-

designated Areas of Special Biological Significance?

The Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in point or nonpoint source pollutant discharges into SWRCB-designated
Avreas of Special Biological Significance.

i) Use septic tanks or other private sewage disposal [] [] X []
system in areas with known septic tank limitations or

in close proximity to a drainage course?

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

j) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? =4 [] [] []
Water quality will be addressed in the EIR.

k) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area [] [] [] X
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or

Flood Insurance Rate Map, or within a floodway or

floodplain?

The Proposed Project does not include housing.

1) Place structures, which would impede or redirect [] [] [] X
flood flows, within a 100-year flood hazard area,

floodway, or floodplain?

The Proposed Project would not place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area.

m) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of [] [] X []
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including

flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

The Proposed Project would not expose people or structures to flooding hazgards.

n) Place structures in areas subject to inundation by [] [] [] X
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

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

Less Than

Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? [] [] X []

CCL is an existing use with a currently permitted waste footprint of approximately 257 acres and is proposed to be expanded
to approximately 400 acres. .

b) Be inconsistent with the plan designations of the [] [] X []
subject property? Applicable plans include: the

County General Plan, County specific plans, County

local coastal plans, County area plans, County

community/neighborhood plans, or Community

Standards Districts.

The Proposed Project is consistent with current underlying plan designations.

c) Be inconsistent with the zoning designation of the [] [] X []
subject property?

The Proposed Project is consistent with current underlying zomning designations, and has filed a Conditional Use Permit to allow
the landfill use as a solid fill project, to continne and expand within the underlying zones.

d) Conflict with Hillside Management Criteria, SEA [] [] X []
Conformance Criteria, or other applicable land use

criteria?

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

21/32



12. MINERAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:

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

This factor was deemed insignificant and therefore not discussed in the 1996 certified EIR. Need to confirm with the State of
California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology mineral resource 3one maps.

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally- [] [] [] X
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on

alocal general plan, specific plan or other land use

plan?

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

Less Than

Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise [] [] X []
levels in excess of standards established in the County

noise ordinance (Los Angeles County Code, Title 12,

Chapter 12.08)_or the General Plan Noise Element?

Construction and operation noise levels from the Proposed Project from all noise sensitive areas wonld remain below the statutory
requirements of the County of Los Angeles.

b) Exposure of sensitive receptors (e.g., schools, [] [] X []
hospitals, senior citizen facilities) to excessive noise
levels?

The closest sensitive receptors to the Proposed Project are residential dwellings located approximately 500 feet from the northwest
site boundary corner and 1,200 feet from the landfill footprint. Construction and operation noise levels would be similar to the
existing noise level.

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise [] [] X []
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing

without the project, including noise from parking

areas?

Construction and operation noise levels from the Proposed Project wonld remain essentially unchanged from the existing noise
level.

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in [] [] X []
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels

existing without the project, including noise from

amplified sound systems?

Construction and operation noise levels from the Proposed Project would remain essentially unchanged, below the statutory
requirements of the County of Los Angeles.

e) For a project located within an airport land use [] [] [] X
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,

within two miles of a public airport or public use

airport, would the project expose people residing or

working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

CCL is not located within the vicinity of a public airport or public use airport.
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, [] [] [] 4

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

Less Than

Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, [] [] X []
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes

and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

The Proposed Project may accommodate future population growth indirectly.

b) Cumulatively exceed official regional or local [] [] [] X
population projections?

The Proposed Project would not result in population growth.

c) Displace existing housing, especially affordable [] [] [] 4
housing?

The Proposed Project would not displace existing housing.
d) Displace substantial numbers of people, [] [] [] 4
necessitating the construction of replacement housing

elsewhere?

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

Less Than

Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant  Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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

Fire protection? [] [] X []

The Proposed Project may not require additional fire protection.

Shetiff protection? ] [] X []

The Proposed Project may not require additional sheriff protection.

Schools? [] [] X []

The Proposed Project may be growth inducing and may affect schools.

Parks? [] [] X []

The Proposed Project may be growth inducing and may affect parks.

Libraries? ] [] X []

The Proposed Project may be growth inducing and may affect libraries.

Other public facilities? ] [] X []

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

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant  Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Would the project increase the use of existing [] [] X []

neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?

The Proposed Project may be growth inducing indirectly and would affect parks or other recreational facilities.

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or [] [] X []
require the construction or expansion of recreational

facilities which might have an adverse physical effect

on the environment?

The Proposed Project may be growth inducing indirectly and would affect recreational facilities. One the landfill has reached
capacity and the end use may be a park.

c) Is the project consistent with the Department of [] [] X []
Parks and Recreation Strategic Asset Management

Plan for 2020 (SAMP) and the County General Plan

standards for the provision of parkland?

The Proposed Project may not be growth inducing and shonld not affect parkland.

d) Would the project intetfere with regional open [] [] X []
space connectivity?

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

Less Than

Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

Transportation and traffic impacts will be addressed in the EIR.

b) Exceed the County Congestion Management Plan X [] [] []
(CMP) Transportation Impact Analysis thresholds?

Transportation and traffic impacts will be addressed in the EIR.

c) Conflict with an applicable congestion X [] [] []
management program, including, but not limited to,

level of service standards and travel demand measures,

or other standards established by the CMP, for

designated roads or highways (50 peak hour vehicles

added by project traffic to a CMP highway system

intersection or 150 peak hour trips added by project

traffic to a mainline freeway link)?

Transportation and traffic impacts will be addressed in the EIR.

d) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including [] [] [] X
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in

location that results in substantial safety risks?

The Proposed Project will not affect air traffic patterns.

e) Substantially increase hazards due to a design [] [] X []

feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections)
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
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The Proposed Project would not increase hazards as a result of design features or incompatible uses.
f) Result in inadequate emergency access? [] []
The Proposed Project is not anticipated to impede emergency access.

g) Conflict with the Bikeway Plan, Pedestrian Plan, [] []
Transit Oriented District development standards in

the County General Plan Mobility Element, or other

adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting

alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle

racks)?

The Proposed Project should not affect alternative transportation plans.

h) Decrease the performance or safety of alternative [] []
transportation facilities?

The Proposed Project should not affect alternative transportation facilities.
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18. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Less Than

Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

The Proposed Project should not produce wastewater requiring treatment.

b) Create water or wastewater system capacity [] [] X []
problems, or result in the construction of new water or

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of

existing facilities, the construction of which could

cause significant environmental effects?

The Proposed Project should not produce wastewater requiring treatment.

c) Create drainage system capacity problems, or [] [] X []
result in the construction of new storm water drainage

facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the

construction of which could cause significant

environmental effects?

Project design will address storm water drainage throngh designs approved by Los Angeles County Department of Public
Works.

d) Have sufficient reliable water supplies available to [] [] X []
serve the project demands from existing entitlements

and resources, considering existing and projected

water demands from other land uses?

A Water Supply Assessment has been prepared for the Proposed Project and concludes. . ..

e) Conflict with the Los Angeles County Low Impact [] [] X []
Development Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 12,

Ch. 12.84 and Title 22, Ch. 22.52) or Drought Tolerant

Landscaping Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 21, §

21.24.430 and Title 22, Ch. 21, Part 21)?

The Proposed Project will not conflict with Los Angeles County Ordinances.

f) Create energy utility (electricity, natural gas, ] ] X ]

propane) system capacity problems, or result in the
construction of new energy facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
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The Proposed Project may not create energy utility systems capacity problems, or require construction of new energy facilities or
expansion of existing facilities.

g) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted [] [] X []
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

The Proposed Project is continued operation of a Class 11 solid waste disposal landfill along with expansion.

h) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and [] [] X []
regulations related to solid waste?

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

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

Biota

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

Air quality, visnal (landform alteration)
c) Does the project have environmental effects which
will cause substantial adverse effects on human

beings, either directly or indirectly?

Water quality, air quality

Potentially
Significant
Impact

X

X

Less Than

Significant

Impact with  Less Than
Mitigation Significant No
Incorporated Impact Impact

[] [] []
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NOTICE OF A TIME EXTENSION
FOR PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION
FOR THE CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL MASTER PLAN
REVISION CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT REQUEST

PROJECT TITLE: CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL MASTER PLAN REVISON
PROJECT NO. R2004-00559-(5)
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 200400042
ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. 200400039
SCH NO. 2005081071

PROJECT APPLICANT: Chiquita Canyon Landfill LLC.
29201 Henry Mayo Drive
Castaic, CA 91384

The applicant, Chiquita Canyon Landfill LLC., is requesting a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) to authorize the continued operation and maintenance of an existing Class Il
waste disposal facility with a new grant term. In addition the applicant is also requesting
an expansion of the waste footprint within the existing site boundary, an increase to
allowable daily tonnage of acceptable waste, an increase to the disposal capacity, and
to allow for the disposal of all non-hazardous wastes acceptable at a Class Il solid
waste facility. The proposed project would also include the continued diversion of such
materials as green waste, asphalt/concrete and metal through ongoing landfill waste
diversion programs on which numerous jurisdictions depend to comply with state-
mandated waste diversion goals.

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this project request was prepared on November 21,
2011. The purpose of this NOP is to solicit your views as to the scope and content of
the environmental information that will be considered to be analyzed the project’s
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The previous comment period was from November
28, 2011 to January 12, 2012. The comment period will now extend to February 13,
2012. The scoping meeting for this project was held on December 6, 2011 at the Val
Verde Community Regional Park Facility. There will not be another scoping meeting
held regarding the NOP. The next steps are outlined below to facilitate the California
Environmental Quality Act process:

e Receive all Public comments and Reviewing Agency comments on what will be

analyzed in the EIR;
e Prepare the Draft EIR

320 West Temple Street = Los Angeles, CA 90012 = 213-974-6411 = Fax: 213-626-0434 = TDD: 213-617-2292



Internal Review of Draft EIR with County Agencies;

Public Notice on Draft EIR availability for Public and Agency Review

Circulate Draft EIR for a 45 day public review period;

Hold a Hearing Examiner (Public Hearing) in the Val Verde Community to
gather comments from the public and responsible agencies about the Draft
EIR;

Receive written and verbal comments;

Prepare written Responses to Comments;

Prepare Final EIR with Response to Comments;

Make California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings;

Set Regional Planning Commission Public Hearing.

The next opportunity for public participation in this process will be when the Draft EIR is
available for circulation for a 45 day public review period. After this review period has
ended, the Department of Regional Planning will conduct a Hearing Examiner Public
Hearing in the Val Verde Community to gather testimony on the Draft EIR. Please
direct all written comments to the following address. In your response, please include
your name and address.

Rob Glaser, Principal Planner

Zoning Permits North Section

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street, Room 1348

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Tel: (213) 974-6443

Fax: (213) 626-0434

Email: rglaser@planning.lacounty.gov

Si necesita mas informacién o si desea este anuncio en espafiol, llame al Departamento
de Planificacion al (213) 974-1522.

Attachment:
Notice of Preparation
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County Comments
Preparation of Chiquita Canyon Landfill Draft EIR

Department of Public Health

1.

o

9.

Detailed description of the permitted area.

2. Peak Daily Tonnage
3.
4. Days and hours of operation, including receipt of material/waste, site operation,

Peak Vehicle Count

public and commercial access, and maintenance of facility, vehicles, etc.
Design Capacity
Acceptable Wastes:

a. Types of material/waste to be accepted

b. Types of material/waste to be excluded

c. Discussion on load checking and screening procedures

d. Description of procedures for handling incoming incident al hazardous
waste

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

Tonnage: Description and analysis of maximum design tonnage of the facility
Buildings and on-site improvements

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

b. Description of where commercial municipal solid waste, green waste,
construction and demolition material will be handled.

c. Description of design features to attenuate for odors, dust, noise and
vectors. Will the facility be fully enclosed? Will it be under negative
pressure? Will it have a filtration system? Will it have a mister system to
control odors and dust?

d. Description locations where salvaged/recyclable materials that are
removed from the waste stream will be stored and indicate storage time.

Odor Management Plan (OMP): All new facilities shall comply with current
requirements of the South Coast Air Quality Management District.

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

Management Program and concurrence from Ca Recycle.

11.Potentially Significant Environmental Impacts

In the NOP, the Lead Agency has identified several resource topics that may be
potentially significant. If there are significant impacts after design features or
mitigation measures are implemented, it will be necessary to prepare and adopt
a Statement of Overriding Consideration. If it is necessary to prepare a
Statement of Overriding Consideration, a copy needs to be forwarded to the



Solid Waste Management Program and CalRecycle prior to review and adoption.
In order for CalRecycle to concur on a SWFP with significant impacts after
mitigation, it is necessary for CalRecycle to adopt your Statement of Overriding
Consideration as their own to prepare a separate statement.

12.Land Use Compatibility: The DEIR should identify the proposed land use
surrounding the facility and identify the distance to the nearest sensitive
receptors (residential, commercial, etc.)

13. Traffic and vehicular impacts: Analyze peak volume and onsite traffic circulation
impacts and describe mitigation measure, if necessary.

14. Air Quality Impacts: Air quality impacts should be analyzed in detail from
vehicles, trucks, and equipment emissions from the operation of the facility.

15.Noise Impacts: Noise impacts should be analyzed in detail of the proposed
facility operations, including noise from vehicles and equipment.

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

17.Mitigation Reporting and monitoring Program

18.Hazards and hazardous Materials: Although the existing facility does not accept
hazardous material, there is a possibility that during the receipt of solid waste,
hazardous material might be incidentally included in a load. Therefore, the
facility needs to address employee training on handling of hazardous materials
and the required temporary storage of hazardous materials.

In conclusion, the SWMP request that the DEIR be review by CalRecycle. The DEIR
can be sent to CalRecycle’s Waste Compliance and Mitigation Program, Permitting and
LEA Support Division/Environmental Review, located at 1001 | Street, Sacramento, CA
95814. The SWMP also request advanced notification of any public hearing regarding
the proposed project.

For questions regarding the above comments, please contact Gerry Villalobos at (626)
430-5543.

County Fire Department

General Comments:

1.

2.

3.

Submit a minimum of four copies of the site plan indicating the new landfill entrance
road, new entrance to the facilities area, and the new site entrance. Additional
access requirements may need to be addressed. Indicate all existing fire hydrants.
The proposed expansion shall comply with the Fire Department’s Regulation 10,
Combustible Waste Site. The requirements are listed below.

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



4. The property is located within the area described by the Fire Department as “Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone” (formerly Fire Zone 4). A “Fuel Modification Plan”
shall be submitted and approved prior to final map clearance. (Contact Fuel
Modification Unit, Fire Station #32, 605 North Angeleno Avenue, Azusa, CA 91702-
2904, Phone (626) 969-5205, for details).

Water System Requirements:

1. A water supply shall be provided which meets the Fire Department standards as
determined by the Land Development Unit of the Fire Prevention Division.

2. Adequate on-site fire hydrants shall be required per Fire Department standards.
The future expansion of the facility should be considered when determining the size
and placement of water mains and hydrants.

3. A Class Il Standpipe System shall provide and located within 200 feet of dumping
operations and shall have sufficient 1 1/2 —inch hose with a variable-fog nozzle to
reach all portions of such operations.

4. In lieu of Class Il standpipe system, the use of water tender trucks may be
permitted, provided each truck is equipped with 2 V2 - inch outlets for fire department
use.

Access:

1. Approved access roads shall be provided and maintained at all times around the
dumping area, and all existing and proposed buildings to access for firefighting
equipment as addressed in the Fiore Code Section 503.

2. Fire apparatus access roads shall have a unobstructed width not less than 20 feet
and an unobstructed vertical clearance clear to sky.

3. Fire apparatus access road widths may be increased, in the opinion of the chief,
when the widths are not adequate enough to provide fire apparatus access. The
increase in the fire apparatus access road width may be applied for future buildings.

4. Entrance to roads, trails or other access ways that have been closed with gates and
barrier shall not be obstructed by parked vehicles.

5. Weeds, grass and combustible vegetation shall be removed for a distance of 10 feet
on both sides of all access roads by rubbish trucks or the public.

Additional Requirements:

1. A firebreak or clearance of all dry weeds and grass shall be provided around the
dumping areas. Secondary firebreaks, as required by the Fire Department, shall be
provided and maintained in order to prevent the spread of the fire beyond the dump
facility. The secondary firebreaks shall be not less than 60 feet in width.

2. The property shall be adequately fenced to prevent entry of unauthorized persons,
and gates shall be locked at all times when the facility is not supervised. An
attendant shall be on duty when the site is open to the public.



“‘NO SMOKING?” signs shall be posted on the facility and at all entrances to the
facility . Smoking regulations, as required by the Fire Department, will be strictly
enforced.

Dumping operations shall be carried on in such manner as to minimize the
possibility of fires occurring in the waste material. The waste material which is
dumped on the premises shall be immediately mixed with earth, and under no
circumstances shall any exposed surface or face of combustible material be left
uncovered at the close of daily operations.

Any fire which occurs on the premises shall be reported immediately to the Fire
Department and it shall be the responsibility of the operator to immediately
extinguish any such fire. A telephone shall be installed for purposes of notifying the
Fire Department in case of fire.

Provisions shall be made to control or prevent the blowing of papers or other
combustibles water materials into brush or outside the established dumping areas.
The premises shall be kept free of any accumulations of waste combustible
material, which might constitute a fire menace.

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

Please contact Fire Prevention Engineering Assistant, Wally Collins, at (323) 890-4243
if there are any questions regarding these requirements.

Forestry Division — Other Environmental Concerns:

1.

The statutory responsibilities of County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry
Division include erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered
species, vegetation, fuel modification for Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones or
Fire Zone 4, archeological and cultural resources, and the County Oak Tree
Ordinance. Potential impacts in these areas should be addressed in the DEIR.

Department of Parks and Recreation

The requested project will not affect any Departmental Facilities.

Department of Public Works

1. Environmental Programs
The EIR must include the following:

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

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



waste chipping and grinding, composting, materials recovery
facility/operation, household hazardous/electronic waste facility/collection
activities, residential recycling, bin rental and/or storage, etc., if any;
If proposed, discussion of a timeline of when the materials recovery
facility/operation and household hazardous/electronic ~ waste
facility/collection activities may become operational;
. Discussion of the source, proposed daily intake rates, potential
environmental impacts, and mitigation measures associated with the
management of all materials received at the landfill, including:

e Municipal solid waste;
Green waste;
Construction and demolition debris;
Beneficial use materials, identifying each type and their use;
Soil and if contaminated, provide details of known source and
constituents;
Composting operation;
¢ Recyclables, including those recovered through the materials

recovery operation; and
e Household hazardous/electronic waste;
. Proposed project schedule indicating the sequence of fill, estimated
capacity, and landfill life;
Map showing the proposed final fill elevation, disposal footprint, grading
limits, and property boundary;
. Analysis of the visual impacts of the project on the surrounding
communities. Three-dimensional visualization of proposed final design of
the landfill and discussion on proposed mitigation measures such as tree
planting and maintenance for screening the site from the Val Verde
community.
. Proposed operating hours of disposal activities, ancillary facilities, and
maintenance of the site as well as their associated potential impacts on
the Val Verde and other surrounding communities;
Discussion of alternatives to the Project, including a No Project
Alternative, and other alternatives that could reduce the scope of the
project, including but not limited to:

¢ A materials recovery facility;

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

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



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

found to be located within a potentially liquefiable area according to the State of
California Seismic Hazard Zone Map — Val Verde Quadrangle. All geotechnical
issues discussed in the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study must be
addressed in the EIR. Geotechnical reports must be included in the EIR.

3. Traffic and Lighting
A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) is required for this Department’s review and
approval. The analysis will, at a minimum, address the following items:
a. Level of service along all proposed haul roads;
b. Traffic Index calculations along the haul roads; and
c. Queuing analysis at the entrance and at all freeways rams in the vicinity of
the project.

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

Please be advised that grade-separated interchange improvements along State
Route 126 in the vicinity of the landfill are currently scheduled to start in July
2012 and projected to take approximately 2 years. The EIR should consider the
cumulative construction impacts from both projects if executed simultaneously.
Coordination with Construction Division of this Department on construction
activities may be required to minimize impacts to the surrounding communities.

5. Land Development
Hydrology and Water Quality Comments:

The applicant must prepare an EIR and indicate in the hydrology and water
quality section that the Proposed Project will comply with the County Low Impact
Development Ordinance. Accordingly, the EIR must discuss appropriate
mitigation measures.

Road Comments:

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

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



b.

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

Preliminary Road Conditions:

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

a.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

If you have any questions in regard to the above requirements, please contact Martin
Aiyetiwa at (626) 458-3553.
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Notice of Preparation

November 28, 2011

To: Reviewing Agencies

Re: Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan Revision
SCH# 2005081071

Attached for your review and comment is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Chiguita Canyon Landfill Master
Plan Revision draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific
information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the L ead
Agency. This is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment in a
timely manner. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their concerns early in the
environmental review process.

Please direct your comments to:

Rob Glaser

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number
noted above in all correspondence concerning this project.

If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearinghouse at
(916) 445-0613.

Sincerely,

ScoftMorgan
Director, State Clearinghouse

Attachments
cc: Lead Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2005081071
Project Title  Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan Revision
Lead Agency Los Angeles County
Type NOP Notice of Preparation
Description  The Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) Master Plan Revision (Proposed Project) would continue the
existing landfill use with a new grant term, as well as extend the waste footprint at CCL within the
existing site boundary, better utilize the landfill's remaining and potential disposal capacity, and allow
for the disposal of all non-hazardous wastes acceptable at a Class Il solid waste disposal landfill. The
Proposed Project would also include the continued diversion of such materials as green waste,
asphalt/concrete and metal through ongoing landfill waste diversion programs on which numerous
jurisdictions depend to comply with state-mandated waste diversion goals.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Rob Glaser
Agency Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
Phone 213 974 6443 Fax
email
Address 320 W. Temple Street
City Los Angeles State CA  Zip 80012
Project Location
County Los Angeles
City
Region
Cross Streets  Located between Chiquito Canyon Road and Wolcott Way
Lat/Long 34°25'N/118°39'W
Parcel No. 3271-002-013, 011, 034, 019
Township 4N Range 17TW Section 15 Base SBB&M
Proximity to:
Highways SR-126
Airports
Railways
Waterways Santa Clara River, Castaic Creek
Schools
Land Use A-2-2 (Heavy Agricuitural - two acre minimum required lot area), A-2-5 (Heavy Agricuitural - Five Acre
Minimum Lot Area), M-1
Project Issues  Aesthetic/Visual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources;
Geologic/Seismic; Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks;
Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation;
Water Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Landuse; Cumulative Effects; Other Issues
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Cal Fire; Department of Parks and Recreation;
Agencies Resources, Recycling and Recovery; Department of Water Resources; Department of Fish and Game,

Region 5; CA Department of Public Health; Native American Heritage Commission; State Lands
Commission; Caltrans, District 7; Air Resources Board, Major Industrial Projects; Department of Toxic
Substances Control; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4

Date Received

11/28/2011 Start of Review 11/28/2011 End of Review 12/27/2011

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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’ Appendix C
Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal
Mail ro: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 (916) 445-0613
For Hand Delivery/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 scH#2005081071
Project Title: CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL MASTER PLAN REVISION
Lead Agency: Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning Contact Person: Rob Glaser, Principal Planner
Mailing Address: 320 West Temple Street Phone: (213) 974-6443
City: Los Angeles, CA Zip: 90012 County: Los Angeles
Project Location: County:Los Angeles City/Nearest Community: Castaic
Cross Streets: Located between Chiquito Canyon Road and Wolcott Way Zip Code: 91384
Longitude/Latitude (degrees, minutes and seconds): 34 26 - “N/ 118 =39 - “'W Total Acres: 643
Assessor's Parcel No.:3721-002-011, 013, 019 and 034 Section: 15 Twp.: 4 North  Range: 17 West  Base: SB
Within 2 Miles:  State Hwy #: SR-126 Waterways: Castaic Creek, Santa Clara River
Alrports: Railways: Schools:

Document Type:
CEQA: NOP [] Draft EIR Other:  [] Joint Document

["] Early Cons [] Supplement/Subsequent EIR "] Final Document

7] Neg Dec (Prior SCH No.) ‘ ] other:

[1 MitNeg Dec  Other: E @
L.ocal Action Type: NOV 28 204
["] General Plan Update -] Specific Plan [T} Rezone [ Annexation
"1 General Plan Amendment  [] Master Plan L] Prezone . o ] Redevelopment
™1 General Plan Element [] Planned Unit Development 13 Pérmir LEARING HOUSE [] Coastal Permit
[Tl Community Plan [ site Plan [ Cand Division (Subdivision, etc.) [] Other:
Development Type:
7] Residential: Units Acres
[7] Office: Sq.ft. Acres Employees [] Transportation:  Type
7] Commercial:Sq.ft. Acres Employees (] Mining: Mineral
[ mdustrial: ~ Sq.ft. Acres Employees [ Power: Type MW
[1 Educaticnal: [ Waste Treatment: Type MGD
[] Recreational: [} Hazardous Waste:Type
[] Water Facilities: Type MGD Other: Class Il solid waste disposal landfill
Project issues Discussed in Document:
Aesthetic/Visual [ Fiscal Recreation/Parks Vegetation
Agricultural Land [7] Flood Plain/Flooding [1 Schools/Universities Water Quality
Air Quality [[] Forest Land/Fire Hazard [ ] Septic Systems Water Supply/Groundwater
Archeological/Historical Geologic/Seismic [T sewer Capacity Wetland/Riparian
Biological Resources Minerals Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading [ ] Growth Inducement
[ Coastal Zone Noise Solid Waste Land Use
[] Drainage/Absorption Population/Housing Balance Toxic/Hazardous Cumulative Effects
[J Economic/Jobs Public Services/Facilities Traffic/Circulation Other:GHG & Energy

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation:
A-2-2 (Heavy Agricultural - two acre minimum required lot area), A-2-5 (Heavy Agricultural - Five Acre Minimum Lot Area), M-E

. v e e e mma W W M W e e e e e e e e e e M e e e e e R e e M M M M e e M me e e e e e e e e

Project Description: (please use a separate page if necessary)
The Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) Master Plan Revision (Proposed Project) would continue the existing landfill use with a new

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

Note: The State Clearinghouse will assign identificarion numbers for all new projects. If a SCH number already exisis for a project (e.g. Notice of Preparation or
previous draft document) please fill in.
Revised 2010



NOP Distribution List

Lesources Agency

Resources Agency
Nadell Gayou

B Dept. of Boating &
Waterways
Nicole Wong

L1 california Coastal
Commission
Elizabeth A. Fuchs

a Colorado River Board
Gerald R. Zimmerman

e
{ﬁﬂ Dept. of Conservation
Elizabeth Carpenter

Q California Energy
Commission
Eric Knight

4 Cal Fire
Allen Robertson

Central Valley Flood
Protection Board
James Herota

@ Office of Historic
Preservation
Ron Parsons

Dept of Parks & Recreation
Environmental Stewardship
Section

@ California Department of
Resources, Recycling & .
Recovery

Sue O'Leary

B S.F. Bay Conservation &
Dev't. Comm.
S/teve McAdam

')” Dept. of Water
Resources Resources

Agency
Nadell Gayou

“ish and Game

[:,E Depart. of Fish & Game
Scott Flint
Environmental Services Division

[;E Fish & Game Region 1
Donald Koch

Q Fish & Game Region 1E
Laurie Harnsberger

E:j Fish & Game Region 2
Jeff Drongesen

@ Fish & Game Region 3
Charles Armor

[:,3 Fish & Game Region 4
Julie Vance

@ Fish & Game Region 5
Leslie Newton-Reed
Habitat Conservation Program

Fish & Game Region 6
Gabrina Gatchel
Habitat Conservation Program

Fish & Game Region 6 /M
Brad Henderson

Inyo/Mono, Habitat Conservation
Program

B Dept. of Fish & Game M
George lsaac
Marine Region

Other Departmenis

a Food & Agriculture
Sandra Schubert
Dept. of Food and Agriculture

Depart. of General
Services
Public School Construction

L:B Dept. of General Services
Anna Garbeff
Environmental Services Section

‘ Dept. of Public Health
Bridgette Binning
Dept. of Health/Drinking Water

a Delta Stewardship
Council
Terry Macaulay

Independent

Commissions, Boards

B Delta Protection
Commission
Linda Flack

[;E Cal EMA (Emergency
Management Agency)
Dennis Castrillo

County: UQ{T«? A‘%/\{/g'{f?i’

ﬂf}»

Native American Heritage
Comm.
Debbie Treadway

Q Public Utilities
Commission
L.eo Wong

U Santa Monica Bay Restoration
Guangyu Wang

State Lands Commission
Jennifer Deleong

U Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency (TRPA)
Cherry Jacques

Business, Trans & Housing

@ Caltrans - Division of
Aeronautics
Philip Crimmins

D Caltrans - Planning
Terri Pencovic

California Highway Patrol
Suzann lkeuchi
Office of Special Projects

L:R Housing & Community
Development

CEQA Coordinator

Housing Policy Division

Dept. of Transportation

Caltrans, Disfrict 1
Rex Jackman

B Caltrans, District 2
Marcelino Gonzalez

a Caltrans, District 3
Bruce de Terra

Q Caltrans, District 4
Lisa Carboni

a Caltrans, District 5
David Murray

E] Caltrans, District 6
Michael Navarro

i Caltrans, District 7
Elmer Alvarez

5, SCH# )05 0

m Caltrans, District 8
Dan Kopulsky

@ Caltrans, District 9
Gayle Rosander

. Caltrans, District 10
Tom Dumas

a Caltrans, District 11
Jacob Armstrong

-' Caltrans, District 12
Marlon Regisford

Cal EPA

Air Resources Board

@ Alrport/Energy Projects

Jim Lerner

- Transportation Projects
Douglas lto

it

A \nustrial Projects
Mike Tollstrup

@ State Water Resources Control
Board

Regional Programs Unit

Division of Financial Assistance

L) state water Resources Contro
Board

Student Intern, 401 Water Quality

Certification Unit

Division of Water Quality

. State Water Resouces Control
Board

Phil Crader

Division of Water Rights

ept. of Toxic Substances

‘ D f T Subst
Control

CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Pesticide
Regulation
CEQA Coordinator

Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB)

w 3 ‘\‘

B RWQCB 1
Cathieen Hudson

North Coast Region (1)

B RWQCB 2
Environmental Document
Coordinator

San Francisco Bay Region (2)

m RWQCB 3
Central Coast Region (3)

@ RWQCB 4
Teresa Rodgers
Los Angeles Region (4)

] rwace ss
Central Valley Region (5)

[3 RWAQCB 5F
Central Valley Region (5)
Fresno Branch Office

RWQCB 5R

Central Valley Region (5)
Redding Branch Office

Q RWQCB 6
Lahontan Region (6)

a RWQCB 6V
L.ahontan Region (6)
Victorville Branch Office

Q RWQCB 7
Colorado River Basin Region (7)

U RWQCB 8
Santa Ana Region (8)

B RWQCB 9
San Diego Region (9)

@ Other

Conservancy

Last Updated 9/29/11



Glaser, Rob

From: Thomas Leeb [thomas@thomasleeb.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 05, 2012 11 AM

To: Glaser, Rob

Subiject: R2004-00559-(5) / CUP 200400042

{re-send with address)

Thomas Leeb
31413 San Martinez Road
Val Verde, CA 91384

Mr. Glaser,

What’s wonderful about the landfill in its current form is that it is basically invisible
from Chiguito Canyon Road. Being a Val Verde resident of 12 years, I never appreciated how
well this was done until I drove up to the Del Valle Fire station a few years ago and got a
good view of the landfill from their higher elevation.

I would not like to be able to see the expanded landfill when driving in and out of town,
otherwise I'm all for it! Maybe berms / trees could be used as a compromise for a Tew
ditticult angles?

A1l the Best,

Thomas Leeb



Glaser, Rob

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachmenis:

Mr. Glaser:

L aura Hocking {Laura Hocking@ventura.org}

Thursday, January 12, 2012 12:54 PM

Glaser, Rob

Comments on the NOP of the EIR for the Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan Revision
11-036 County of LA Response Cover Letter pdf; 11-036 (APCD).pdf; 11-036 (Trans-BE).pdf;
11-036 (WPD-TW).pdf

Please find attached a cover letter and comments from County of Ventura staff regarding the subject document.

Thank you for allowing us to be part of the review process for this project. If you have any guestions, please contact

me at (805) 654-2443.

*Please note for future reference: In the past our office has requested multiple copies of documents for

our distribution. For projects distributed via CD-ROM and for "simple" documents (those without spiral binding/large,
fold-out maps, etc.), a single copy of the document/CD is now usually sufficient. Please contact me with any
guestions regarding this request. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Laura Hocking, RMA Tech. I1T

Ventura County Planning Division
&oo S. Victoria Avenue, Veniura, CA 03000
laura.hocking@ventura.org

(805) 654-2443



STATE OF CALIFORNIA Edmund G Brown, Jr., Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

{916) 653-6251

Fax (916) 657-5390

Web Site www.ngho.ca.ooy

ds_nahc@pacbeil.net

November 29, 2011

Mr. Rob Glaser, Project Planner
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning

320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: SCH#2005081071 CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP): draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the “ Chiguita Canyon Landfill Master Plan Revision Project”
located in the Castaic Area; Los Angeles County, California

Dear Mr. Glaser:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), the State of California
“Trustee Agency’ for the protection and preservation of Native American cultural resources
pursuant to California Public Resources Code §21070 and affirmed by the Third Appellate Court
in the case of EPIC v. Johnson (1985: 170 Cal App. 3" 604). The court held that the NAHC has
jurisdiction and special expertise, as a state agency, over affected Native American resources,
impacted by proposed projects including archaeological, places of religious significance to
Native Americans and burial sites. The NAHC wishes to comment on the proposed project.

This letter includes state and federal statutes relating to Native American
historic properties of religious and cultural significance to American Indian tribes and interested
Native American individuals as ‘consulting parties’ under both state and federal law. State law
also addresses the freedom of Native American Religious Expression in Public Resources Code
§5097.9.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA — CA Public Resources Code
21000-21177, amendments effective 3/18/2010) requires that any project that causes a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, that includes
archaeological resources, is a ‘significant effect’ requiring the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) per the CEQA Guidelines defines a significant impact on the environment
as ‘a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of physical conditions within
an area affected by the proposed project, including ...objects of historic or aesthetic
significance.” In order to comply with this provision, the lead agency is required to assess
whether the project will have an adverse impact on these resources within the ‘area of potential
effect (APE), and if so, to mitigate that effect.

The NAHC Sacred Lands File (SLF) search resulted as follows: Native American
cultural resources were not identified within the project area identified (e.g. ‘area of potential
effect’ or APE). Also, the absence of archaeological resources does not preclude their
existence. . California Public Resources Code §§5097.94 (a) and 5097.96 authorize the NAHC
to establish a Sacred Land Inventory to record Native American sacred sites and burial sites.
These records are exempt from the provisions of the California Public Records Act pursuant to.
California Government Code §6254 (r). The purpose of this code is to protect such sites from
vandalism, theft and destruction. The NAHC “Sacred Sites,’ as defined by the Native American
Heritage Commission and the California Legislature in California Public Resources Code




§§5097.94(a) and 5097.96. ltems in the NAHC Sacred Lands Inventory are confidential and
exempt from the Public Records Act pursuant to California Government Code §6254 (r ).

Early consultation with Native American tribes in your area is the best way to avoid
unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources or burial sites once a project is underway.
Culturally affiliated tribes and individuals may have knowledge of the religious and cultural
significance of the historic properties in the project area (e.g. APE). We strongly urge that you
make contact with the list of Native American Contacts on the

list of Native American contacts, to see if your proposed project might impact Native American
cultural resources and to obtain their recommendations concerning the proposed project.
Special reference is made to the Tribal Consultation requirements of the California 2006 Senate
Bill 1059: enabling legislation to the federal Energy Policy Act of 2005 (P.L.. 109-58), mandates
consultation with Native American tribes (both federally recognized and non federally
recognized) where electrically transmission lines are proposed. This is codified in the California
Public Resources Code, Chapter 4.3 and §25330 to Division 15.

Furthermore, pursuant to CA Public Resources Code § 5097.95, the NAHC requests
that the Native American consulting parties be provided pertinent project information.
Consultation with Native American communities is also a matter of environmental justice as
defined by California Government Code §65040.12(e). Pursuant to CA Public Resources Code
§5097.95, the NAHC requests that pertinent project information be provided consulting tribal
parties. The NAHC recommends avoidance as defined by CEQA Guidelines §15370(a) to
pursuing a project that would damage or destroy Native American cultural resources and
Section 2183.2 that requires documentation, data recovery of cultural resources.

Consultation with tribes and interested Native American consulting parties, on the NAHC
list, should be conducted in compliance with the requirements of federal NEPA and Section 106
and 4(f) of federal NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq), 36 CFR Part 800.3 (f) (2) & .5, the President’s
Council on Environmental Quality (CSQ, 42 U.S.C 4371 ef seq. and NAGPRA (25 U.S.C. 3001-
3013) as appropriate. The 1992 Secretary of the Interiors Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties were revised so that they could be applied to all historic resource types
included in the National Register of Historic Places and including cultural landscapes. Also,
federal Executive Orders Nos. 11593 (preservation of cultural environment), 13175
(coordination & consultation) and 13007 (Sacred Sites) are helpful, supportive guides for
Section 106 consultation. The aforementioned Secretary of the Interior's Standards include
recommendations for all ‘lead agencies’ to consider the historic context of proposed projects
and to “research” the cultural landscape that might include the ‘area of potential effect.’

Confidentiality of “historic properties of religious and cultural significance” should also be
considered as protected by California Government Code §6254( r) and may aiso be protected
under Section 304 of he NHPA or at the Secretary of the Interior discretion if not eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The Secretary may also be advised by the
federal Indian Religious Freedom Act (cf. 42 U.S.C., 1996) in issuing a decision on whether or
not to disclose items of religious and/or cultural significance identified in or near the APEs and
possibility threatened by proposed project activity.

Furthermore, Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, California Government Code
§27491 and Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 provide for provisions for accidentally
discovered archeological resources during construction and mandate the processes {o be
followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a project location other
than a ‘dedicated cemetery’.



To be effective, consultation on specific projects must be the result of an ongoing
relationship between Native American tribes and lead agencies, project proponents and their
contractors, in the opinion of the NAHC. Regarding tribal consultation, a relationship built
around regular meetings and informal involvement with local tribes will lead to more qualitative
consultation tribal input on specific projects.

If you have any questions about this response to your request, please do not hesitate to
me at (916) 653-6251.

; ave Singl

Program™Anal

Cc:  State Clearinghouse

Attachment: Native American Contact List



California Native American Contacts

Charles Cooke

32835 Santiago Road Chumash

Acton » CA 93510 Fernandeno

suscol@intox.net Tataviam
Kitanemuk

(661) 733-1812 - cell

suscol@intox.net

Beverly Salazar Folkes

1931 Shadybrook Drive Chumash

Thousand Oaks, CA 91362 Tataviam

folkes@msn.com Ferrnandefio

805 492-7255
(805) 558-1154 - cell

folkes9@msn.com

Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission Indians
Ronnie Salas, Cultural Preservation Depariment

601 South Brand Boulevard, Suite 102 Eaornandenco
San Fernande CA 91340  Taigviam

rsalas @tataviam-nsn.gov
(818) 837-0794 Ofiice

(818) 837-0796 Fax

LA City/County Native American Indian Comm
Ron Andrade, Director

3175 West 6th St, Rm. 403
Los Angeles » CA 90020
randrade @css.lacounty.gov

(213) 351-5324
(213) 386-3995 FAX

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Los Angeles County
November 29, 2011

Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation
John Tommy Rosas, Tribal Admin.

Private Address Gabrielino Tongva

tatinlaw@gmail.com
310-570-6567

Kitanemuk & Yowlumne Tejon Indians
Delia Dominguez, Chairperson

981 N. Virginia Yowlumne
Covina » CA 91722  Kitanemuk
deedominguez@juno.com

(626) 339-6785

San Fernando Band of Mission Indians
John Valenzuela, Chairperson

P.O. Box 221838 Fernandefic
Newhall » CA 91322  Tataviam
tsen2u@hotmail.com Serrano
(661) 753-9833 Office Vanyume
(760) 885-0955 Cell Kitanemuk
(760) 949-1604 Fax
Randy Guzman - Folkes
6471 Cornell Circle Chumash
Moorpark » CA 93021 Fernandefio
ndnRandy@yahoo.com Tataviam
(805) 905-1675 - cell Shoshone Paiute
Yaqui

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of the statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCH#2005081071; CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP); draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan

Revision; located in the Castaic Area; L.os Angeles County, California.



California Native American Contacts
Los Angeles County
November 29, 2011

San Manuel Band of Mission Indians

Ann Brierty, Policy/Cultural Resources Departmen
26569 Community Center. Drive  Serrano

Highland » CA 92346

(909) 864-8933, Ext 3250

abrierty @sanmanuel-nsn.

gov

(909) 862-5152 Fax

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of the statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCH#2005081071; CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP); draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan
Revision; located in the Castaic Area; Los Angeles County, California.



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Planning Division

Kimberly L. Prilthart
Director

January 12, 2012

County of Los Angeles

Dept. of Regional Planning
Attn.: Rob Glaser

320 W. Temple St., Rm 1348
Los Angeles, CA 90012

E-mail: rglaser@planning.lacounty.gov

Subject: Comments on the NOP of the EIR for the Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan
Revision

Dear Mr. Glaser:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the subject document.
Attached are the comments that we have received resulting from intra-county review of
the subject document. Additional comments may have been sent directly to you by other
County agencies.

Your proposed responses to these comments should be sent directly to the commenter,
with a copy to Laura Hocking, Ventura County Planning Division, L#1740, 800 S.
Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009.

If you have any questions regarding any of the comments, please contact the
appropriate respondent. Overall questions may be directed to Laura Hocking at
(805) 654-2443.

Sincerely,

[V A 1 A
Tricia-Maier, Manager'
Planning Programs Section

Attachment

County RMA Reference Number 11-036

800 South Victoria Avenue, L# 1740, Ventura, CA 83009 (805) 654-2481 Fax (805) 654-25009

e
&0

Printed on Recycled Paper



VENTURA COUNTY WATERSHED PROTECTION DISTRICT
PLANNING AND REGULATORY DIVISION
800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, California 93009
Tom Wolfington, Permit Manager — (805) 654-2061

MEMORANDUM

DATE: January 9, 2012
TO: Laura Hocking, RMA/Planning Technician
FROM: Tom Wolfington, P.E., Permit Manager _J¢”

SUBJECT: RMA 11-036, Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan Revision
Notice of Preparation of EIR & Initial Study
Los Angeles County

Pursuant to your request, this office has reviewed the Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report and Initial Study.

PROJECT LOCATION

The Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL), located in the northwestern portion of
unincorporated Los Angeles County, is approximately three miles west of the
Interstate 5 and State Route 126 (SR-126) intersection. The site is located in
Section 15, Township 4 North, Range 17 West, San Bernardino Baseline and
Meridian. The latitude and longitude are 34°25'N and 118°39'W, respectively.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

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

WATERSHED PROTECTION DISTRICT PROJECT COMMENTS:

The proposed landfill site is close to Santa Clara River, and is about 4 miles
upstream of the County line between Los Angeles and Ventura Counties. The
initial study checklist indicates that the project may have "Potentially Significant
Impact" on water quality (surface water and ground water), hydrology, and soil
erosion. These impacts will need to be quantified and on-site mitigation
measures be analyzed in the EIR.

END OF TEXT



PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
Traffic, Advance Planning & Permits Division

MEMORANDUM

DATE: December 16, 2011

TO: Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
Attention: Laura Hocking

. =
FROM: Ben Emami, Engineering Manager |l 3 il

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF DOCUMENT 11-036 (formerly 05-054) Notice of Preparation
(NOP) of Environmental Impact Report / Initial Study (EIR/IS)
CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL MASTER PLAN REVISION
Continued operation of regional landfill in Los Angeles County (LAC).
Lead Agency: County of Los Angeles Dept. of Regional Planning

Pursuant to your request, the Public Works Agency -- Transportation Department has
reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report/ Initial Study
(EIR/S) for the Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CCL) Master Plan Revision (MPR).

The CCL MPR would allow the existing landfill to continue operations with a new grant
term, extend the waste footprint within the existing site boundary, better utilize the landfill's
remaining and potential disposal capacity, and allow for the disposal of all non-hazardous
wastes acceptable at a Class lll solid waste disposal landfill. The project also includes the
diversion of such materials as green waste, asphalt/concrete, and metal through ongoing
landfill waste diversion programs on which numerous jurisdictions depend to comply with
state-mandated waste diversion goals. The applicant, Chiquita Canyon LLC, is requesting
a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to authorize the continued operation, maintenance, and
expansion of the existing waste disposal facility located in the A-2 (Heavy Agricultural)
zone. An EIR is necessary for the proposed Project. The landfill is located north of State
Route 126 approximately three miles west of Interstate 5 in LAC.

We offer the following comment:

Although the project is located outside of the County of Ventura jurisdiction, the traffic from
this project may have an impact on County of Ventura Regional Road Network and local
roads. The Environmental Impact Report should analyze and mitigate the traffic impacts, if
any, that this project may have on roads in Ventura County. Please send us the draft EIR
when it becomes available for our review and comment.

Our review is limited to the impacts this project may have on Ventura County's Regional
Road Network.

Please call me at 654-2087 if you have questions.

F:transpor\LanDeviNon_County\11-036 (05-054) LAC.doc



VENTURA COUNTY
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT

Memorandum

TO: Laura Hocking/Dawnyelle Addison, Planning DATE: January 10, 2012
FROM: Alicia Stratton

SUBJECT: Request for Review of Notice of Preparation for an Environmental Impact
Report for the Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan Revision, County of
Los Angeles (Reference No. 11-036)

Air Pollution Control District staff has reviewed the subject notice of preparation (NOP),
for an environmental impact report (EIR), which is a proposal to continue the existing
landfill use with a new grant term, as well as extend the waste footprint at the landfill
within the existing site boundary, better utilize the landfill’s remaining and potential
disposal capacity, and allow for disposal of all non-hazardous wastes acceptable at a
Class I solid waste disposal landfill. The project would also include the continued
diversion of such materials as green waste, asphalt/concrete and metal through ongoing
land fill waste diversion programs on which numerous jurisdictions depend to comply
with state-mandated waste diversion goals. The project location is 29201 Henry Mayo
Drive in the unincorporated Castaic area of Los Angeles County.

District staff recommends the EIR evaluate all potential air quality impacts resulting from
the project that may affect Ventura County, which is directly west of the project area.
Specifically, the air quality assessment should consider reactive organic compound and
nitrogen oxide emissions from all project-related motor vehicles and construction
equipment. Further, analysis of project consistency with the Ventura County Air Quality
Management Plan should be evaluated.

If the project is determined to have a significant impact on regional and/or local air
quality affecting Ventura County, the EIR should include all feasible mitigation measures
applicable to Ventura County impacts. The Draft EIR should clearly state that all
feasible air quality mitigation measures included in the document would be fully
implemented if the project were approved.

Greenhouse gas emissions should be evaluated as well.

If you have any questions, please call me at (805) 645-1426.



Glaser, Bob

From: Stuart Abramson [hbprod@sbceglobal net]
Sent: Monday, January 09, 2012 10:16 AM

To: Glaser, Rob

Subject: Landfill Expansion

The recent article in The Signal on Jan. 5, 2012, talks about the Chiquita landfill expansion. We, as
homeowners in Val Verde, along with a number of our neighbors, are completely against such an expansion.

Val Verde 1s a great little community to live in, but it does have some faults. It could use some sprucing up, and
some of the roads could use re-doing. The large amount of money that we hear Chiquita provides to Val

Verde, should be divided to include these projects and to make it a safer place by turning it into a gated
community.

The expansion will make it undesirable to buy or sell homes, because it will create more noise (you can hear
them start up at 3 am) and they don't control the smell already (hang out on Lincoln St.)  We would like to see
these issues addressed.

Thank you,

Stuart Abramson



Glaser, Rob

From: Tae, Susan

Sent: Tuesday, January 03, 2012 7:56 AM

To: Glaser, Rob

Subject: Phone message/Chiquita Landfill comment

Stewart Abramson called, and some of his property addresses are 29147 Sheridan Road, and 28706 Lincoln Avenue, Val
Verde. He doesn’t want anything done. He doesn’t want Chiquita to go forward without a proper meeting with every
resident in Val Verde aware of the proposal. He smells methane, and the landfill should do more for the community,
including clean-up and making Val Verde a beautiful community.

He also indicated that he’ll be forwarding additional material, including petition with signatures, etc.

Thanks
Susan Tae, AICP

Zoning Permits North Section
213-974-6443



Metropolitan Transportation Authority One Gateway Plaza 213.922.2000 Tel

Los Angeles, CA goo12-2952 metro.net

December 16, 2011

Mr. Rob Glaser

Zoning Permits North Section

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street, Room 1348

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Glaser:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the
Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan Revision project. This letter conveys
recommendations from the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(LACMTA) concerning issues that are germane to our agency’s statutory responsibilities in
relation to the proposed project.

A Traffic Impact Analysis (TTA), with roadway and transit components, is required under the
State of California Congestion Management Program (CMP) statute. The CMP TIA
Guidelines are published in the “2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles
County”, Appendix D (attached). The geographic area examined in the TIA must include the
following, at a minimum:

1. All CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including monitored freeway on/off-
ramp intersections, where the proposed project will add 50 or more trips during
either the a.m. or p.m. weekday peak hour (of adjacent street traffic);

2. If CMP arterial segments are being analyzed rather than intersections, the study
area must include all segments where the proposed project will add 50 or more
peak hour trips (total of both directions). Within the study area, the TTA must
analyze at least one segment between monitored CMP intersections;

3. Mainline freeway-monitoring locations where the project will add 150 or more
trips, in either direction, during either the a.m. or p.m. weekday peak hour; and

4.  Caltrans must also be consulted through the NOP process to identify other
specific locations to be analyzed on the state highway system.

The CMP TIA requirement also contains two separate impact studies covering roadways and
transit, as outlined in Sections D.8.1 — D.9.4. If the TIA identifies no facilities for study
based on the criteria above, no further traffic analysis is required. However, projects must
still consider transit impacts. For all CMP TIA requirements please see the attached
guidelines.



MTA looks forward to reviewing the Draft EIR. If you have any questions regarding this
response, please call Scott Hartwell at 213-922-2836 or by email at hartwells@metro.net.
Please send the Draft EIR to the following address:

MTA CEQA Review Coordination
One Gateway Plaza MS 99-23-2
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952
Attn: Scott Hartwell

Sincerely,

Scott Hartwell
CEQA Review Coordinator, Long Range Planning

Attachment



GUIDELINES FOR CMP TRANSPORTATION
IMPACT ANALYSIS

APPENDIX

Important Notice to User: This section provides detailed travel statistics for the Los
Angeles area which will be updated on an ongoing basis. Updates will be distributed to all
local jurisdictions when available. In order to ensure that impact analyses reflect the best
available information, lead agencies may also contact MTA at the time of study initiation.
Please contact MTA staff to request the most recent release of “Baseline Travel Data for
CMP TIAs.”

D.1  OBJECTIVE OF GUIDELINES

The following guidelines are intended to assist local agencies in evaluating impacts of land
use decisions on the Congestion Management Program (CMP) system, through
preparation of a regional transportation impact analysis (TIA). The following are the basic
objectives of these guidelines:

maintaining flexibility for the variety of project types which could be affected by these
guidelines.

U Establish procedures which can be implemented within existing project review
processes and without ongoing review by MTA.

U Provide guidelines which can be implemented immediately, with the full intention of
subsequent review and possible revision.

These guidelines are based on specific requirements of the Congestion Management
Program, and travel data sources available specifically for Los Angeles County. References
are listed in Section D.10 which provide additional information on possible methodologies
and available resources for conducting TIAs.

D.2 GENERAL PROVISIONS

Exhibit D-7 provides the model resolution that local jurisdictions adopted containing CMP
TIA procedures in 1993. TIA requirements should be fulfilled within the existing
environmental review process, extending local traffic impact studies to include impacts to
the regional system. In order to monitor activities affected by these requirements, Notices
of Preparation (NOPs) must be submitted to MTA as a responsible agency. Formal MTA
approval of individual TIAs is not required.

The following sections describe CMP TIA requirements in detail. In general, the
competing objectives of consistency & flexibility have been addressed by specifying
standard, or minimum, requirements and requiring documentation when a TIA varies
from these standards.

2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County
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D.3 PROJECTS SUBJECT TO ANALYSIS

In general a CMP TIA is required for all projects required to prepare an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) based on local determination. A TIA is not required if the lead agency
for the EIR finds that traffic is not a significant issue, and does not require local or regional
traffic impact analysis in the EIR. Please refer to Chapter 5 for more detailed information.

CMP TIA guidelines, particularly intersection analyses, are largely geared toward analysis
of projects where land use types and design details are known. Where likely land uses are
not defined (such as where project descriptions are limited to zoning designation and
parcel size with no information on access location), the level of detail in the TIA may be
adjusted accordingly. This may apply, for example, to some redevelopment areas and
citywide general plans, or community level specific plans. In such cases, where project
definition is insufficient for meaningful intersection level of service analysis, CMP arterial
segment analysis may substitute for intersection analysis.

D.4 STUDY AREA
The geographic area examined in the TIA must include the following, at a minimum:

(1 All CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including monitored freeway on- or off-ramp
intersections, where the proposed project will add 50 or more trips during either the
AM or PM weekday peak hours (of adjacent street traffic).

U If CMP arterial segments are being analyzed rather than intersections (see Section D.3),
the study area must include all segments where the proposed project will add 50 or
more peak hour trips (total of both directions). Within the study area, the TIA must
analyze at least one segment between monitored CMP intersections.

(d Mainline freeway monitoring locations where the project will add 150 or more trips, in
either direction, during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours.

QO Caltrans must also be consulted through the Notice of Preparation (NOP) process to
identify other specific locations to be analyzed on the state highway system.

If the TIA identifies no facilities for study based on these criteria, no further traffic analysis
is required. However, projects must still consider transit impacts (Section D.8.4).

D.5 BACKGROUND TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

The following sections describe the procedures for documenting and estimating
background, or non-project related traffic conditions. Note that for the purpose of a TIA,
these background estimates must include traffic from all sources without regard to the
exemptions specified in CMP statute (e.g., traffic generated by the provision of low and very
low income housing, or trips originating outside Los Angeles County. Refer to Chapter 5,
Section 5.2.3 for a complete list of exempted projects).

D.5.1 Existing Traffic Conditions. Existing traffic volumes and levels of service (LOS) on
the CMP highway system within the study area must be documented. Traffic counts must

2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County
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be less than one year old at the time the study is initiated, and collected in accordance with
CMP highway monitoring requirements (see Appendix A). Section D.8.1 describes TIA
LOS calculation requirements in greater detail. Freeway traffic volume and LOS data
provided by Caltrans is also provided in Appendix A.

D.5.2 Selection of Horizon Year and Background Traffic Growth. Horizon year(s)
selection is left to the lead agency, based on individual characteristics of the project being
analyzed. In general, the horizon year should reflect a realistic estimate of the project
completion date. For large developments phased over several years, review of intermediate
milestones prior to buildout should also be considered.

At a minimum, horizon year background traffic growth estimates must use the generalized
growth factors shown in Exhibit D-1. These growth factors are based on regional modeling
efforts, and estimate the general effect of cumulative development and other socioeconomic
changes on traffic throughout the region. Beyond this minimum, selection among the
various methodologies available to estimate horizon year background traffic in greater
detail is left to the lead agency. Suggested approaches include consultation with the
jurisdiction in which the intersection under study is located, in order to obtain more
detailed traffic estimates based on ongoing development in the vicinity.

D.6 PROPOSED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION

Traffic generation estimates must conform to the procedures of the current edition of Trip
Generation, by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). If an alternative
methodology is used, the basis for this methodology must be fully documented.

Increases in site traffic generation may be reduced for existing land uses to be removed, if
the existing use was operating during the year the traffic counts were collected. Current
traffic generation should be substantiated by actual driveway counts; however, if infeasible,
traffic may be estimated based on a methodology consistent with that used for the proposed
use.

Regional transportation impact analysis also requires consideration of trip lengths. Total
site traffic generation must therefore be divided into work and non-work-related trip
purposes in order to reflect observed trip length differences. Exhibit D-2 provides factors
which indicate trip purpose breakdowns for various land use types.

For lead agencies who also participate in CMP highway monitoring, it is recommended that
any traffic counts on CMP facilities needed to prepare the TIA should be done in the
manner outlined in Chapter 2 and Appendix A. If the TIA traffic counts are taken within
one year of the deadline for submittal of CMP highway monitoring data, the local
jurisdiction would save the cost of having to conduct the traffic counts twice.

D.7 TRIP DISTRIBUTION

For trip distribution by direct/manual assignment, generalized trip distribution factors are
provided in Exhibit D-3, based on regional modeling efforts. These factors indicate
Regional Statistical Area (RSA)-level tripmaking for work and non-work trip purposes.

2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles Couniy
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(These RSAs are illustrated in Exhibit D-4.) For locations where it is difficult to determine
the project site RSA, census tract/RSA correspondence tables are available from MTA.

Exhibit D-5 describes a general approach to applying the preceding factors. Project trip
distribution must be consistent with these trip distribution and purpose factors; the basis
for variation must be documented.

Local agency travel demand models disaggregated from the SCAG regional model are
presumed to conform to this requirement, as long as the trip distribution functions are
consistent with the regional distribution patterns. For retail commercial developments,
alternative trip distribution factors may be appropriate based on the market area for the
specific planned use. Such market area analysis must clearly identify the basis for the trip
distribution pattern expected.

D.8 IMPACT ANALYSIS .

CMP Transportation Impact Analyses contain two separate impact studies covering
roadways and transit. Section Nos. D.8.1-D.8.3 cover required roadway analysis while
Section No. D.8.4 covers the required transit impact analysis. Section Nos. D.9.1-D.9.4
define the requirement for discussion and evaluation of alternative mitigation measures.

D.8.1 Intersection Level of Service Analysis. The LA County CMP recognizes that
individual jurisdictions have wide ranging experience with LOS analysis, reflecting the
variety of community characteristics, traffic controls and street standards throughout the
county. As a result, the CMP acknowledges the possibility that no single set of
assumptions should be mandated for all TTIAs within the county.

However, in order to promote consistency in the TIAs prepared by different jurisdictions,
CMP TIAs must conduct intersection LOS calculations using either of the following
methods:

O The Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) method as specified for CMP highway
monitoring (see Appendix A); or

U The Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) / Circular 212 method.

Variation from the standard assumptions under either of these methods for circumstances
at particular intersections must be fully documented.

TIAs using the 1985 or 1994 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) operational analysis must
provide converted volume-to-capacity based LOS values, as specified for CMP highway
monitoring in Appendix A.

D.8.2 Arterial Segment Analysis. For TIAs involving arterial segment analysis, volume-to-
capacity ratios must be calculated for each segment and LOS values assigned using the V/
C-LOS equivalency specified for arterial intersections. A capacity of 800 vehicles per hour
per through traffic lane must be used, unless localized conditions necessitate alternative
values to approximate current intersection congestion levels.

2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County
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D.8.3 Freeway Segment (Mainline) Analysis. For the purpose of CMP TIAs, a simplified
analysis of freeway impacts is required. This analysis consists of a demand-to-capacity
calculation for the affected segments, and is indicated in Exhibit D-6.

D.8.4 Transit Impact Review. CMP transit analysis requirements are met by completing
and incorporating into an EIR the following transit impact analysis: -

U Evidence that affected transit operators received the Notice of Preparation.

L A summary of existing transit services in the project area. Include local fixed-route
services within a %4 mile radius of the project; express bus routes within a 2 mile radius
of the project, and; rail service within a 2 mile radius of the project.

U Information on trip generation and mode assignment for both AM and PM peak hour
periods as well as for daily periods. Trips assigned to transit will also need to be
calculated for the same peak hour and daily periods. Peak hours are defined as 7:30-
8:30 AM and 4:30-5:30 PM. Both “peak hour” and “daily” refer to average weekdays,

unless special seasonal variations are expected. If expected, seasonal variations should
be described.

U Documentation of the assumption and analyses that were used to determine the
number and percent of trips assigned to transit. Trips assigned to transit may be
calculated along the following guidelines:

> Multiply the total trips generated by 1.4 to convert vehicle trips to person trips;

V/

For each time period, multiply the result by one of the following factors:
3.5% of Total Person Trips Generated for most cases, except:

10% primarily Residential within 1/4 mile of a CMP transit center
15% primarily Commercial within 1/4 mile of a CMP transit center
7% primarily Residential within 1/4 mile of a CMP multi-modal transportation
center
9% primarily Commercial within 1/4 mile of a CMP multi-modal transportation
center
5% primarily Residential within 1/4 mile of a CMP transit corridor
7% primarily Commercial within 1/4 mile of a CMP transit corridor
0% if no fixed route transit services operate within one mile of the project

To determine whether a project is primarily residential or commercial in nature, please
refer to the CMP land use categories listed and defined in Appendix E, Guidelines for
New Development Activity Tracking and Self Certification. For projects that are only
partially within the above one-quarter mile radius, the base rate (3.5% of total trips
generated) should be applied to all of the project buildings that touch the radius
perimeter.

U Information on facilities and/or programs that will be incorporated in the development

plan that will encourage public transit use. Include not only the jurisdiction’s TDM
Ordinance measures, but other project specific measures.

2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County
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O Analysis of expected project impacts on current and future transit services and proposed
project mitigation measures, and;

U Selection of final mitigation measures remains at the discretion of the local
jurisdiction/lead agency. Once a mitigation program is selected, the jurisdiction self-
monitors implementation through the existing mitigation monitoring requirements of
CEQA.

D.9 IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION OF MITIGATION

D.9.1 Criteria for Determining a Significant Impact. For purposes of the CMP, a
significant impact occurs when the proposed project increases traffic demand on a CMP
facility by 2% of capacity (V/C 2 0.02), causing LOS F (V/C > 1.00); if the facility is already
at LOS F, a significant impact occurs when the proposed project increases traffic demand
on a CMP facility by 2% of capacity (V/C = 0.02). The lead agency may apply a more
stringent criteria if desired. - ‘

D.9.2 Identification of Mitigation. Once the project has been determined to cause a
significant impact, the lead agency must investigate measures which will mitigate the
impact of the project. Mitigation measures proposed must clearly indicate the following:

Cost estimates, indicating the fair share costs to mitigate the impact of the proposed
project. If the improvement from a proposed mitigation measure will exceed the impact
of the project, the TIA must indicate the proportion of total mitigation costs which is
attributable to the project. This fulfills the statutory requirement to exclude the costs of
mitigating inter-regional trips.

U Implementation responsibilities. Where the agency responsible for implementing
mitigation is not the lead agency, the TIA must document consultation with the
implementing agency regarding project impacts, mitigation feasibility and
responsibility.

Final selection of mitigation measures remains at the discretion of the lead agency. The
TIA must, however, provide a summary of impacts and mitigation measures. Once a
mitigation program is selected, the jurisdiction self-monitors implementation through the
mitigation monitoring requirements contained in CEQA.

D.9.3 Project Contribution to Planned Regional Improvements. If the TIA concludes that
project impacts will be mitigated by anticipated regional transportation improvements,
such as rail transit or high occupancy vehicle facilities, the TIA must document:

(L Any project contribution to the improvement, and

() The means by which trips generated at the site will access the regional facility.

D.9.4 Transportation Demand Management (TDM). If the TIA concludes or assumes that
project impacts will be reduced through the implementation of TDM measures, the TIA

must document specific actions to be implemented by the project which substantiate these
conclusions.

2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County
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D.10 REFERENCES

1.

Traffic Access and Impact Studies for Site Development: A Recommended Practice,
Institute of Transportation Engineers, 1991.

Trip Generation, 5th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 1991.

Travel Forecast Summary: 1987 Base Model - Los Angeles Regional Transportation
Study (LARTS), California State Department of Transportation (Caltrans), February
1990.

Traffic Study Guidelines, City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT),
July 1991.

Traffic/Access Guidelines, County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works.

Building Better Communities, Sourcebook, Coordinating Land Use and Transit
Planning, American Public Transit Association.

Design Guidelines for Bus Facilities, Orange County Transit District, 2nd Edition,
November 1987.

Coordination of Transit and Project Development, Orange County Transit District,
1988.

Encouraging Public Transportation Through Effective Land Use Actions, Municipality
of Metropolitan Seattle, May 1987.

2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County
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December 27, 2011

Mr. Rob Glaser, Principal Planner
County of Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: SCH No. 2005081071 — Notice of Preparation of a Draft Master Plan
Revision/Environmental Impact Report for the Chiquita Canyon Landfill, Solid
Waste Information System No.19-AA-0052, Los Angeles County

Dear Mr. Glaser,

Thank you for allowing the Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) statf
to provide comments for this proposed project and for your agency’s consideration of these
comments as part of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process.

CalRecycle staff has reviewed the environmental document cited above and offers the following
project description, analysis and our recommendations for the proposed project based on our
understanding of the project. If CalRecycle’s project description varies substantially from the
project as understood by the Lead Agency, CalRecycle staff requests incorporation of any
significant differences in the Final Environmental Impact Report. Significant differences in the
project description could qualify as "significant new information" about the project that would
require recirculation of the document before certification pursuant to CEQA, Section 15088.5.

PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Chiquita Canyon Landfill, located at 29201 Henry Mayo Drive, in the City of Castaic, would
continue the existing landfill use with a new grant term, as well as extend the waste footprint
within the existing site boundary, better utilize the landfill’s remaining and potential disposal
capacity, and allow for the disposal of all non-hazardous wastes acceptable at a Class 11 solid
waste disposal landfill. The proposed project would also include the continued diversion of such
materials as green waste, asphalt, concrete and metal.

Entitlements for a Solid Waste Facilities Permit

Current Proposed
Permitted Area 592 acres Not identified

®
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Disposal Footprint 257 acres 400 acres
Peak Daily Tonnage 6,000 tons per day Not Identified
Peak Weekly Tonnage 30,000 tons per week Not Identified
Peak Daily Vehicle Count Not Specified Not Identified
Days of Operation Sunday through Monday Not Identified
24 hours per day, except 5:00 Not Identified

Hours of Operation P.M. Saturday through 4:00 A.M.
Monday

Design Capacity 29,291,000 cubic yards Not Identified
Maximum Elevation 1,430 feet Mean Sea Level Not Identified
Maximum Depth Not Specified/Applicable Not Identified
Estimated Closure Date November 24, 2019 Not Identified

Based on the preliminary assessment of the environmental effects potentially stemming from the
proposed project, the Lead Agency has determined that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
will need to be prepared. The following components have been identified as having a potentially
significant effect on the environment:

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
Mandatory Findings of Significance

Aesthetics

Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Geology and Soils

® @ 8
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CALRECYCLE STAFF COMMENTS

As required by Title 14, California Code of Regulations (14 CCR), Sections 15126.2, 15126.4,
and 15126.6, CalRecycle staff requests that the Draft EIR contain detailed considerations and
discussions of the significant effects, mitigation measures, and alternatives for the proposed
project including the alternative of “no project.”

The Draft EIR must detail all provisions in order to indicate the ability of the facility to meet
State Minimum Standards for environmental protection (14 CCR, Section 17000 et seq.). The
following internet link accesses checklists developed by CalRecycle staff as a guide to Lead
Agencies in the preparation of EIRs for disposal facilities:

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

Proposed Entitlements

Will there be any changes to existing entitlements such as tonnages, days and hours of operation,
acceptable material types, maximum elevation or depth, estimated closure date or any other
changes to existing entitlements not mentioned above?




NOP DEIR Chiquita Canyon Landfill
December 27, 2011
Page 3 of 5

Environmental Justice

Environmental Justice is not a part of statue or regulations involving CEQA or the operation and
evaluation of environmental documents relating to proposed projects that fall under the purview
of CalRecycle. CalRecycle staff has taken a proactive stance towards environmental justice and
recommends that it be included and considered in the project coming before them for
concurrence.

Buildings and On-Site Improvements
Describe in detail the design characteristics of improvements to be made to the site.

Maps and Drawings

Provide accurate maps and drawings delineating the different areas of the solid waste landfill,
with zoning and land use designations identified for the facility and for adjacent properties
extending at least 1,000 feet from the boundaries of the proposed project.

Land Use Compatibility

The Draft EIR should identify the proposed project’s surrounding land use with a description of
the density of the occupancy for commercial and residential areas. The Draft EIR should be
specific regarding to the nearest sensitive receptor(s).

The local government, in whose jurisdiction the facilities will be located, must make a finding
that the facility is consistent with the General Plan and is identified in the most recent
Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan [Public Resources Code (PRC), Sections 50000
and 50001].

Traffic and Related Transportation System Impacts

If peak traffic volumes are expected to increase, then peak traffic volumes should be projected
over a minimum of five years for the project at peak tonnage rates. Discuss the cumulative effect
of traffic for the proposed project in the Draft EIR.

Air Quality
Impacts on air quality from potential dust and odor generation during operations should be
analyzed.

The distance to the nearest residential and/or commercial receptors, as well as the direction of the
prevailing wind should be identified. Mitigation measures, which will be employed to address
impacts for the proposed project, should be incorporated into the Draft EIR.

Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring Program

As required by PRC, Section 21081.6, the Lead Agency should submit a Mitigation Reporting or
Monitoring Program at the time of local certification of an EIR. This plan should identify the
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project, identify mitigation measures to
reduce impacts to a less than significant level, identify agencies responsible for ensuring the
implementation of the proposed mitigations, and specifies a monitoring/tracking mechanism.
PRC, Section 21080 (c)(2) requires that mitigation measures "...avoid the effects or mitigate the
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effects to the point where clearly no significant effects on the environment would occur." The
Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring Program is also required as a condition of project approval.
PRC, Section 21081.6(b) also requires that "A public agency shall provide the measures to
mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment are fully enforceable through permit
conditions, agreements, or other measures."

The Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring Program should also indicate that agencies designated
to enforce mitigation measures in the EIR have reviewed the Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring
Program and agreed that they have the authority and means to accomplish the designated
enforcement responsibilities.

Permits

The proposed project will require concurrence by CalRecycle, in the issuance by the Local
Enforcement Agency, of a Revised Solid Waste Facilities Permit for the operation of a Solid
Waste Disposal Facility/Landfill; possibly other federal, state and local approvals, as well as
being included in the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan and meet the requirements
of PRC, Division 30, Part 2, Chapter 4.5, (Countywide Siting Element).

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Health’s Solid Waste Management Program is
the Local Enforcement Agency and can be reached at (626) 430-5540.

Potentially Significant Environmental Impacts

The Lead Agency in the Notice of Preparation has identified several resource topics that may be
potentially significant. Most potentially significant project related impacts may be reduced to
less then significant level by project or design features and/or mitigation measures. If there are
significant impacts after design features or mitigation measures are implemented it will be
necessary to prepare and adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. If it is necessary to
prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations, please forward a copy to CalRecycle prior to
adoption for our review. In order for CalRecycle to concur on a Solid Waste Facility Permit with
significant impacts after mitigation, it is necessary to either adopt your State of Overriding
Considerations as our own or prepare a separate Statement of Overriding Considerations.

CONCLUSION

CalRecycle staff requests copies of any subsequent environmental documents including, the
Final Environmental Impact Report, Statement of Overriding Considerations, copies of public
notices and any Notices of Determination for this project.

Please refer to 14 CCR, § 15094(d) that states: “If the project requires discretionary approval
from any state agency, the local lead agency shall also, within five working days of this
approval, file a copy of the notice of determination with the Office of Planning and Research
[State Clearinghouse].”
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The CalRecycle staff requests that the Lead Agency provide a copy of its responses to comments
at least ten days before certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report [PRC Section
21092.5(a)].

If the document is certified during a public hearing, CalRecycle staff requests ten days advance
notice of this hearing. If the document is certified without a public hearing, CalRecycle staff
requests ten days advance notification of the date of the certification and project approval by the
decision-making body.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at 951.782.4194 or
e-mail me at Martin.Perez(@calrecycle.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Martin Perez

Permitting and Assistance Branch - South Unit
Permits and Certification Division

CalRecycle

cc: Virginia Rosales, Supervisor
Permitting and Assistance Branch - South Unit

Gerardo Villalobos, REHS 1V
Department of Public Health
County of Los Angeles

5050 Commerce Drive,
Baldwin Park, CA 91706
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To: Mr. Bob Glaser
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
Fax:  (213) 217-5108

From: Leslie MacNair ~Environmental Program Manager
South Coast Region-San Diego

Tel: 049-458-1754
Fax 858- 495-3614

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report

for Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan Revision Project SCH# 2005081071,
Los Angeles County

Urgent Please Reply For Review X Orig Mailed

f you do not receive all of the pages indicated, please call the sender as
soon as possible. Thank you.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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December 27, 2011

Mr. Bob Glaser

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 80012

Subject: Notice of Preparation for Draft Environmental Impact Report for
Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan Revision Project
SCH # 2005081071, Los Angeles County

Dear Mr. Glaser:

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP)
for the proposed Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan Revision (Project). The Project would
continue the existing landfill use with a new grant term as well as extending the waste footprint
of the land fill within the existing site boundary. The Project is located between Chiquita Canyon
Road and Wolcott Way within the Santa Clara River and Castaic Creek Watershed in
unincorporated Los Angeles County. The Project will result in impacts to undisturbed areas
prior to closure of the landfill including coastal sage scrub and streambeds that may be within
Department jurisdiction.

The California Wildlife Action Plan, a recent Department guidance document, identified the
following stressors affecting wildlife and habitats within the Project area: 1) growth and
development; 2) water management conflicts and degradation of aquatic ecosystems; 3)
invasive species: 4) altered fire regimes; and 5) recreational pressures. With these stressors in
roind, the Department has previously worked with the City in recommending conservation and
protective measures for biclogical and botanical resources and looks forward to continuing this

effort. Please let Department staff know if you would like a copy of the California Wildlife Action
Plan to review,

The Department is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources, holding these
resources in trust for the People of the State pursuant to various provisions of the California

Fish and Game Code. (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7, subd, (a), 1802.) The Department submits
these comments in that capacity under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). (See
generally Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21070; 21080.4.) Given its related permitting authority
under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and Fish and Game Code section 1600 et
seq., the Department also submits these comments likely as a Responsible Agency for the
Project under CEQA. (/d., § 21068.)

To enable Department staff to adequately review and comment on the proposed Project we
recommend the following information, where applicable, be included in the DEIR:

1. A complete, recent assessment of flora and fauna within and adjacent to the Project area,
with particular emphasis upon identifying endangered, threatened, and locally unigque
species and sensitive habitats including:

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870



12/27/2011  16:37 8584353614 . DFG SOUTH COAST REG PAGE 83

Mr. Bob Glaser
December 27, 2011
Page20of b

a. A thorough recent assessment of rare plants and rare natural communities, following the
Department's Guidelines for Assessing Impacts to Rare Plants and Rare Natural
Communities. (See Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status
Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities at:
http://Amww.dfg.ca.gov/habeon/plant/).

b. A complete, recent assessment of sensitive fish, wildlife, reptile, and amphibian species.
Seasonal variations in use within the Project area should also be addressed. Recent,
focused, species-specific surveys, conducted at the appropriate time of year and time of
day when the sensitive species are active or otherwise identifiable, are required.

c. Endangered, rare, and threatened species to address should include all those species
which meet the related definition under the CEQA Guidelines. (See Cal. Code Regs., tit.
14, § 156380.)

d. The Department's Biogeographic Data Branch in Sacramento should be contacted at
(916) 322-2493 (www.dfq.ca.gov/biogeodata) to obtain current information on any
previously reported sensitive species and habitats, including Significant Natural Areas
identified under Chapter 12 of the Fish and Game Code. Also, any Significant
Ecological Areas or Environmentally Sensitive Habitats or any areas that are considered
sensitive by the local jurisdiction that are located in or adjacent to the Project area must
be addressed.

2. A thorough discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts expected to adversely
affect biological resources, with specific measures to offset such impacts. This discussion
should focus on maximizing avoidance, and minimizing impacts.

a. CEQA Guidelines, Section 15125(a), direct that knowledge of the regional setting is
critical to an assessment of environmental impacts and that special emphasis should be
placed on resources that are rare or unique to the region.

b. Project impacts including deposition of debris should also be analyzed relative to their
effects on off-site habitats and populations. Specifically, this should include nearby
public lands, open space, natural habitats, and riparian ecosystems. Impacts to and
maintenance of wildlife corridor/movement areas, including access to undisturbed
habitat in adjacent areas are of concern to the Department and should be fully evaluated
and provided. The analysis should also include a discussion of the potential for impacts
resulting from such effects as increased vehicle traffic, outdoor attificial lighting, noise
and vibration and pest management.

c. A cumulative effects analysis should be developed as described under CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15130, General and specific plans, as well as past, present, and
anticipated future projects, should be analyzed relative to their impacts on similar plant
communities and wildlife habitats.

d. Impacts to migratory wildlife affected by the Project should be fully evaluated including
proposals to remove/disturb native and ornamental landscaping and other nesting
habitat for native birds. Impact evaluation may also include such elements as migratory
butterfly roost sites and neo-tropical bird and waterfow! stop-over and staging sites. All
migratory nongame native bird species are protected by international treaty under the
Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1818 (50 C.F.R. Section 10.13). Sections
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3503, 3503.5 and 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibit take of birds and
their active nests, including raptors and other migratory nongame birds as listed under
the MBTA.

e. Impacts from Project activities (including but not limited to, staging and disturbances to
native and non native vegetation, structures, and substrates) should occur outside of the
avian breeding season which generally runs from March 1-August 31 (as early as
January 1 for some raptors) to avoid take of birds or their eggs. If Project activities
cannot avoid the avian breeding season, nest surveys should be conducted and active
nests should be avoided and provided with a minimum buffer as determined by a
biological monitor (the Department generally recommends a minimum 300 foot nest
avoldance buffer (or 500 feet for all active raptor nests).

f. Proposed impacts to all 'habitats from City or County required Fuel Modification Zones
(FMZ). Areas slated as mitigation for loss of habitat shall not occur within the FMZ.

3. Arange of alternatives should be analyzed to ensure that alternatives to the proposed
Project are fully considered and evaluated. A range of alternatives which avoid or otherwise
minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources including wetlands/riparian habitats,
alluvial scrub, coastal sage scrub, should be included. Specific alternative locations should
also be evaluated in areas with lower resource sensitivity where appropriate.

a. Mitigation measures for project impacts to sensitive plants, animals, and habifats should
emphasize evaluation and selection of alternatives which avoid or otherwise minimize
Project impacts. Compensation for unavoidable impacts through acquisition and
protection of high quality habitat elsewhere should be addressed with off-site mitigation
locations clearly identified.

b. The Department considers Rare Natural Communities as threatened habitats having
both regional and local significance. Thus, these communities should be fully avoided
and otherwise protected from Project-related impacts (Attachment).

¢. The Department generally does not support the use of relocation, salvage, and/or
fransplantation as mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered species.
Department studies have shown that these efforts are experimental in nature and largely
unsuccessful, -

4. An Incidental Take Permit from the Department may be required if the Project, Project
construction, or any Project-related activity during the life of the Project will result in “take” as
defined by the Fish and Game Code of any species protected by CESA. (Fish & G. Code,
§§86, 2080, 2081, subd. (b), (c).) Early consultation with Department regarding potential
permitting obligations under CESA with respect to the Project is encouraged. (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, § 783.2, subd. (b).) It is imperative with these potential permitting obligations
that the draft environmental document prepared by the Lead Agency includes a thorough
and robust analysis of the potentially significant impacts to endangered, rare, and
threatened species, and their habitat, that may occur as a result of the proposed Project.
For any such potentially significant impacts the Lead Agency should also analyze and
describe specific, potentially feasible mitigation measures to avoid or substantially lessen
any such impacts as required by CEQA and, if an ITP is necessary, as required by the
relevant permitting criteria prescribed by Fish and Game Code section 2081, subdivisions
(b) and (¢). The failure to include this analysis in an environmental document could
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preclude the Department from relying on the Lead Agency’s analysis to issue an ITP without
the Department first conducting its own, separate Lead Agency subsequent or supplemental
analysis for the Project. (See, e.g., Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 156096, subd. (f).) For these
reasons, the following information is requested:

a. Biological mitigation menitoring and reporting proposals should be of sufficient detail and
resolution to satisfy the requirements for a CESA Permit.

b. A Department-approved Mitigation Agreement and Mitigation Plan are required for plants
listed as rare under the Native Plant Protection Act.

5. The Department opposes the elimination of watercourses (including concreate channels, blue
line streams and other watercourses not designated as blue line streams on USGS maps)
and/or the channelization of natural and manmade drainages or conversion {o subsurface
drains. All wetlands and watercourses, whether intermittent, ephemeral, or perennial, must
be retained and provided with substantial setbacks which preserve the riparian and aquatic
habitat values and maintain their value to on-site and off-site wildlife populations. The
Department recommends a minimum natural buffer of 100 feet from the outside edge of the
riparian zone on each side of drainage.

a. The Department also has regulatory authority with regard to activities occurring in
streams and/or lakes that could adversely affect any fish or wildlife resource. For any
activity that will divert or obstruct the natural flow, or change the bed, channel, or bank
(which may include associated riparian resources) or a river or stream or use material
from a streambed, the Project applicant (or “entity”) must provide written notification to
the Department pursuant to Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code, Based on this
notification and other information, the Depariment then determines whether a Lake and
Streambed Alteration (LSA) Agreement is required. The Department’s issuance of an
LSA is a project subject to CEQA. To facilitate issuance of an Agreement, if necessary,
the environmental document should fully identify the potential impacts to the lake,
stream or riparian resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring
and reporting commitments for issuance of the Agreement. Early consuitation is
recommended, since modification of the proposed Project may be required to avoid or
reduce impacts to fish and wildlife resources. Again, the failure to include this analysis
in the Project environmental impact report could preclude the Department from relying
on the Lead Agency’'s analysis to issue an Agreement without the Department first
conducting its own, separate Lead Agency subsequent or supplemental analysis for the
Project.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments. Please contact Mr. Scott Harris,
Environmental Scientist, at (626) 797-3170 if you should have any questions and for further
coordination on the proposed Project.

Sincerely,

%é& 7774,4:%@

Leslie S. MacNair
Environmental Program Manager
South Coast Region

85
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Attachment

ce; Ms. Leslie MacNair, Laguna Hills
Ms. Terri Dickerson, Laguna Niguel
Ms. Kelly Schmoker, Pasadena
Mr. Scott Harris, Pasadena
Mr. Dan Blankenship, Newhall

HabCon-Chron
Department of Fish and Game

State Clearinghouse
Sacramento
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st2 . Southern Foredunes
Mono Pumice Flat
Sonthern Interior Basalt Flow Vemal Pool

S2.1 Ventaran Coastsl Sage. Scrub :
' " Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub S i
‘Riversidean Upland Coastal Sage Scrub ‘ : i
Riversidean Desert Sage Scrub , :
Sagebnush Steppe ’ ;
Diesert Sink Scrub , : i
Mafic Southern Mixed Chaparral ' :
San Diego Mesa Hardpan Vernal Pool
San Diego Mesa Claypan Vernal Pool
Adkali Meadow'
. Southern Coastal Salt Marsh
* Coastal Brackish Marsh
Trangmontane Alkali Marsh
‘castal and Valley Freshwater Marsh
Southern Arrayo Willow Riparian Forest
Southern Willow Scrub
Modoc-Great Basin Cottonwood Willow Riparian
Modoc-Great Bagin Riparian Scrub
Mojave Desert Wash Scrub
Engelmmn Osk Woodland
Open Engelimann Oak Woodland ’ _
Closed Engelmann Oak Woodiand :
Island Oak Woodland ' %
California Walnut Woodland
Inland Ironwood Forest
[stand Cherry Fotest
Southern Interior Cypiéss Forest
Pigeone Spruce-Canyon Ork Forest

52.2 - Active Coastal Dunes

Agtive Descert Dunes , :
Stabilized and Partially Stabilized Desert Dunes ‘ i
Stabilized and Partially Stabilized Desert Sandfield ' :

Mojave Mixed Steppe y ;
Transmontane Freshwater Marsh ‘ i
Coulter Pine Forest ' ' .
Southern California Fellfield _ :
‘White Mountiins Felifield

823 “ Bristlecone Pine Forest - %

832 Joshuatree woodland
, Muojave mixed woody scrub

1
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Sensitivity of Top Priority Rare Nawral
Communities in Southern California

Sensitivity rankings are determined by the Department of Fish and ¢inme, Catifornia Natuval Diversity
Data Base and based on either pumber of known ccourrences (locaticns) and/or amount of habitat
remaining (acteage). The three rankings vsed for these top priority rare natural communities ate as

follows: :

S1# Fewer than 6 known locations and/or on fower than 2,004 acres of habitat remaining.
524  Qccurs in 6-20 known locations snd/or 2,000-10,000 acrs of habitat remaining.
834 . Ocours in 21-100-known locations and/or 10,000-50,000 acres of habitat remaining.

The number to the right of the decimal point after the ranking refera' to the degree of threat posed (o that
ristural community regardless of the ranking, For-example:

$i.1 ’ . . Mojave Riparian Forest

Sonoran Cottonwood Willow Huparian
Mesquite Bosgue
Elephant Tree Woodiand
Crucifixion Thorm Woodland
Alithorn Woodiand :
Arizonan Woodland
Southern California Walnut Ferest

© Muinland Cherry Farest )
Southern Bishop Pine Forest
Torrey Pine Forest
Desert Mountain White Fir Focest
Southern Dume Scrub
Southern Coastal Bluff Scrut:
Maritime. Succulent Scrub
Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sagc Scrub
Southern Matitime Chaparral
Valley Needlegrass Grassland
Grest Basin Grassland
Mojave Desert Grassland
Pebble Plaing .
Southern Sedge Bog -

~ Cismontsne Alkali Marsh

o

e,

CDFG Atiacliment for NOP Comment Letters _ : ‘ Page 1 of 2
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December 27, 2011

Mr. Rob Glaser, Principal Planner
County of Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: SCH No. 2005081071 — Notice of Preparation of a Draft Master Plan
Revision/Environmental Impact Report for the Chiquita Canyon Landfill, Solid
Waste Information System No.19-AA-0052, Los Angeles County

Dear Mr. Glaser,

Thank you for allowing the Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) staff
to provide comments for this proposed project and for your agency’s consideration of these
comments as part of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process.

CalRecycle staff has reviewed the environmental document cited above and offers the following
project description, analysis and our recommendations for the proposed project based on our
understanding of the project. If CalRecycle’s project description varies substantially from the
project as understood by the Lead Agency, CalRecycle staff requests incorporation of any
significant differences in the Final Environmental Impact Report. Significant differences in the
project description could qualify as "significant new information" about the project that would
require recirculation of the document before certification pursuant to CEQA, Section 15088.5.

PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Chiquita Canyon Landfill, located at 29201 Henry Mayo Drive, in the City of Castaic, would
continue the existing landfill use with a new grant term, as well as extend the waste footprint
within the existing site boundary, better utilize the landfill’s remaining and potential disposal
capacity, and allow for the disposal of all non-hazardous wastes acceptable at a Class III solid
waste disposal landfill. The proposed project would also include the continued diversion of such
materials as green waste, asphalt, concrete and metal.

Entitlements for a Solid Waste Facilities Permit

Current Proposed
Permitted Area 592 acres Not identified

<)
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Disposal Footprint 257 acres 400 acres
Peak Daily Tonnage 6,000 tons per day Not Identified
Peak Weekly Tonnage 30,000 tons per week Not Identified
Peak Daily Vehicle Count Not Specified Not Identified
Days of Operation Sunday through Monday Not Identified
24 hours per day, except 5:00 Not Identified

Hours of Operation P.M. Saturday through 4:00 A.M.
Monday

Design Capacity 29,291,000 cubic yards Not Identified
Maximum Elevation 1,430 feet Mean Sea Level Not Identified
Maximum Depth Not Specified/Applicable Not Identified
Estimated Closure Date November 24, 2019 Not Identified

Based on the preliminary assessment of the environmental effects potentially stemming from the
proposed project, the Lead Agency has determined that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
will need to be prepared. The following components have been identified as having a potentially
significant effect on the environment:

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
Mandatory Findings of Significance

Aesthetics

Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Geology and Soils

CALRECYCLE STAFF COMMENTS

As required by Title 14, California Code of Regulations (14 CCR), Sections 15126.2, 15126.4,
and 15126.6, CalRecycle staff requests that the Draft EIR contain detailed considerations and
discussions of the significant effects, mitigation measures, and alternatives for the proposed
project including the alternative of “no project.”

The Draft EIR must detail all provisions in order to indicate the ability of the facility to meet
State Minimum Standards for environmental protection (14 CCR, Section 17000 et seq.). The
following internet link accesses checklists developed by CalRecycle staff as a guide to Lead
Agencies in the preparation of EIRs for disposal facilities:

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

Proposed Entitlements

Will there be any changes to existing entitlements such as tonnages, days and hours of operation,
acceptable material types, maximum elevation or depth, estimated closure date or any other
changes to existing entitlements not mentioned above?
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Environmental Justice

Environmental Justice is not a part of statue or regulations involving CEQA or the operation and
evaluation of environmental documents relating to proposed projects that fall under the purview
of CalRecycle. CalRecycle staff has taken a proactive stance towards environmental justice and
recommends that it be included and considered in the project coming before them for
concurrence.

Buildings and On-Site Improvements
Describe in detail the design characteristics of improvements to be made to the site.

Maps and Drawings

Provide accurate maps and drawings delineating the different areas of the solid waste landfill,
with zoning and land use designations identified for the facility and for adjacent properties
extending at least 1,000 feet from the boundaries of the proposed project.

Land Use Compatibility

The Draft EIR should identify the proposed project’s surrounding land use with a description of
the density of the occupancy for commercial and residential areas. The Draft EIR should be
specific regarding to the nearest sensitive receptor(s).

The local government, in whose jurisdiction the facilities will be located, must make a finding
that the facility is consistent with the General Plan and is identified in the most recent
Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan [Public Resources Code (PRC), Sections 50000
and 50001].

Traffic and Related Transportation System Impacts

If peak traffic volumes are expected to increase, then peak traffic volumes should be projected
over a minimum of five years for the project at peak tonnage rates. Discuss the cumulative effect
of traffic for the proposed project in the Draft EIR.

Air Quality
Impacts on air quality from potential dust and odor generation during operations should be
analyzed.

The distance to the nearest residential and/or commercial receptors, as well as the direction of the
prevailing wind should be identified. Mitigation measures, which will be employed to address
impacts for the proposed project, should be incorporated into the Draft EIR.

Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring Program

As required by PRC, Section 21081.6, the Lead Agency should submit a Mitigation Reporting or
Monitoring Program at the time of local certification of an EIR. This plan should identify the
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project, identify mitigation measures to
reduce impacts to a less than significant level, identify agencies responsible for ensuring the
implementation of the proposed mitigations, and specifies a monitoring/tracking mechanism.
PRC, Section 21080 (c)(2) requires that mitigation measures "...avoid the effects or mitigate the
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effects to the point where clearly no significant effects on the environment would occur." The
Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring Program is also required as a condition of project approval.
PRC, Section 21081.6(b) also requires that "A public agency shall provide the measures to
mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment are fully enforceable through permit
conditions, agreements, or other measures."

The Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring Program should also indicate that agencies designated
to enforce mitigation measures in the EIR have reviewed the Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring
Program and agreed that they have the authority and means to accomplish the designated
enforcement responsibilities.

Permits

The proposed project will require concurrence by CalRecycle, in the issuance by the Local
Enforcement Agency, of a Revised Solid Waste Facilities Permit for the operation of a Solid
Waste Disposal Facility/Landfill; possibly other federal, state and local approvals, as well as
being included in the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan and meet the requirements
of PRC, Division 30, Part 2, Chapter 4.5, (Countywide Siting Element).

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Health’s Solid Waste Management Program is
the Local Enforcement Agency and can be reached at (626) 430-5540.

Potentially Significant Environmental Impacts

The Lead Agency in the Notice of Preparation has identified several resource topics that may be
potentially significant. Most potentially significant project related impacts may be reduced to
less then significant level by project or design features and/or mitigation measures. If there are
significant impacts after design features or mitigation measures are implemented it will be
necessary to prepare and adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. If it is necessary to
prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations, please forward a copy to CalRecycle prior to
adoption for our review. In order for CalRecycle to concur on a Solid Waste Facility Permit with
significant impacts after mitigation, it is necessary to either adopt your State of Overriding
Considerations as our own or prepare a separate Statement of Overriding Considerations.

CONCLUSION

CalRecycle staff requests copies of any subsequent environmental documents including, the
Final Environmental Impact Report, Statement of Overriding Considerations, copies of public
notices and any Notices of Determination for this project.

Please refer to 14 CCR, § 15094(d) that states: “If the project requires discretionary approval
from any state agency, the local lead agency shall also, within five working days of this
approval, file a copy of the notice of determination with the Office of Planning and Research
[State Clearinghouse].”
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The CalRecycle staff requests that the Lead Agency provide a copy of its responses to comments
at least ten days before certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report [PRC Section
21092.5(a)].

If the document is certified during a public hearing, CalRecycle staff requests ten days advance
notice of this hearing. If the document is certified without a public hearing, CalRecycle staff
requests ten days advance notification of the date of the certification and project approval by the
decision-making body.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at 951.782.4194 or
e-mail me at Martin.Perez@calrecycle.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Martin Perez
Permitting and Assistance Branch - South Unit

Permits and Certification Division
CalRecycle

cc: Virginia Rosales, Supervisor
Permitting and Assistance Branch - South Unit

Gerardo Villalobos, REHS IV
Department of Public Health
County of Los Angeles

5050 Commerce Drive,
Baldwin Park, CA 91706
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To: Rob Glaser, Principal Planner
Zoning Permits North Section
Los Angeles Co Dept. of Regional Planning
320 W Temple St, room 1348
Los Angeles CA 90012

CC: Michael Antonovich Scott Wardle (President)
LA County Supervisor 5™ District Castaic Area Town Council
500 West Temple Street, Room 869 Castaic, CA 91384

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Chiquita Canyon Landfill/ project No. R2004-00559-(5) Conditional Use Permit No.
200400042, Environmental Case 200400039

Location 29201 Henry Mayo Drive (Highway126) Castaic CA 91384 Located between Regions 1
and 2 of the Castaic Area Town Council.

As a past member of the Castaic Town Council | am aware that the council has abrogated it
duties to comment and guide the EIR process for the proposed landfill expansion. The Council
by-laws prevent swift action without warning, due to the fact that actions must be presented to the
public as an agenda item prior to official actions by the Council can be taken. This process takes
two months minimum to process, so longer notice is required by the Council. During my term on
the council, many times we were required to comment at the earliest steps for such a large
project with such serious ramifications to the community. First notifications were received, and
extensions for comment periods were requested to conform to council bylaws.

Due to the councils unavoidable delayed response past the comment extension date, | would
hope that Supervisor Antonovich’s Staff and the LA County Regional Planning will receive these
comments for action and expand the notification process to the other affected areas outlined
below to prevent future problems.

1. Val Verde, and North river “Project” (Region 2 of the Castaic Town Council)

2. Hasley Canyon Area (Region 3 of the Castaic Town Council)

3. Live Oak Community, River Village “Project”, and the Castaic Valencia Industrial Park
(Region 1 of the Castaic Town Council)

Notification of Expansion was sent only to the Val Verde area residents all other communities
directly affected were NOT included and must be added for all future notices.

Areas to be included should include the above listed and any other areas that fall within a 50%
increased sphere of impact notification. Using the 1997 documented sphere of impact of 1.2
miles, and projecting a 50% increase the new proposed impacted areas would fall within a 1.8
mile radius of the landfill boundaries’.

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

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

1. _Aesthetics: states less than significant impact
a. The 126 Hwy is a first Priority Scenic Highway and the proposed landfill height and
visibility would make this road way forfeit the scenic designation having a
“Potentially Significant Impact”.
b. The Castaic Community Standards District (CSD) is not listed as a requirement.
c. The SCV SEA (vistas section is not listed as a requirement.
d. Property Value impacts

Vistas and CSD considerations:

The Castaic Community Standards District (CSD) is not listed as a regulation to be followed along
with the SCV SEA vista regulations. The Castaic CSDs ridgeline protection sections clearly
outline how scenic vistas must be protected and maintained. The proposed 140/ft increase in the
approved height would be making the landfill the tallest figure in the hillside range violating the
approved CSD. All height projections must be shown utilizing photos from all visually affected
roadways, community ingress and egress pathways and the neighborhoods of Live Oak, the
Valencia Industrial Park, Mission Village, North River and Val Verde.

Other Scenic jurisdictions along the 126 corridor must be considered. County comment
on scenic routes and roadways must be reviewed along with CSD considerations. As the
picture below shows the present Landfill is becoming a significant visual impact already,
adding 140ft would make it the largest hill within the hillside range. Impact Significant.

Picture from 126 %2 mile west from |5

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

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

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

Areas not list that are within the affected boundaries are as follows:
e Val Verde, and North river “Project” (Region 2 of the Castaic Town Council)
e Hasley Canyon Area (Region 3 of the Castaic Town Council)
e Live Oak Community, Mission Village “Project”, and the Castaic Valencia Industrial Park
(Region 1 of the Castaic Town Council)

The Initial study List does not recognized areas that are approved by the Castaic Town Council
and are in process and with approved maps submitted to Regional Planning. Areas to be
included should include the above listed and any other areas that fall within a 50% increased
sphere of impact notification. Using the 1997 documented sphere of impact of 1.2 miles, and
projecting a 50% increase the new proposed impacted areas would fall within a 1.8 mile radius of
the landfill boundaries’.

Projects in Process:

Landmark Village eventually will be home to about 4,500 residents along the Santa Clara River
between the 126 just south, of the 2012 landfill entrance. The 300-acre neighborhood will also
have an elementary school, community park and business development within the 1.2 mile
affected zone.

Mission Village, located West of Magic Mountain and South of Hwy 126 was approved by the Los
Angeles County Regional Planning Commission in May 2011. Mission Village is a 1261-acre
neighborhood of 621 lots that include single family homes, condominiums, community park, and
business development within the 1 mile affected zone.

Homestead Village is in process of approval and includes both a middle school and High school.
The middle school will be within one (1) mile of boundary the High school 1.2-1.8.

Air Quality:

While other areas of Sothern California have reduced the number of first stage smog alerts, the
Santa Clarita Valley has seen an increase in the number of first stage days. An emissions
reduction plan must be presented to AQMD and CARB outlining emission reduction for garbage
trucks entering the facility, on site vehicles such as tractors, haulers and landfill gases.

With the new stated CARB regulations all landfill operations should follow the set guide lines put
forth by CARB. CARB must be added to the approving of the air quality plan showing the use of
CNG, battery electric, hydrogen fuel cell and plug-in hybrid vehicles, by 2018.

A study of all hauling and grading aspects must include particulate, CO2 emissions, carbon
monoxide, Vinyl Chloride, Methane, and all other regulated emissions associated with landfill, and
grading type of operations.

Sensitive Receptors:

Air Quality Impact to schools within one mile of the landfill are of significant Impact. There are
two approved projects that have school components within the 1 mile stated boundary. These
schools will be operated by the Castaic School District. The district must be added to the list of
notifications and approving bodies.
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Landmark Village eventually will be home to an elementary school, community park within the 1.2
mile affected zone.

Homestead Village is in process of approval and includes both a middle school and High school.
The middle school will be within one (1) mile of boundary the High school 1.2-1.8.

These sites would be considered Air Quality Sensitive Receptors. Comments from both
Castaic School district and the Hart School district will be required.

2. (4) Biological Resources
a. Wildlife impacts are not listed as a requirement.
b. Applicable ordnances not listed
iv. Castaic CSD
v. SCV SEA

Wildlife Impacts:

We need to assess that all sensitive species are adequately surveyed during the preparation of
EIR outlined below but not limited to this list that specifically applies to the taxa that would be
scavenge or hunt along the landfill cover, cap and boundaries where contaminated rodents would
be hunted, become carrion or wander off site. Birds most affected by contaminated or poisoned
food sources would be the raptors and nocturnal species that hunt wild game. The actual status
of each, including nesting sites as applicable, impact analysis, must be addressed in an amended
EIR.

Specifically, these species include:

. California Condor (overlooked)

. Golden Eagle (nesting raptor)

. Cooper's Hawk (nesting raptor)

. White-tailed Kite (nesting raptor)

. Prairie Falcon (nesting raptor)

. Horned Owl (nocturnal)

. Long-eared Owl (nocturnal)

. California Spotted Owl (Nocturnal)

O~NO OIS, WNPE

w

(5) Cultural Resources
a. Bowers Cave.
b. Archaeological findings

Archaeological and Historical Impacts and Protection

Expected impacts and protection plans must be outlined for the Bowers Cave, Tataviam Indian
sites and petroglyphs located on or near the landfill site area. Also plans for escorting guests to
view and study the sites must be proposed. Due to the fact that the last Tataviam of this tribe
died in early 1900s the closest tribe with legal jurisdiction would be the Fernandefio Tataviam
Band of Mission Indian's and the Chumash Tribe. The Chumash Tribal Council and Fernandefio
Tataviam Band of Mission Indian's must be notified and approve any and all protection and
impact proposals that would affect these sites located on or near the Landfill site.

About 50,000 years ago this area was an inlet with much of the landfill area under water. Many
artifacts have been found in this area during grading. The EIR must show how any and all
archaeological artifacts will be preserved and submitted to Los Angeles County for storage until a
Castaic/SCV Museum is built to house them.
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4. (8) Greenhouse Emissions

a. Emissions

b. Cap and Trade requirements
A study of all hauling and grading aspects must include particulate, CO2 emissions, carbon
monoxide, Vinyl Chloride, Methane, and all other regulated emissions associated with landfill, and
grading type of operations. This study must also include Vehicle operations including Haulers
and site equipment, cogeneration units and water treatment operations.

The emission impacts will have some cap and trade impacts for emissions of haulers and landfill
operations. We would like to see the numbers as projected b current CARB regulations.

5. (10) Hydrology and Water Quality
a. Ground water
b. Water treatment
c. Monitoring

Presently the landfill operates without any leachate treatment facilities, runoff water treatment or
ground water monitoring. Water contamination considerations must include continual monitoring
of run off, area ground water monitoring wells, and river bed aquifer monitoring. The landfill
location sits on the western region of the Saugus Aquifer that supplies water to all of the Santa
Clarita Valley and is required for continued development of the Newhall Ranch development. The
lower water table known as the Pico Aquifer is considered non-potable and will not be required in
this assessment.

A new third party ground water survey and evaluation must be included and submitted to District
36 Water (LA County), Newhall Water District along with the Castaic Water Agency for comment.
District 36 has a well within 1.2 miles that supplies water to Val Verde and Hasley Canyon. Both
Hasley Canyon and Val Verde have private wells that will require some type of ground and
surface water runoff monitoring.

Implementation plans must be presented for leachate and surface water runoff monitoring of
compounds listed by Federal and Calif. State landfill regulations, with the addition of heavy
metals found in automotive manufacturing, Lithium, and Mercury from batteries, CFLs &
electronic waste.

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

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

The present use of Auto Shredder waste and compost outlined in the landfill proposal as
daily cover is very permeable to rainwater, contain contamination elements of their own
and will be factors in the discussion of the required water treatment facilities.
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6. (14) Population and Housing
d. Areas of impact incomplete.
e. Projects in approval process not listed
vi. Mission Village
vii.
viii. SCV SEA

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

Areas not list that are within the affected boundaries are as follows:
e Val Verde, and North river “Project” (Region 2 of the Castaic Town Council)
e Hasley Canyon Area (Region 3 of the Castaic Town Council)
e Live Oak Community, Mission Village “Project”, and the Castaic Valencia Industrial Park
(Region 1 of the Castaic Town Council)

The Initial study list does not recognized areas that are approved by the Castaic Town Council
and are in process with approved maps submitted to Regional Planning. Areas to be included
should include the above listed and any other areas that fall within a 50% increased sphere of
impact notification. Using the 1997 documented sphere of impact of 1.2 miles, and projecting a
50% increase the new proposed impacted areas would fall within a 1.8 mile radius of the landfill
boundaries’.

Property Values

Proximity to landfills and hazardous waste sites can severely affect property values. Any property
close to an active landfill will probably be devalued as a matter of course. Depending on how
close the property lies to the site, whether the site is still active, and (if not active) if the waste has
been properly encapsulated or removed, the value of a tract of land or home could be affected in
many different ways. For example, if an active landfill is declared "closed” and proper measures
are taken to ensure that there is no risk of contamination from the waste therein, the value of a
nearby property may rise from the low value it had from being located near an active waste site.

| recommend that the L.A County assessor report on the property value effects on all properties
within 1 mile-1.5 miles and 1.8 miles from the outer boundaries of the landfill site. The report
should contain projected values if the extension is approved, along with the values if closed as
presently contracted.

Short term profits from the landfill operations must be weighed against the loss of
continued property tax incomes from high end businesses and residential locations in the
landfill area.

Projects in Process such as Landmark Village will be home to about 4,500 residents along the
Santa Clara River between the 126 just south, of the 2012 landfill entrance and within the 1.2 mile
affected zone.

Mission Village, located West of Magic Mountain and South of Hwy 126 was approved by the Los
Angeles County Regional Planning Commission in May 2011 within the 1 mile affected zone.

Homestead Village is in process of approval and includes both a middle school and High school.
The middle school will be within one (1) mile of boundary the High school 1.2-1.8.
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7. (17) Transportation and Traffic
a. Truck traffic on 126
b. Trash along road sides
c. Hauler emissions.

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

8. (19) Mandatory Findings of Significance
1) Environmental Racism

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

Reviewing agencies and groups:

The following agencies must be added to the review list:
Water District 36- LA Co. Water district 36

Newhall Water District

Castaic School District

Hart School District

Chumash Tribal Council

Fernandefio Tataviam Tribal Council

Calif. State Attorney General (environmental Justus considerations)
Los Angeles County Assessor’s Office

. Castaic Chamber of Commerce

10. CARB

11. SAQMD

CoNOOA~®ONE
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Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment

TO PROMOTE, PROTECT AND PRESERVE THE ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY
AND QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY

POST OFFICE BOX 1182, SANTA CLARITA, CA 91386

2-10-12

Rob Glaser

LA County Dept. of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple St.

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Via email to rglaser @planning.lacounty.gov

Re: Notice of Preparation for Chiquita Canyon Landfill Expansion RCEP2004-00559
Dear Mr. Glaser:

First we note that, on your list of parties to be notified, the Friends of the Santa Clara River (660 Randy
Dr., Newbury Park, 91320) is not listed. We urge you to ensure that they are notified of this project,
since they were in involved in the previous EIR process for the 1997 expansion CUP.

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

trash has been deposited in the landfill. It is our understanding that the permit banned sewage sludge
from the landfill, allowed green waste composting and eliminated the proposed Materials Recovery
Facility.

At that time, the County of Los Angeles claimed insufficient capacity for solid waste throughout
the County and that garbage would be overflowing into the streets if permits for expansion of
several landfills were not granted. They proposed a mega-dump in Elsmere Canyon, and huge
expansions for Sunshine Landfill and Puente Hills Landfill in the San Fernando San Gabriel
Valleys and rail haul to distant sites. Sunshine, Puente Hills and Chiquita were all granted
expansion permits and one rail haul site has since begun operations.

In 1998, AB939 was passed by the legislature, requiring a reduction in waste generation by cities
and counties of 50%. Most entities now have well functioning waste reduction programs. In
addition, waste generation in the County of Los Angeles has been experiencing a downward
trend, either from the economy or growing public awareness of waste issues.

We therefore request that the EIR carefully analyze the real need for an expansion of this landfill at this
time due to the fact that the current permit still grants seven years of operation and the declining trend of
waste generation from entities dumping in this landfill.

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

in Val Verde. It completely fails to mention the proposed Newhall Ranch project whose first two phases
totally some 6000 units are likely to be approved by the County in the next few months.
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These phases include several County facilities and local agencies such as school that will be deemed
“sensitive receptors” for air quality purposes. It is therefore essential that the EIR accurately describe
these future uses in the environmental document.

Air Quality

While the NOP accurately notes that air quality will be significantly impacted and require analysis due to
the release of various landfill gases, the EIR should additionally analysis these impacts as stated above
for their detrimental health effects on “sensitive receptors”, especially children attending the various
schools proposed for the Newhall Ranch development. The EIR should include a map of the landfill that
includes the Newhall Ranch project and all public facilities within the project.

Mitigation for Air Quality Impacts

If the County proceeds with this approval with over-riding conditions, they must require all
feasible mitigation to reduce air quality impacts. We therefore believe they should, in addition to
other air quality reduction measures, require:

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

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

® require natural gas trash trucks be used by all haulers

® Provide a Materials Recovery Facility at the site

The Santa Clarita Valley is in a non-attainment zone for ozone and particulate matter. Special
attention must be paid to these areas in order to identify methods to reduce their negative affects.

The County should require implementation on an anaerobic trash digester as used in the Simi
Landfill. Such an alternative would reduce the amount of acreage that would be destroyed with
garbage as well as reducing air pollution in addition to extending the life of the landfill.

Water Quality

During the previous CUP process, several water quality violations came to light. To address that
problem, a water quality monitoring system was implemented that required place of several wells and
routine testing. Testing results should be provided in the EIR and any tests that did not met required
standards should be disclosed. The monitoring system should be reviewed for efficiency and enhanced as
needed to address the new proposal.

We do not support the destruction of additional blue line streams in this area. Loss of ground water
recharge is a major impact which must be analyzed in the EIR. Again, the EIR should consider an
anaerobic trash digester as an alternative that might reduce this impact.

Other Areas of Concern Listed in the NOP

We believe the NOP accurately reflects the other areas of concern including visual impacts, biological,
impacts, increased greenhouse gases, traffic, etc. We especially request that surveys for threatened and
endangered species present in the area be conducted along the blue line streams. Again, avoidance of any
impacts to blue line streams is the preferable alternative.

Existing Agreements and Requirements

The EIR should fully disclose all existing mitigation requirements and whether they have been followed.
For example, the height limitation was violated several years ago. How was this violation corrected?
What safeguard will the new permit employ o avoid such future violations?

All settlement agreements with the community should be disclosed. Will these agreements be continued
under the new CUP?
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Thanks you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,

Lynne Plambeck
President
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Planning, Policy and Design School of Social Ecology
202 Social Ecology 1
Irvine, CA 92697-7075

(949) 824-0563
Fax (949) 824-8566

May 14, 2012

Mr. Rob Glaser
Principal Regional Planner
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning

Dear Mr. Glaser:

I just recently became aware of the proposal to expand the Chiquita Landfill (Val Verde, California) and
the Notice of Preparation of CEQA documentation. | would like to request that | be added to the mailing
list as an interested party for all CEQA documentation and notices for these. | do this as an interested
party by virtue of: first, my previous experience studying environmental impacts of the landfill on local
environmental quality, which is part of my academic research; but secondly and more directly, as a
member of the community group, URPAVYV (Union de los Residentes Para Proteccion Ambiental de Val
Verde). My contact information is:

Prof. Raul Lejano

Department of Planning, Policy, and Design

Social Ecology I Building, Room 218G

University of California

Irvine, CA 92697-7075

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

I would also point out to you, and other persons preparing the environmental documentation, that our
previous analysis of air quality and other environmental impacts of the landfill suggest significant impacts
to air quality. In particular, we examined emissions of air toxics not just from the landfill itself but also
from trucks coming to and from it. Other serious environmental effects include odor compounds, dust
and litter, and noise from the landfill and its operation. There is also a possibility of leachate from the
landfill percolating into the ground. Lastly, there is the significant potential for cumulative impacts to
regional air and water quality. | hope that all of these, and other, environmental impacts be evaluated as
part of the CEQA process and taken into careful consideration. If the process leads to preparation of a
Draft EIR, then | and colleagues would be keen to submit our analysis of some of these impacts.

Sincerely,

Raul Lejano, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
Co-Director, Social Ecology Research Center


mailto:rplejano@yahoo.com

Rich Text Editor 2{11/12 12:10 AM

Rob Glaser,

I have been a resident of Val Verde for almost 30 years. I raised all of my children here, both sets of my
parents have lived and passed away here in Val Verde and now my sons have bought homes and I have
grandchildren that live here. I plan to live my life out here and watch my family grow in Val Verde. 1 also
own and operate a small business as well as own several properties in Val Verde. I have a vested interest in
what happens to our community. We have a statement and understanding between Newhall Land and F arm,
Laidlaw Waste Systems aka: Chiquito Canyon Landfill and Val Verde Civic Assoc. dated February 21st, 1997
to close and cover the landfill in 2017 or a maximum of 23 million tons. Any other conditions will not be
acceptable in order to insure the health and welfare of residents in Val Verde.

There are many dangers associated in living near a land fill such as high risk of cancer, low infant body
weight (as noted in a study dated 09:23-98) quoting "A study of people living near the BKK landfill in LA °
County in 1997 reported significantly reduced birth weight among children born during the period of heaviest
dumping at the site." "Increase of bladder cancer and leukemia" "EPA study notes cancers of cancer of lung,
stomach and rectum.” I won't take the time to site additional information but as you know there are many
studies linking poor health or health risks to living near landfills.

Some of the problems that I have encountered to date are as follows:

excessive trash smells, early am with still air or a northernly breeze

unsightly debris blowing on hillsides and tree's near the landfill

bright lights observed from the west side of the landfill reducing night sky visibility
the work site can be seen and observed from Chiquito Canyon Road

tippers can be seen daily

fixed fence within full view

turbine wind mills an eyesore

® ® & ®© ® ® ©

They are not good neighbors now and are not conforming as agreed; see Attachment C in the Chiquita
Canyon Landfill Expansions and Related Facilities, Project CUP #89-081
page 3, condition 9 modified as follows; 9b

They are talking about going up 130 feet more. That is 13 stories and we don't even have a 13 story building
in all of Santa Clarita. This is not even reasonable.

In conclusion; they need to close the landfill as originally agreed in 2017 or when the agreed upon maximum
of 23 million tons is reached. Cover the landfill for a minimum of 10 years and conduct environmental
impact studies so that an informed decision can be made with regard to any expansion. As well as monitor
the health of the individuals that reside in the community. Thank you for your time and attention to this
matter.

Sincerely,

Marc Salzarulo
28838 Lincoln Avenue
Val Verde, CA 91384

about:blank ‘ Page 1 of 2



Nancy Carder

30530 Remington Road
Castaic, CA 91384
carderfam@sbcglobal.net

February 10, 2012

Mr. Rob Glaser

Principal Planner

Zoning Permits North Section

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1348

Los Angeles, CA 90012

NOTICE OF PREPARATION REVIEW AND COMMENT
Chiquita Canyon Landfill Master Plan Revision

Project No. R2004-00559-(5)

Conditional Use Permit No. 200400042

Environmental Case No. 200400039

Dear Mr. Glaser,

I am a member of the community and have the following comments on the Initial Study
Checklist:

1. AESTHETICS

a) Highway 126 has “eligible” status for scenic highway designation. The purpose of the

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

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

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

d) The landfill is already visible from Newhall Ranch Road/SR 126 and I-5 as it appears
behind the U.S. Postal Facility. If the landfill height grows 143 feet from the maximum
capacity under current permit, there will be significant visual blight in the appearance of

the landfill that will have a degrading effect on property values and the community. What
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actions will be taken to mitigate the detrimental effect that the landfill expansion will have
on property values in the Val Verde, Live Oak, and Hasley Canyon neighborhoods?

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

. AGRICULTURAL / FOREST

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

. AIR QUALITY

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

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

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

f) Odors from the Sunshine Canyon landfill are noticeable every day while driving
Interstate 5 through the Newhall Pass. The Val Verde and Castaic Communities are
close enough to suffer the impacts of odors and poor air quality every day, if the landfill
is expanded. What is proposed to mitigate this? Maybe approving a smaller expansion,

2



or not increasing the maximum daily tonnage, from what it is now, would help mitigate
odor/air quality impacts.

. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

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

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

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

. CULTURAL RESOURCES

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

. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

b) The Chiquita Landfill uses ASR as alternative daily cover. The ASR contains

elevated levels of leachable heavy metals, some potentially above California hazardous
waste levels, as well as PCBs. During rain events, erosion can transport and dispose of
PCBs and elevated and hazardous waste levels of metals into the Santa Clara riverbed.

. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

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

Elevated heavy metals and PCBs from the ASR are subject to uncontrolled release by
high winds, surface water run-off, and everyday landfill activities.



b) Indoor air monitoring for methane, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride should be
conducted at the US Postal Service facility adjacent to the landfill.

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

10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

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

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

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

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

There is a land disposal restriction (LDR) in California for waste containing levels of zinc
exceeding 250 mg/L of zinc (see March 27, 2008 report, attachment 4). This requires

waste with greater than 250 mg/L of soluble zinc to be pretreated before allowing it to be
disposed of in a hazardous waste landfill, yet was disposed of as daily cover at Chiquita
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Canyon Landfill which a municipal landfill, is unlined, and in close proximity to the Santa
Clara Riverbed and the agricultural soils downstream.

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

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

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

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

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

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

11. LAND USE AND PLANNING

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

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

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

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



17. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

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

18. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

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

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

Attachments:

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

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



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






MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN

Responsibility for Timing of
Impact Mitigation Measure Compliance Method for Compliance Compliance
5. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
Impact 5.1: Construction and operations ~ Measure 5.1a: Applicants shall prepare and submit an Air Quality Project Applicant Submit Air Quality Technical Report. Local CEQA
of AD facilities within California would Technical Report as part of the environmental assessments for the Review
result in emissions of criteria air pollutants  gevelopment of future AD facilities on a specific project-by-project
at levels that could substantially contribute  pagjs. The technical report shall include an analysis of potential air quality Local Lead Agency Review and acceptance of Air Quality Local CEQA
to a potential violation of applicable air impacts for all steps of the project (including a screening level analysis to Technical Report. Review

quality standards or to nonattainment
conditions.

LEA — Local Enforcement Agency

determine if construction and operation [for all on-site processes,
including any end-use and disposal methods] related criteria air
pollutant emissions would exceed applicable air district thresholds, as
well as greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and any health risk associated
with toxic air contaminants (TACs) from all AD facility sources) and
reduction measures. Preparation of the technical report should be
coordinated with the appropriate air district and shall identify compliance
with all applicable New Source Review and Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) requirements. The technical report shall identify all
project emissions from permitted (stationary) and non-permitted (mobile and
area) sources and mitigation measures (as appropriate) designed to
reduce significant emissions to below the applicable air district
thresholds of significance, and if these thresholds cannot be met with
mitigation, then the individual AD facility project could require additional
CEQA review or additional mitigation measures.

Measure 5.1b: Applicants shall require construction contractors and Project Applicant/
system operators to implement the following Best Management Practices Operator
(BMPs) as applicable during construction and operations: Construction

. Facilities shall be required to comply with the rules and Contractor

regulations from the applicable Air Quality Management District | Air Distri
(AQMD) or Air Pollution Control District (APCD). Local Air District

. Facilities shall require substrate unloading and pre-processing
activities to occur indoors within enclosed, negative pressure
buildings. Collected foul air (including volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) off-gassed from undigested substrates) should be treated
via biofilter or air scrubbing system.

. Use equipment meeting, at a minimum, Tier Il emission
standards.

e  Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off when not in
use or reducing the time of idling to 5 minutes (as required by the
state airborne toxics control measure [Title 13, 82485 of the
California Code of Regulations]). Provide clear signage that
posts this requirement for workers at the entrances to the site.

. Maintain all equipment in proper working condition according to
manufacturer’s specifications.

. Use electric equipment when possible.

Implement BMPs during construction and
operations.

Enforce construction and operation air quality
rules and regulations and compliance.

Construction and
Operations

Construction and
Operations

CalRecycle — Statewide Anaerobic Digester Facilities
Final Program Environmental Impact Report

ESA /209134
June 2011



MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Responsibility for
Compliance

Method for Compliance

Timing of
Compliance

Impact 5.2: Operation of AD facilities in
California could create objectionable
odors affecting a substantial number of
people.

LEA — Local Enforcement Agency

For projects that are unable to use internal combustion engines due to
air district regulations (i.e., NOx emission limits), other options for
generating renewable energy from biogas should be considered.
Other options that should be evaluated for using biogas or
biomethane as an energy source include: use as a transportation fuel
(compressed biomethane), use in fuel cells to generate clean
electricity, use for on-site heating, or injection of biomethane into the
utility gas pipeline system. If there are other lower NOx alternative
technologies available at the time of AD facility development, these
should be considered as well during the facility design process.

Measure 5.2a: Applicants for the development of AD facilities shall comply
with appropriate local land use plans, policies, and regulations, including
applicable setbacks and buffer areas from sensitive land uses for
potentially odoriferous processes.

Measure 5.2b: If an AD facility handles compostable material and is
classified as a compostable material handling facility, the facility must
develop an Odor Impact Minimization Plan (OIMP) pursuant to 14 CCR
17863.4. Otherwise, applicants shall develop and implement an Odor
Management Plan (OMP) that incorporates equivalent odor reduction
controls for digester operations and is consistent with local air district
odor management requirements. These plans shall identify and
describe potential odor sources, as well as identify the potential,
intensity, and frequency of odor from these likely sources. In addition,
the plans will specify odor control technologies and management
practices that if implemented, would mitigate odors associated with the
majority of facilities to less than significant. However, less or more
control measures may be required for individual projects. Odor control
strategies and management practices that can be incorporated into
these plans include, but are not limited to, the following:

- Require substrate haulage to the AD facility within
covered, liquid leak-proof containers.

- Establish time limit for on-site retention of undigested
substrates (i.e., feedstocks should be processed and
placed into the portion of the system where liquid
discharge and air emissions can be controlled within 24 or
48 hours of receipt).

- Provide enclosed, negative pressure buildings for indoor
receiving and pre-processing. Treat collected foul air in a
biofilter or air scrubbing system.

- Establish contingency plans for operating downtime (e.g.,
equipment malfunction, power outage).

Project Applicant

Project Applicant/
Operator

LEA (composting
permit) and/or
Local Air District
(other facilities)

Comply with local land use plans, policies
and regulations related to odor and sensitive
receptors.

Develop and implement an OIMP or Odor
Management Plan.

Enforce OIMP or Odor Management Plan.

Local CEQA
Review

Operations

Operations

CalRecycle — Statewide Anaerobic Digester Facilities
Final Program Environmental Impact Report

ESA /209134
June 2011



MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN

Responsibility for Timing of
Impact Mitigation Measure Compliance Method for Compliance Compliance
- Manage delivery schedule to facilitate prompt handling of
odorous substrates.
- Handle fresh unstable digestate within enclosed building,
or mix with green waste and incorporate into a
composting operation within the same business day,
and/or directly pump to covered, liquid leak-proof
containers for transportation.
- Protocol for monitoring and recording odor events.
- Protocol for reporting and responding to odor events.
Impact 5.3: Construction and operation of Measure 5.3a: Implement Mitigation Measures 5.1a and 5.1b. See Mitigation Measures 5.1a and 5.1b
AD facilities in California could lead to
increases in chronic exposure of sensitive
receptors in the vicinity to certain toxic air
contaminants from stationary and mobile
sources.
Measure 5.3b: Based on the Air Quality Technical Report (specified in  Project Applicant/ Implement measures to reduce DPM. Local CEQA
Measure 5.1a), if the health risk is determined to be significant on a Operator Review/during
project-by-project basis with diesel particulate matter (DPM) as a Operations
major contributor, then the applicants shall implement control
measures such that the AD facility health risk would be below the
applicable air district threshold, which may include implementation of
one or more of the following requirements, where feasible and
appropriate:
. Use either new diesel engines that are designed to minimize
DPM emissions (usually through the use of catalyzed
particulate filters in the exhaust) or retrofit older engines with
catalyzed particulate filters (which will reduce DPM
emissions by 85%);
. Use electric equipment to be powered from the grid, which
would eliminate local combustion emissions;
Use alternative fuels, such as compressed natural gas (CNG) or
liquefied natural gas (LNG).
Measure 5.3c: Hydrogen sulfide (H2S) contained in the biogas shall Operator Scrub H;S as required. Operations
be scrubbed (i.e., via iron sponge or other technology) before emission
to air can occur.
Impact 5.4: Development of AD facilities in Measure 5.4: Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1a. See Mitigation Measure 5.1a
California could increase GHG emissions.
Impact 5.5: Development of AD facilities =~ Measure 5.5: Implement Mitigation Measures 5.1a and 5.1b. See Mitigation Measures 5.1a and 5.1b
in California, together with anticipated
cumulative development in the area,
would contribute to regional criteria
pollutants.
LEA — Local Enforcement Agency
CalRecycle — Statewide Anaerobic Digester Facilities 3 ESA /209134
June 2011
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN

Responsibility for
Impact Mitigation Measure Compliance

Method for Compliance

Timing of
Compliance

6. Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact 6.2: The operation of AD facilities Measure 6.2a: During pre-processing, all water that contacts digester =~ Operator
could adversely affect surface and feedstock, including stormwater from feedstock handling and storage
groundwater quality. facilities and water from equipment washdown and feedstock wetting, shall
be contained until appropriately disposed or utilized. Best Management ~ Regional Water
Practices (BMPs) may be used to reduce loading of sediment, Quality Control
nutrients, trash, organic matter, and other pollutants. These BMPs may Board
include, but are not limited to, trash grates and filters, oil-water
separators, mechanical filters such as sand filters, vegetated swales,
engineered wastewater treatment wetlands, settling ponds, and other
facilities to reduce the potential loading of pollutants into surface waters
or groundwater. All discharges of stormwater are prohibited unless
covered under the General Industrial Stormwater Permit, other National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, or are
exempted from NPDES permitting requirements. The NPDES
permits will generally require implementation of management
measures to achieve a performance standard of best available
technology economically achievable (BAT) and best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT), as appropriate. The General
Industrial Stormwater Permit also requires the development of a storm
water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) and a monitoring plan, in
compliance with permit requirements.” Other liquid and solid wastes
may only be discharged pursuant to an NPDES permit or waste
discharge requirement (WDR) order.

Measure 6.2b: In order to minimize the amount of fugitive trash or Project Applicant/
feedstock released to surface waters, the following measures shall be Operator
implemented. When feasible, the project proponent shall preferentially

select feedstocks that contain minimal amounts of trash that could become Regional Water
entrained in surface water, either via direct contact with stormwater flows  Quality Control
or via other accidental release, such as due to wind. Processing of Board

such feedstocks may, however, be unavoidable, such as in support of

an AD facility that processes MSW. Therefore, the project applicant

shall ensure that (1) drainage from all feedstock loading, unloading, and

storage areas is contained onsite or treated to remove trash and stray

feedstock, and sediment prior to release as permitted; (2) in all feedstock

loading and unloading areas, and all areas where feedstock is moved by

front loaders or other uncovered or uncontained transport machinery, the

applicant shall ensure that mechanical sweeping and/or equivalent

trash control operational procedures are performed at least daily,

during operations; and (3) the facility operator shall train all employees

involved in feedstock handling so as to discourage, avoid, and

minimize the release of feedstock or trash during operations.

1 For more information, please refer to: http://www.swrch.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/industrial.shtml

LEA — Local Enforcement Agency

Contain water during pre-processing
activities.

Enforce water quality regulations.

Implement measures to minimize fugitive
trash/feedstock release to surface waters.

Enforce water quality regulations.

Operations

Operations

Operations

Operations

CalRecycle — Statewide Anaerobic Digester Facilities 4
Final Program Environmental Impact Report
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Responsibility for
Compliance Method for Compliance

Timing of
Compliance

LEA — Local Enforcement Agency

Measure 6.2c: In order to minimize water quality degradation associated
with accidental spills at AD facilities, the applicant for individual projects
that would be implemented under the Program EIR shall require project
proponents to complete and adhere to the requirements of a Spill
Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan, which is based
on the federal SPCC rule. Notification of the SPCC Plan shall be provided
to the local Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). The SPCC Plan
shall contain measures to prevent, contain, and otherwise minimize potential
spills of pollutants during facility operation, in accordance with U.S. EPA
requirements. For individual projects that would utilize wet digestion
systems, in which processing and holding tanks would contain the
(aqueous) digestion reaction and liquid digestate containing fats and
oils, the SPCC Plan shall provide for installation and monitoring of
secondary containment and/or leak detection systems to ensure that
AD liquids are not accidentally discharged to navigable waters or adjoining
shorelines. Monitoring of these systems shall be in accordance with
SPCC Plan requirements.

Measure 6.2d: Any proposed discharge to a pond for an individual project
would require the project applicant to acquire WDRs from the appropriate
regional board. The project applicant shall ensure that all ponds and
discharges to such ponds adhere to all requirements under applicable
WDRs. The need for pond liners in order to protect groundwater quality
would be assessed during the regional board's review of the project, and
requirements for pond liners would be included in the WDRs, as warranted.
If appropriate, the WDRs would impose requirements for Class |l surface
impoundments as presented in Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations.
Requirements include, but are not limited to, groundwater monitoring, double
liner systems with leachate collection, water balance, a preliminary closure
plan for clean closure, seismic analysis, and financial assurances.
Compliance with WDRs may require the installation of facilities such as
tanks and containers to store and process the digestate, the use of filter
presses, and implementation of other water quality protection practices.

Measure 6.2e: This measure would reduce potential for the
movement of nutrients and other pollutants to groundwater and
surface water for individual projects that would employ land
application for liquid digestate or residual solids. The operators of
individual projects implemented under this Program EIR shall ensure
that land application of liquid digestate and/or residual solids adheres
to all requirements of applicable WDRs. WDR requirements include but
are not limited to, groundwater monitoring, completion of an anti-
degradation analysis, and in some cases best practicable treatment and
control to achieve salinity reduction in materials prior to discharge to
land. WDRs would be issued by the appropriate regional board, and
would consider site-specific conditions and waste characteristics, in
order to determine applicable control measures and procedures that

Project Applicant/  Complete and adhere to SPCC Plan.
Operator
Local Lead Agency Review and accept SPCC Plan.

CUPA Review implementation of SPCC Plan.

Project Applicant/  Adhere to applicable WDRs for ponds or

Operator discharges to ponds.

Regional Water Enforce WDRs for ponds or discharges to
Quality Control ponds.

Board

Project Applicant/  Adhere to requirements of WDRs for land
Operator application of liquid digestate and/or
residual solids.

Regional Water Issue and enforce WDRs for land
Quality Control application of liquid digestate and/or
Board residual solids.

Operations
Local CEQA
Review

Prior to/during
Operations

Prior to/during
Operations

Prior to/during
Operations

Operations

Prior to/during
Operations

CalRecycle — Statewide Anaerobic Digester Facilities
Final Program Environmental Impact Report
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN

Responsibility for Timing of
Impact Mitigation Measure Compliance Method for Compliance Compliance
protect water quality.
Measure 6.2f: This measure would reduce the potential for water Project Applicant/  Adhere to NPDES permitting Operations

Impact 6.3: AD facilities could be exposed
to flooding hazards.

Impact 6.4: Construction of AD facilities
could change drainage and flooding
patterns

Impact 6.6: AD facilities could become
inundated as a result of seiche, tsunami,
or mudflow.

Impact 6.7: AD facilities could contribute to

LEA — Local Enforcement Agency

quality degradation from projects that include discharge of liquid
digestate to surface waters. The applicant for individual projects
implemented under this Program EIR shall ensure that the discharge of
liquid digestate to surface waters adheres to all NPDES permitting
recommendations and requirements, as established by the appropriate
regional board. Specific measures may include, but are not limited to,
limitations on discharge volumes, seasonal discharge restrictions,
limitations on loading rates and/or concentrations of specific
constituents, and other facility-specific water quality control measures
designed to protect receiving water quality and preserve beneficial
uses identified in Basin Plans.

Measure 6.3: Individual applicants seeking coverage under this
Program EIR shall ensure that, for their proposed AD facilities
including pre-processing areas, feedstock storage areas, and
digestate handling facilities, are protected from FEMA-defined 100-
year flood events. Design measures may include, but are not limited
to: facility siting, access placement, grading, elevated foundations, and
site protection such as installation of levees or other protective
features.

Measure 6.4: In order to ensure that the AD facilities would not result in
detrimental increases in stormwater flow or flooding on site or
downstream, the Applicant for each AD facility project shall
prepare a comprehensive drainage plan (prior to construction) and
implement the plan during construction. The comprehensive drainage
plan shall include engineered stormwater retention facility designs,
such as retention basins, flood control channels, storm drainage
facilities, and other features as needed to ensure that, at a minimum, no
net increase in stormwater discharge would occur during a 10-year, 24-
hour storm event, as a result of project implementation. Project
related increases in stormwater flows shall be assessed based on
proposed changes in impervious surface coverage on site, as well
as proposed grading and related changes in site topography.

Measure 6.6: To ensure that proposed AD facilities would not incur
impacts associated with seiche, tsunami, or mudflow, the applicant for
each individual project shall ensure that all facilities are located
outside of potential risk areas for seiche, tsunami, and mudflow. In the
event that a proposed facility would be sited within a potential risk area
for one of these hazards, the facility shall be raised above projected
maximum base inundation elevations, or shall be protected from
inundation by the installation of berms, levees, or other protective
facilities.

Measure 6.7: Implement Mitigation Measures 6.2 (a-f) and 6.3.

Operator

Regional Water
Quality Control
Board

Project applicant

Project Applicant

Local Lead Agency

Project Applicant

Local Lead Agency

recommendations and requirements for
discharge of liquid digestate to surface waters.

Approve and enforce NPDES permits

Ensure facilities are protected from FEMA-
defined 100-year flood events.

Prepare and implement a comprehensive
drainage plan.

Review and acceptance of comprehensive
drainage plan.

Ensure facilities are located outside of
potential risk areas for seiche, tsunami and
mudflow.

Approve siting of facilities with respect to risk
areas for seiche, tsunami and mudflow.

See Mitigation Measures 6.2 (a-f) and 6.3

Prior to/during
Operations

Local CEQA
Review

Local CEQA
Review/during
Construction

Local CEQA
Review

Local CEQA
Review

Local CEQA
Review
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN

Responsibility for Timing of

Impact Mitigation Measure Compliance Method for Compliance Compliance
cumulative impacts to water quality.
7. Noise
Impact 7.1: Construction of AD facilities Measure 7.1a: Construction activities shall be limited to the hours Construction Limit construction hours as indicated by local Construction
could temporarily increase noise levels at  between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., Monday through Saturday, or an Contractor jurisdiction.
nearby sensitive receptor locations or alternative schedule established by the local jurisdiction, or other limits
result in noise levels in excess of to construction hours normally enforced by the local jurisdiction (see Local Lead Agency Enforce construction hour limits. Construction
standards in local general plans, noise Measure 7.1d below).
ordinances, or other applicable standards.

Measure 7.1b: Construction equipment noise shall be minimized by Construction Minimize construction equipment noise. Construction

muffling and shielding intakes and exhaust on construction equipment  Contractor / Local

to a level no less effective than the manufacture’s specifications, and Lead Agency

by shrouding or shielding impact tools.

Measure 7.1c: Construction contractors within 750 feet of sensitive Construction Locate applicable construction equipment Construction

receptors shall locate fixed construction equipment, such as Contractor / Local  away from sensitive receptors.

compressors and generators, and construction staging areas as far as Lead Agency

possible from nearby sensitive receptors.

Measure 7.1d: Construction contractors shall comply with all local Construction Comply with local noise ordinances and Construction

noise ordinances and regulations and other measures deemed Contractor regulations.

necessary by the Lead Agency.

Local Lead Agency Enforce local noise ordinances and Construction

Impact 7.2: Noise from operation of AD

Measure 7.2: AD facilities located within 2,000 feet of a sensitive

regulations.

Project Applicant/  Conduct site specific noise study and

Prior to /during

facilities could substantially increase ambient  receptor shall conduct a site specific noise study. If operational sound Operator implement recommendations. Operation

noise levels at nearby land uses or result  levels would exceed local regulations, or 45 dBA at a sensitive

in noise levels in excess of standards in receptor (if no regulations are available), additional sound-proofing

local general plans, local noise ordinances, such as enclosures, muffling, shielding, or other attenuation measures

or other applicable standards. shall be installed to meet the required sound level.

Impact 7.4: Development of AD facilites =~ Measure 7.4: Implement Mitigation Measures 7.1a through 7.1d and See Mitigation Measures 7.1a through 7.1d and Measure 7.2.

could result in a cumulative increase in Measure 7.2.

noise levels.

8. Public Services and Utilities

Impact 8.1: The project could Mitigation Measure 8.1: Implement Mitigation Measures 10.1b, 10.3c, = See Mitigation Measures 10.1b, 10.3c, and 11.4a.

substantially increase demands on fire and 11.4a.

protection services

Impact 8.2: The project could potentially Measure 8.2a: Implement Mitigation Measure 8.3b if the operator does not See Mitigation Measure 8.3b

exceed wastewater treatment have an existing agreement, such as for co-located facilities.

requirements of the Regional Water

Quality Control Board (RWQCB).
Measure 8.2b: In addition to an agreement for service, coordination  Project Applicant/  Coordinate with wastewater treatment Prior to
with the wastewater treatment provider would be needed to determine if ~ Operator provider. Operation
pre-treatment would be required to meet the RWQCB requirements for the

LEA — Local Enforcement Agency
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Responsibility for Timing of

Impact Mitigation Measure Compliance Method for Compliance Compliance

existing wastewater treatment facility.
Impact 8.3: The project could result in Measure 8.3a: If the project proposes to obtain water from a water Project Applicant/ Enter into service agreement with water Prior to
significant environmental effects from supplier (municipal system or other public water entity), the developer Operator supplier. Operation
the construction and operation of new would enter into an agreement for service with the supplier.
water and wastewater treatment facilities
or expansion of existing facilities.

Measure 8.3b: If the project proposes to obtain wastewater service  Project Applicant/ Enter into service agreement with wastewater  Prior to

from a wastewater treatment provider (municipal or other public Operator supplier. Operation

entity), the developer would enter into an agreement for service with
the provider.

Measure 8.3c: Alternate water sources, such as non-potable and

Project Applicant/

Development and use of non-potable and

Prior to/during

recycled water, shall be used during the pre-processing and AD Operator recycled water sources during AD pre- Operation
process phases where needed and as available. processing and process phases.
Impact 8.6: The project could result in Measure 8.6: If the project proposes to obtain wastewater service from See Mitigation Measure 8.3b
exceeding the capacity of a wastewater a wastewater treatment provider (municipal or other public entity),
treatment provider. implement Mitigation Measure 8.3b.
Impact 8.7: The project could result in the Measure 8.7: Projects requiring off-site energy infrastructure must Project Complete CEQA for off-site energy Local CEQA
construction of new energy supplies and complete CEQA review for the proposed energy improvements as a Applicant/Lead improvements if applicable. Review
could require additional energy separate project. Infrastructure improvements may qualify as a Agency
infrastructure. categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA.
9. Transportation
Impact 9.1: Construction of AD facilities Measure 9.1: The contractor(s) will obtain any necessary road Construction Submit application for roadway Prior to
would intermittently and temporarily encroachment permits prior to installation of pipelines within the Contractor encroachment permits. Prepare and submit construction
increase traffic congestion due to vehicle  existing roadway right-of-way. As part of the road encroachment permit traffic safety/traffic management plan.
trips generated by construction workers process, the contractor(s) will submit a traffic safety / traffic management
and construction vehicles on area plan (for work in the public right-of-way) to the agencies having Local Lead Review and approval of roadway Prior to
roadways. jurisdiction over the affected roads. Elements of the plan will likely Agency(s) encroachment permits and traffic construction
include, but are not necessarily limited to, the following: safety/traffic management plan.
. Develop circulation and detour plans to minimize impacts to
local street circulation. Use haul routes minimizing truck
traffic on local roadways to the extent possible. Use flaggers
and/or signage to guide vehicles through and/or around the
construction zone.
e  To the extent feasible, and as needed to avoid adverse
impacts on traffic flow, schedule truck trips outside of peak
morning and evening commute hours.
e Limit lane closures during peak traffic hours to the extent
possible. Restore roads and streets to normal operation by
covering trenches with steel plates outside of allowed
working hours or when work is not in progress.
. Limit, where possible, the pipeline construction work zone to
a width that, at a minimum, maintains alternate one-way traffic
LEA — Local Enforcement Agency
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Responsibility for Timing of
Impact Mitigation Measure Compliance Method for Compliance Compliance
flow past the construction zone.
. Install traffic control devices as specified in Caltrans’ Manual
of Traffic Controls for Construction and Maintenance Work
Zones where needed to maintain safe driving conditions. Use
flaggers and/or signage to safely direct traffic through
construction work zones.
. Coordinate with facility owners or administrators of sensitive land
uses such as police and fire stations, hospitals, and schools.
Provide advance notification to the facility owner or operator
of the timing, location, and duration of construction activities.
. Coordinate with the local public transit providers so that bus
routes or bus stops in work zones can be temporarily
relocated as the service provider deems necessary.
Impact 9.2: AD facility operations would Measure 9.2: Measures will be imposed by applicable local agencies, Project Applicant Implement traffic mitigation measures. Ongoing
not substantially increase on-going as needed, to address site-specific significant traffic impacts identified
(operational) traffic volumes on roadways  during subsequent facility-specific analyses, implementation of which Local Lead Agency Enforce traffic mitigation measures. Ongoing
serving the facilities. would reduce those impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Impact 9.3: AD facilities could potentially =~ Measure 9.3a: Implement Measure 9.1, which stipulates actions See Mitigation Measure 9.1
cause traffic safety hazards for vehicles, required of the contractor(s) to reduce potential traffic safety impacts to
bicyclists, and pedestrians on public a less-than-significant level.
roadways, and could increase traffic
hazards due to possible road wear or to
accidental spills of digestate (liquids and
solids).
Measure 9.3b: Prior to construction, the contractor(s), in cooperation with  Construction Survey and document pre-construction Prior to
the agencies having jurisdiction over the affected roadways, will survey and ~ Contractor roadway condition. Construction
describe the pre-construction roadway conditions on rural roadways and
residential streets. Within 30 days after construction is completed, Construction Identify any damage to roadway from Following
the affected agencies will survey these same roadways and residential Contractor construction. Construction
streets in order to identify any damage that has occurred. Roads
damaged by construction will be repaired to a structural condition equal Local Lead Agency Review and approve pre-construction and Prior to and
to the condition that existed prior to construction activity. post-construction roadway damage analysis.  during
Construction
Measure 9.3c: Prior to initiation of project operations, the project sponsor(s)  Project Applicant/ Prepare and submit a Spill Prevention Plan. Prior to
will submit a Spill Prevention Plan to the appropriate local agency. The  Operator Operations
Spill Prevention Plan will include, among other provisions, a requirement
that each truck driver know how to carry out the emergency measures Local Lead Agency Review and approve Spill Prevention Plan. Prior to
described in the Spill Prevention Plan (therefore reducing roadway Operations
hazards if an accidental spill were to occur).
Impact 9.4: AD facilities could Measure 9.4: Implement Measure 9.1, which stipulates actions See Mitigation Measure 9.1
intermittently and temporarily impede required of the contractor(s) to reduce potential access impacts to a
access to local streets or adjacent uses less-than-significant level.
(including access for emergency vehicles),
LEA — Local Enforcement Agency
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Responsibility for Timing of
Impact Mitigation Measure Compliance Method for Compliance Compliance
as well as disruption to bicycle/pedestrian
access and circulation.
Impact 9.5: The project could contribute Measure 9.5a: Prior to construction, the project sponsor will coordinate Project Applicant/  Coordinate with local agencies, State Prior to
to cumulative impacts to traffic and with the appropriate local government departments, Caltrans, and utility ~ Construction agencies and utility districts regarding construction
transportation (traffic congestion, traffic districts and agencies regarding the timing of construction projects that Contractor construction.
safety, and emergency vehicle access). would occur near AD project sites. Specific measures to mitigate
potential significant impacts will be determined as part of the interagency
coordination, and could include measures such as employing flaggers
during key construction periods, designating alternate haul routes, and
providing more outreach and community noticing.
Measure 9.5b: Implement Mitigation Measure 9.2. See Mitigation Measure 9.2
Measure 9.5c: Implement Mitigation Measures 9.1, 9.3b and 9.3c. See Mitigation Measure 9.1, 9.3b and 9.3c
10. Aesthetics
Impact 10.1: AD facilities could have Measure 10.1a: Avoid siting AD facilities near scenic vistas and Project Applicant Avoid siting project near scenic vistas or Local CEQA
adverse effects on a scenic vista and/or corridors designated within an applicable land use plan and the State corridors. Review
scenic resources. Scenic Highway Program.
Measure 10.1b: Landscaping and/or vegetated berms should be used  Project Applicant/ Plan, develop and maintain Ongoing
to minimize views of facilities from sensitive views. Operator landscaping/vegetated berms for sensitive
views.
Impact 10.2: AD facilities could degrade Measure 10.2a: Implement Mitigation Measures 10.1a and 10.1b. See Mitigation Measures 10.1a and 10.1b
the existing visual character/quality of the
site and its surroundings.
Measure 10.2b: Facilities using truck tippers or other un-enclosed Operator Implement measures to reduce litter. Operations
unloading should consider using litter fences to manage blowing litter.
Facilities should educate haulers delivering materials to the AD facility LEA Enforce litter reduction measures. Operations
through literature, web links, or provide training on the acceptance of
waste at the facilities to minimize litter. Facility operators should
develop a protocol to identify feedstocks that are severely
contaminated with potential litter and reject unacceptable loads.
Measure 10.2c: Clean-up crews can be used as necessary to control Operator Implement measures to reduce litter. Operations
litter.
LEA Enforce litter reduction measures. Operations
Measure 10.2d: Feedstocks and digestate byproducts should be Operator Store of feedstocks and digestate byproducts Operations
stored in enclosed facilities or processed in a timely manner to prevent in enclosed facilities or process in a timely
visibly deteriorated site conditions. manner.
LEA Operations
Enforce storage measures.
Measure 10.2e: Project operators should consider enclosure of pre- Operator Consider additional pre-processing Ongoing
processing operations if it provides an aesthetic and/or noise measures.
attenuating benefit.
LEA — Local Enforcement Agency
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Responsibility for Timing of

Impact Mitigation Measure Compliance Method for Compliance Compliance
Impact 10.3: AD facilities could create a Measure 10.3a: Implement 10.1b. See Mitigation Measure 10.1b
new source of light or glare with adverse
affects to daytime and/or nighttime views.

Measure 10.3b: Any lighting (portable or permanent) should be Operator Use hooded and directed lighting on site. Operations

hooded and directed onto the project site. This would reduce effects to

nighttime skies from uplighting, reduce glare, and prevent light from

spilling onto adjoining properties and roads.

Measure 10.3c: Flares may be enclosed to reduce the visibility of Operator Consider use of enclosed flares. Operations

Impact 10.4: The project could result in
cumulative impacts to visual resources.

11. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impact 11.1: Construction of AD facilities
could result in the potential exposure of
construction workers, the public and the
environment to preexisting soil and/or
groundwater contamination.

LEA — Local Enforcement Agency

flames during operation.

Measure 10.4: Implement Mitigation Measures 10.1a, 10.1b, 10.2a,
10.2b, 10.2¢, 10.2d, 10.2e, 10.3a, 10.3b, and 10.3c.

Mitigation Measure 11.1: Prior to final project design and any earth
disturbing activities, the applicant or agency(ies) responsible shall
conduct a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA). The Phase |
ESA shall be prepared by a Registered Environmental Assessor (REA)
or other qualified professional to assess the potential for
contaminated soil or groundwater conditions at the project site;
specifically in the area proposed for construction of AD facilities. The
Phase | ESA shall include a review of appropriate federal, State and local
hazardous materials databases to identify hazardous waste sites at on-
site and off-site locations within a one quarter mile radius of the project
location. This Phase | ESA shall also include a review of existing and
past land uses through aerial photographs, historical records, interviews of
owners and/or operators of the property, observations during a
reconnaissance site visit, and review of other relevant existing
information that could identify the potential existence of contaminated soil
or groundwater.

If no contaminated soil or groundwater is identified or if the Phase | ESA
does not recommend any further investigation then the project applicant or
agency(ies) responsible shall proceed with final project design and
construction.

OR

If existing soil or groundwater contamination is identified, and if the Phase |
ESA recommends further review, the applicant or agency(ies)
responsible shall retain a REA to conduct follow-up sampling to
characterize the contamination and to identify any required remediation
that shall be conducted consistent with applicable regulations prior to any
earth disturbing activities. The environmental professional shall prepare a
report that includes, but is not limited to, activities performed for the
assessment, summary of anticipated contaminants and contaminant
concentrations at the proposed construction site, and recommendations

See Mitigation Measures 10.1a, 10.1b, 10.2a, 10.2b, 10.2c, 10.2d, 10.2e, 10.3a,

10.3b, and 10.3c.

Project Applicant Conduct Phase | ESA.

Project Applicant If applicable, conduct sampling and prepare
report with summary and recommendations
for contaminants. Integrate recommendations

into project mitigation.

Local Lead Agency Review Phase | and follow-up report (if

applicable).

Local CEQA
review

Local CEQA
review

Local CEQA
review

CalRecycle — Statewide Anaerobic Digester Facilities
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Impact

Mitigation Measure

Responsibility for

Compliance

Method for Compliance

Timing of
Compliance

Impact 11.3: Transportation, use,
disposal or accidental spill of hazardous
materials during the operation and
maintenance of AD facilities would not
result in potential harmful exposures of the
public or the environment to hazardous
materials.

Impact 11.4: Operation of AD facilities
could increase the risk of fire hazards due
to the potential release of biogas.

Impact 11.5: AD facilities could be located
within one quarter mile of a school
resulting in potential hazards associated
with accidental release of hazardous
materials, including biogas.

Impact 11.7: AD facilities could be located
within five miles of a public airport or
private airstrip and create an aviation
hazard.

for appropriate handling of any contaminated materials during

construction.

Mitigation Measure 11.3: Implement Mitigation Measures 5.1a and

6.2a-f.

Mitigation Measure 11.4a: Prior to project approval, AD facility
operators shall prepare and implement a Fire Safety Plan that outlines fire
hazards, describes facility operations procedures to prevent ignition of
fires, requires regular inspection of fire suppression systems, and provides
for worker training in safety procedures as well as protocols for
responding to fire incidents. The Fire Safety Plan shall be reviewed and

approved by the local fire enforcement agency.

Mitigation Measure 11.4b: Implement Mitigation Measure 11.5.

Mitigation Measure 11.5: AD facilities shall be sited at least one
quarter mile from existing or proposed schools, daycare facilities,

hospitals and other sensitive land uses.

Mitigation Measure 11.7: For any AD facility proposed within 5 statute
miles of an airport’s air operations area, the operator will notify the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) Regional Airports Division office and the
airport operator of the proposed facility as early in the process as possible.

Project Applicant

Local Fire
Agency/LEA

Operator

Prepare a Fire Safety Plan.

Review and approve Fire Safety Plan.

Implement Fire Safety Plan.

See Mitigation Measure 11.5

Project applicant

Project applicant/
Operator

FAA

Site facilities at least one quarter mile from
existing or proposed schools, daycare
facilities, hospitals and other sensitive land
uses.

Notify FAA if applicable.

Review project and issue an FAA

Local CEQA
Review

Local CEQA
Review
Operations

Local CEQA
Review

Local CEQA
Review

Prior to Project

AD facilities with any open air (outdoor) activities must receive an FAA Determination of No Hazard. Approval
Determination of No Hazard prior to project approval.

Impact 11.8: Development of AD facilities ~ Mitigation Measure 11.8: Implement Mitigation Measures 11.1, 11.4, See Mitigation Measures 11.1, 11.4, 11.5, and 11.7

could contribute to cumulative impacts 11.5,and 11.7.

related to hazardous materials.

LEA — Local Enforcement Agency
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ERTEA

January 20, 2012

Chiquita Canyon Landfill
29201 Henry Mayo Drive
Castaic, California 91384 Job No. 2002-036-005

Attention: ~ Mr. Michael Dean, District Manager

Dear Mr. Dean:

We are pleased to submit the Hydrogeologic Report, Chiquita Canyon Landfill. This
report summarizes the site hydrogeologic conditions and provides recommendations for
groundwater monitoring and perimeter landfill gas monitoring systems for the proposed
Master Plan Revision. This report references the November 2011 Excavation Plan from
Golder Associates and supersedes our Hydrogeologic Reports dated January 12, 2011,
and August 11, 2011. If you should have any questions regarding this report please feel
free to contact us.

Respectfully,

R. T. FRANKIAN & ASSOCIATES

by:  Theodore M. Clark, C.H.G.
TMC/eaw Principal Geologist

Distribution: (2) Chiquita Canyon Landfill

Attn: Mr. Michael Dean (plus CD containing PDF file)
(1) Law Offices of Scott Gordon

Attn: Mr. Scott Gordon (plus CD containing PDF file)
(2) CH2M Hill

Attn: Mr. Jim Hunter (plus CD containing PDF file)
(1) Golder Associates

Attn: Mr. Rich Haughey (plus CD containing PDF file)

R. T. FRANKIAN 8& ASSOCIATES
1329 SCOTT ROAD BURBANK CALIFORNIA 91504
TEL. (818) 531-1501 FAX (818) 531-151 1 WWW.RTFRANKIAN.COM
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HYDROGEOLOGIC REPORT
CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL
CASTAIC, CALIFORNIA
FOR
CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL
JANUARY 20, 2012

JOB NO. 2002-036-005

INTRODUCTION

On behalf of Chiquita Canyon Landfill, R. T. Frankian and Associates (RTF&A)
prepared this report of our site hydrogeologic investigation of the Chiquita Canyon
Landfill (CCL) property in Castaic, California. The purpose of this report is to describe
the site hydrogeologic conditions and provide recommendations for groundwater
monitoring and perimeter landfill gas monitoring systems for the proposed Master Plan
Revision (MPR), which includes changes to the currently approved landfill footprint.
The proposed landfill footprint for the MPR is shown on the November 2011 Excavation
Plan provided to us by Golder Associates (Appendix A). With respect to the monitoring
programs, the most significant modification to the landfill footprint is the addition of
the North Canyon and East Canyon area, which will be contiguous with the northeast
side of the existing, active Main Canyon landfill and the north side of the closed Canyon
B landfill. The MPR also moves the southern perimeter of the Main Canyon landfill into
the South Main Canyon area near the current entrance area.

The North Canyon and East Canyon area has been the subject of several phases of
geologic and hydrogeologic characterization, including a geologic fault study (RTF&A,
2006b), geotechnical investigations (RTF&A, 2006a, 2010b, 201la, and 2012b),
groundwater monitoring well installations and aquifer testing (RTF&A, 2004, 2005, and
2006c¢), and installation of perimeter landfill gas wells (RTF&A, 2009a). The South
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Main Canyon area has also been the subject of multiple phases of geologic and
hydrogeologic characterization, including geotechnical investigations (RTF&A, 2009Db,
2012a and 2012b) and installation of groundwater wells and perimeter landfill gas wells
(RTF&A, 2003 and 2009a).

The following findings, conclusions, and recommendations are based on our
characterization work for the North Canyon and East Canyon area, the South Main
Canyon, as well as our review of site data, field explorations, and geologic/hydrogeologic
analyses. This report provides an overview of site geologic conditions for understanding
the hydrogeology, but the geology is detailed separately in the geologic fault study and
geotechnical investigation reports (RTF&A, 2006b and 2012b, respectively).

SCOPE OF WORK
The scope of work for the site hydrogeologic investigation consisted of the
following:
. planning an exploratory drilling program to characterize
hydrogeologic conditions in the Pico Formation and lowermost
Saugus Formation in the vicinity of the North Canyon;
. preparing a work plan for exploratory well installations (RTF&A,

2010a) and submittal to the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board—Los Angeles Region (RWQCB);

. drilling exploratory borings and installing wells DW-27 and DW-28,
piezometer PZ-8, temporary piezometers HS-1 and HS-2, and gas
probe GP-26;

. preparing a gas probe installation report (RTF&A, 2010c) for CCL;

. preparing a groundwater well installation report (RTF&A, 2010d)
and submittal to RWQCB;

. identifying and correlating geologic contacts and stratigraphic
marker beds across the site using available surface geologic maps,
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test pit logs, dozer cut logs, and exploratory boring logs, and
updating the site geologic map;

. preparing a comprehensive, detailed set of geologic sections
through the groundwater monitoring wells and piezometers to
illustrate geologic and hydrogeologic conditions at the existing and
proposed waste management units;

. evaluating groundwater elevation data and preparing groundwater
elevation and flow maps;

. analyzing the MPR excavation plan with respect to siting and design
requirements for maintaining greater than five feet of separation
between refuse and the highest anticipated groundwater underlying
the proposed waste management units;

. evaluating the MPR with respect to groundwater monitoring system
requirements, and designing a monitoring system based on the
geologic and hydrogeologic conditions beneath the landfill and
along the point of compliance (POC); and

. evaluating perimeter landfill gas system monitoring requirements
for the MPR, and designing a proposed monitoring system based on
the site geologic and hydrogeologic conditions.

SITESETTING

TOPOGRAPHY

The regional topography is influenced by the steep, rugged terrain of the Piru and
Santa Susana mountains, which exhibit prominent and variably oriented ridges and
canyons. The Santa Clara River provides regional drainage, flowing west-southwest
along State Route 126 to the south of CCL. The Santa Clara River Valley bisects the local
terrain with a level and relatively extensive floodplain winding through otherwise
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The landfill site is primarily located in the hills along the north edge of the Santa
Clara River Valley, and the southeast property corner is within the floodplain (Figure 1).
Within the site, steep-sided canyons with slopes approaching 1:1 (horizontal: vertical)
are generally north-south trending. The natural ridgelines rise 300 to 600 feet above
the canyon floors. The landfill development operations have reduced the lengths of
some slopes and provided more gentle terrain in some areas. These landfill activities
have largely retained the perimeter ridgelines and produced an amphitheater-like
topography that opens to the south. On-site elevations range from approximately 1,600
feet above mean sea level (ft-msl) in the northwestern corner to approximately 950 ft-
msl along the south property line.

Topography to the north, west, and east of the site is characterized by east-west-
oriented, steep-sided canyons with slopes that approach 1:1 and in some cases are nearly
vertical. The relatively flat terrain immediately south and southeast of the site defines

the limits of the Santa Clara River floodplain.

GEOLOGY

CCL is located at the eastern end of the Ventura Basin within the Transverse
Ranges geomorphic province. Sedimentary rock units at and near the site are the
Pliocene age Pico Formation and the Plio-Pleistocene age Saugus Formation. The
marine sediments of the Pico Formation outcrop in the Hasley Canyon-Val Verde area
and in the northwest portion of the site. The Saugus Formation overlies the Pico
Formation at CCL, and Saugus Formation units extend south and east to the Castaic-
Newhall area. The Saugus Formation is composed of interbedded shallow-water
marine, brackish water, and nonmarine units (Kew, 1924; Winterer and Durham, 1962).

Other geologic materials exposed nearby include terrace deposits of Pleistocene age and
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The Pico Formation generally consists of siltstone and fine-grained silty
sandstone, with lesser amounts of mudstone and conglomerate, approximately
5,000 feet thick in the vicinity of the site. Locally, the Pico Formation represents near
shore- to offshore-marine depositional settings. Near the contact with the overlying
Saugus Formation, some Pico Formation beds also represent nonmarine fluvial
environments of deposition. The Pico Formation rests conformably above the late
Miocene to early Pliocene age Towsley Formation.

The Saugus Formation consists of lenticular, loosely consolidated conglomerate;
conglomeratic sandstone; and sandstone interbedded with siltstone, mudstone, and
claystone approximately 7,000 feet thick in the vicinity of the site. These rock types
characterize principally fluvial sequences of deposition. The Saugus Formation rests
conformably above and is locally gradational with the Pico Formation.

Strata of the Saugus and Pico formations form east-west to southeast-trending
open to close folds, which plunge gently to the east. These folds are related to the north-
south compressional forces associated with the Holser Fault system, approximately
1,000 feet north of the site. Major faults trending approximately east-west to northwest
in the vicinity of the project site also include the San Gabriel fault, approximately
three miles northeast of the site; the Del Valle fault, approximately 1.4 miles west; and
the Oak Ridge fault, approximately four miles west.

Geologic Units: The site geology was characterized by data gathered from this

and previous site investigations that included geologic mapping of natural exposures
and cell excavations; geologic mapping and logging of dozer cut and trench exposures;
soil and rock samples taken from on-site test pits; and geologic borings drilled for
various geologic/geotechnical explorations, gas probes, piezometers and groundwater
monitoring wells. These various geologic data have been previously reported in the
Solid Waste Assessment Test (SWAT) Report (Harding Lawson and Associates, 1987),
Geologic/Hydrogeologic Report (EMCON, 1990a), CCL Joint Technical Document
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(Shaw EMCON/OWT, Inc., 2003; Appendices E, F, and 1), slope stability report
(RTF&A, 2006a) and geologic fault study (RTF&A, 2006b) for East Canyon, fault and
subgrade geologic mapping reports for the Main Canyon (EMCON; 1990b, 1997a, and
1997b), well/probe installation reports (RTF&A; 2003, 2004, 2005, 2009a, 2010c, and
2010d), and geotechnical investigations for the South Main Canyon (RTF&A, 2009b),
Main Canyon (GeolLogic Associates; 2005a, 2005b, and 2005c), and North Canyon
(RTF&A, 2010b, and 2011a). The known exploratory excavations (borings, test pits, and
trenches) are shown on a location map (Figure C-1, Appendix C) that also indicates (by
color) the consulting firm that reported on the exploration. The exploratory boring logs,
as-built well construction details, and trench and test pit logs are provided in digital
(PDF) format (compact disc (CD), Appendix C). The CD files are grouped by consultant,
further subdivided (bookmarked in Adobet™) by type of excavation (groundwater wells,
piezometers, gas probes, borings, or test pits and trenches), then listed in ascending
alphabetical and numeric order.

The soil and bedrock materials encountered within the site consist of man-made
deposits, alluvium, landslide debris, terrace deposits, and bedrock units of the Saugus
and Pico formations. The 1” = 200 feet Geologic Map (Figure 2) and Geologic Sections
(Figure 3) depict the surface and subsurface distribution of these units. A description of
each unit is presented as follows:

Man-made Deposits (af, afr, afs and cef): Man-made deposits consist of

uncompacted artificial fill (map unit “af”) and compacted (or certified) engineered fill
(map unit “cef”) associated with past grading activities on-site, and artificial fill
materials related to landfill refuse disposal activities, including stockpile fill (map unit
“afs”) and refuse fill (map unit “afr”). The fill materials are composed primarily of
reworked Pico and Saugus Formation units and, in the case of the refuse fill, compacted

municipal solid waste and associated cover materials primarily derived from reworked
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Alluvium (Qal): Holocene age alluvium (“Qal”) is present in the canyons and
major drainage courses within the site and as Santa Clara River floodplain deposits
adjacent to State Highway 126. As observed, the alluvium generally consists of sand and
silty sand with scattered gravel and cobbles, derived from local bedrock exposures. The
alluvium is generally loose to moderately dense and uncemented.

Older Alluvium (Qoa): Pleistocene age (older) alluvium (*Qoa”) is limited to

the southerly-draining tributary in the East Canyon area, immediately west of landslide
Qols A. The older alluvium is composed of unconsolidated to poorly consolidated
mixtures of sand, gravel, silt, and clay.

Terrace Deposits (Qt): Pleistocene age terrace deposits occur on-site along

State Highway 126 southeast of the existing landfill entrance and as isolated and limited
remnant stream channel deposits. The terrace deposits are typically composed of poorly
consolidated deposits of coarse sand, gravel and silt with cobbles and, to a lesser extent,
boulders.

Landslide Debris (Qd, Qls, Qols): Three types of deposits attributable to

slope failure have been identified at the site, and these consist of debris flow deposits
(Qd), Holocene landslides (QIs), and a Pleistocene landslide (Qols). The debris flow
deposits are derived from weathered bedrock and slope wash materials and consist of
unconsolidated sand, silt, and clay. These deposits typically occur within ravines and on
slopes steeper than approximately 2:1.

Materials designated as Holocene landslide debris range from poorly
consolidated, highly weathered rock materials to relatively coherent, moderately hard to
hard sandstone, siltstone, and claystone units derived from the underlying Saugus or
Pico formations. Depending on the amount of movement, the entire landslide or the
upper portions of the landslide debris are disturbed.

The central portion of the East Canyon is mantled by an older landslide deposit
(Qols) that appears to be comprised of older alluvium as well as Pico and Saugus
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Saugus Formation (QTs): Plio-Pleistocene age non-marine sedimentary rock

units of the Saugus Formation (“map unit “QTs”) outcrop in the eastern and southern
portions of the site. Saugus Formation units typically consist of poorly to moderately
well-bedded, light yellowish brown to pinkish gray, fine- to coarse-grained, pebble- to
cobble-bearing sandstone and silty sandstone with moderate brown siltstone to clayey
siltstone. This formation is poorly to moderately well-bedded and ranges from friable to
moderately hard. The fine-grained clayey beds, typical of the lower Saugus Formation,
represent some of the weakest material within the formation.

Pico Formation (Tp): Marine sedimentary rock units of the Pliocene age Pico

Formation (map unit “Tp”) are exposed in the northern and western portions of the site.
These units are comprised of grayish orange to light gray sandstone, yellowish gray to
yellowish brown siltstone, and limited brownish gray fossiliferous siltstone and
sandstone. These units range from soft near the surface to moderately hard at depth.
The fossiliferous beds tend to be more resistant than surrounding units, as indicated by
the prominent, ridge-forming fossiliferous siltstone (“Ridge-Forming Coquina”) near
the mouth of North Canyon.

The Pico formational contact with the overlying Saugus Formation is
interfingering, gradational, and not always readily discernible, particularly in
exploratory borings. Within the site and for the purposes of this study, RTF&A has
defined the top of the Pico Formation as the first appearance of fossiliferous beds.
Where fossiliferous beds are missing from the stratigraphic section, we have defined the
contact using color as an indicator. In particular, the presence of Munsell hues “5Y” is
more common within the Pico Formation and may indicate the approximate contact

with the Saugus Formation.
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HYDROGEOLOGY

Groundwater is found beneath the site in the sedimentary bedrock of the Saugus
and Pico formations and not in the relatively thin alluvial deposits that are restricted to
canyon floors. In the Santa Clara River Valley along the southeast property corner,
groundwater is also encountered in the higher-permeability, unconsolidated valley
alluvium, which overlies the bedrock materials. In this river valley, the bedrock and
alluvial groundwater systems are interconnected where the base of the saturated valley
alluvium rests on the underlying sedimentary bedrock. The two groundwater systems
are also connected along the edge of the Santa Clara River Valley where valley alluvium

is in lateral contact with the saturated bedrock of the hills that border the valley.

ALLUVIAL AQUIFER — SANTA CLARA RIVER VALLEY

The alluvial aquifer system is present in the lower portion of the Santa Clara
River channel alluvium. This lower Santa Clara River channel alluvium aquifer is the
main source of agricultural and domestic groundwater for the Santa Clara River Valley.
The regional alluvial aquifer consists of relatively high-permeability alluvium about 100
to 200 feet thick (Harding Lawson and Associates, 1987). The upper 20 percent of the
alluvial aquifer contains higher-permeability material than the lower portions (Robson,
1972). The hydraulic conductivities for the lower Santa Clara River alluvial aquifer were
estimated from pump efficiency tests and drillers' logs for regional wells, and range from
1.4x10-2 to 1.3x10-! centimeters per second (cm/sec) (Table 1).

Because the alluvial aquifer is only present beneath the southeast corner of the
site, no wells monitor this aquifer. A single exploratory boring (B-5-11) encountered

groundwater in the alluvial aquifer at a depth of 49 feet.
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UNSATURATED ALLUVIAL DEPOSITS

The uppermost portion of the Santa Clara River channel alluvium is unsaturated,
and this alluvium extends from the river valley onto the site along the floor of three
canyons: the Main Canyon that extends from the site entrance to its terminus in the
North Canyon, a small canyon north of Wolcott Way, and the East Canyon, which flows
into Castaic Creek before reaching the Santa Clara River. The limited extent of these
alluvial deposits (Qal) is shown on the site Geologic Map (Figure 2). The site alluvial
deposits are relatively thin and are typically less than about 41 feet in thickness, as
illustrated by the Geologic Sections (Figure 3). Laboratory permeameter tests of these
alluvial deposits show hydraulic conductivities from 1.9x10-3 to 2.0x10-> cm/sec (Table
1).

Along the Main Canyon, the depth of alluvium encountered in 10 exploratory
borings ranges from 17 to 41 feet below ground surface (Table 2). Groundwater was not
observed in the alluvium during the drilling of these borings. Two of these borings were
converted to vadose wells: SW-1 near Primary Canyon monitors alluvium and the
uppermost Saugus Formation, and RD-1 near Canyon C monitored alluvium prior to
destruction of RD-1 in October 2002. The vadose wells were monitored quarterly
starting January 1986 (SW-1) and September 1989 (RD-1), and groundwater was not
observed in either well during the period ending October 2011 for SW-1 and July 2002
for RD-1 (Appendix B).

In the East Canyon, exploratory boring E-7 (drilled 3/10/89) encountered 37 feet
of unsaturated alluvium above the Saugus Formation, with groundwater found in the
Saugus Formation at a depth of 52.5 feet (EMCON, 1990a). Nearby geotechnical
borings HS-3-10 (31 feet of alluvium) and HS-4-10 (34 feet of alluvium) also
encountered unsaturated alluvium over the Saugus Formation when drilled in summer
2010 (RTF&A, 2012b). Borings for well DW-3 (18 feet of alluvium) and gas probe GP-9

(25 feet of alluvium) encountered unsaturated alluvium. Groundwater is present in well
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DW-3 at a depth of approximately 90 feet in the underlying Saugus Formation, and was
absent during the September 1995 drilling of boring GP-9 to a total depth of 85.5 feet.

In the small canyon near Wolcott Way, exploratory boring E-9 (drilled 3/13/89)
encountered 54.5 feet of unsaturated alluvium overlying the Saugus Formation
(EMCON, 1990a). Groundwater was encountered beneath the alluvium at a depth of 77
feet in the Saugus Formation.

Near the south property line at the edge of the Santa Clara River Valley, well
DW-7 (drilled 3/14/1988) penetrated 28 feet of unsaturated alluvium and was
completed as a Saugus Formation monitoring well. Groundwater depths at well DW-7
are greater than 32 feet (Appendix B). To the south and east in the Santa Clara River
Valley, exploratory borings B-2-11 through B-5-11 (drilled November 2011) encountered
unsaturated alluvium at depths of 24.5 to 49 feet. Groundwater was encountered in the
underlying alluvial aquifer at a depth of 49 feet in B-5-11.

The site groundwater monitoring wells and piezometers monitor the Saugus and
Pico formations, with well screens installed across the uppermost water-bearing zone as
best determined during drilling operations at each location. Ten of these monitoring
points penetrated unsaturated alluvium and were completed with screen intervals in the
underlying Saugus Formation. The highest recorded static groundwater elevations at all
of these points have remained below the base of the alluvial deposits for the monitoring
period ending October 2011 (Table 2). At the eight groundwater monitoring points in
the Main Canyon, the minimum separation between the base of the unsaturated alluvial
deposits and static groundwater elevations in the Saugus Formation has been greater
than approximately 14 feet. In the East Canyon at well DW-3, the minimum separation
between base alluvium and groundwater has been greater than about 61 feet. South of
the property along the edge of the Santa Clara River Valley, the minimum alluvium-
groundwater separation has been more than approximately four feet at well DW-7.

Given the observed elevation separation between groundwater and the base alluvium,
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base flow from groundwater in the Saugus Formation to the overlying alluvial deposits
does not appear likely within the Main Canyon or the East Canyon. South of the site at
well DW-7, the small separation between groundwater and base alluvium elevations
indicates that base flow is likely in this vicinity where saturated Saugus Formation is
buried beneath the widespread alluvial deposits along the north flank of the Santa Clara

River Valley.

SAUGUS AND PICO FORMATIONS

Groundwater occurs in both the Saugus and Pico formations in the Chiquita
Canyon area. In these sedimentary rocks, groundwater is present primarily in the
intergranular porosity, with the more permeable, coarser-grained sandstone and
conglomeratic units yielding more water than the siltstone and finer-grained
sedimentary rocks. Regionally, the Saugus Formation contains many thin zones of low
permeability material that could act as confining layers (Robson, 1972). Near CCL, few
production wells produce primarily from the Saugus Formation because the regional
alluvial aquifer is the major source for groundwater (EMCON, 1990a). The Pico
Formation lies stratigraphically beneath the Saugus Formation, where Pico Formation
groundwater is under confined conditions due to the low permeability of the mudstone
and siltstone sequences (Robson, 1972). Well surveys show no production wells in the
vicinity of the site are completed in the Pico Formation (EMCON, 1990a).

Bedrock hydrogeology may be influenced by the presence of interbedded
aquitards, which are the less permeable lithologies in the sedimentary sequence. In the
Saugus and Pico formations at CCL, these less permeable beds include siltstone,
mudstone, and claystone. The Pico Formation also contains less permeable interbeds of
well-cemented, fossiliferous sandstone and siltstone.

The geologic structure may also influence groundwater flow in layered
sedimentary rocks, particularly in areas of steeply-dipping beds, folds, or faults. At CCL,
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the bedrock is folded by two major anticline/syncline pairs that generally trend east and
plunge to the east, and locally produce steeply-dipping beds (Figures 2 and 3). Geologic
Sections A-A’ and B-B’ are transverse to the site geologic structure and illustrate the
overall shape and location of these anticline/syncline pairs, as well as areas of more
steeply dipping beds. Geologic Sections C-C' and D-D’ each parallel the axis of a
syncline and show the gentle east plunge of these structures.

The Geologic Map and detailed Geologic Sections were prepared to illustrate
geologic and hydrogeologic conditions across the site (Figures 2 and 3). Geologic
contacts, stratigraphic marker beds, mappable lithologic units, and geologic structure
were identified by evaluating surface geologic maps, test pit logs, dozer cut logs, and
exploratory boring logs, and by conducting additional field mapping where needed. The
lithologic units identified as mappable were generally greater than approximately ten
feet thick (drilled thickness), with coarse-grained silty sandstone, sandstone, and
conglomeratic sandstone grouped together, and the fine-grained siltstone, mudstone,
claystone, and cemented, fossiliferous sandstone grouped separately as potential
confining layers, or aquitards. The geologic contacts, marker beds, and lithologic units
were correlated across the site using both subsurface and surface lithologic and
structural data.

A thick section of predominately fine-grained Saugus Formation units was
identified in the central portion of the site, as illustrated (in green) on Geologic Sections
B-B’ and D-D’ (Figure 3). The overall stratigraphic thickness of this interval is
approximately 300 feet and includes the “DW-6 Siltstone,” with a drilled (vertical)
thickness of more than 164 feet and an estimated stratigraphic thickness of greater than
129 feet at well DW-6. This fine-grained unit underlies much of Canyon B, the southeast
corner of the Main Canyon, and the northeast portion of Primary Canyon.

Within the Pico Formation, a thick section of siltstone more than 194 feet in
vertical thickness (with a calculated stratigraphic thickness of greater than 173 feet at
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well DW-27) was identified as an aquitard beneath the northwest portion of the site and
is illustrated (in purple) on Geologic Sections A-A’ and C-C’ (Figure 3). The deepest
stratigraphic penetration of this siltstone is at well DW-27, which was drilled through
452 feet of Pico Formation. The boring encountered primarily siltstone below a depth of
197.5 feet, including the “DW-19 Siltstone” unit (the top of which was initially
penetrated during drilling of well DW-19 in 1999). The siltstone beds appear to have
very low hydraulic conductivity, based on the slight amounts of groundwater yielded
from overnight water checks during the well DW-27 drilling program, the slow well
recharge during well development (RTF&A, 2010d), and the continued rise in monthly
groundwater elevations eight months after well development was completed in early
August 2010 (Appendix B). Groundwater in the “DW-19 Siltstone” unit is considered to
be under confined conditions, with this low permeability unit acting as an aquitard for
potentially deeper water-bearing zones. Within the western portion of the North
Canyon, including the vicinity of well DW-27, the uppermost groundwater is found
within this aquitard.

Depth to Groundwater: Beneath most of the site, the uppermost water-

bearing unit is the Saugus Formation, except in the northwest area. The majority of the
groundwater monitoring wells and piezometers are completed in the Saugus Formation,
where the depth to groundwater ranges from approximately 33 feet at well DW-7 to 345
feet at well DW-23 (Appendix B). Groundwater elevations in Saugus Formation wells
vary from near 920 ft-msl near the south property line (wells DW-7 and DW-12) to
1,080 ft-msl in East Canyon (wells DW-26 and PZ-7) (Figure 4). Seasonal groundwater
elevation variations are less than a few feet at most hillside locations, with greater
fluctuations (nearly 20 feet) in wells along canyon bottoms (Appendix B). In spring
2005, groundwater levels in the canyon wells rose almost ten feet at well DW-1 following
the 2004-2005 winter rains. At the CCL rain gauge, annual precipitation of 48.15 inches
for 2004-2005 was more than triple the local average annual precipitation for the
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period from 1970 to 2011 (Table 3). The groundwater elevations at most Saugus wells
reached historical highs in spring 2005 or spring 2006.

Several exploratory bucket auger borings drilled as part of RTF&A’'s slope
stability/geotechnical investigations (RTF&A, 2006a, 2009b, and 2012b) and
downhole-logged by a geologist encountered perched groundwater conditions. These
perched zones typically consisted of several feet of saturated materials at the base of
sandstone beds, underlain by fine-grained impermeable claystone and siltstone beds or
fault gouge. The more permeable sandstones directly below these perched zones were
moist, but not saturated.

Groundwater is also present in the Pico Formation, which crops out in the
northwestern part of the site. In this area, the uppermost groundwater occurs in the
Pico Formation. Eight monitoring points (DW-8, DW-19, DW-25, DW-27, DW-28, PZ-
5, PZ-6, and PZ-8) have been completed in the Pico Formation (Figure 4). Groundwater
depths range from approximately 72 feet at PZ-6 in the East Canyon to 335 feet at well
DW-28 on the slope of the northwest ridgeline (Appendix B). Pico Formation
groundwater elevations vary from about 1,105 ft-msl in the East Canyon (PZ-6) to 1,219
ft-msl in the North Canyon (PZ-8) (Figure 4). The seasonal groundwater elevation
variations are less than a few feet at wells DW-8, DW-19, DW-25, and PZ-5. Piezometer
PZ-6, located in the bottom of the East Canyon along the east-plunging axis of the
anticline, showed a greater seasonal groundwater elevation fluctuation of over 10 feet.

Hydraulic Properties: The hydraulic properties of the bedrock formations

were obtained from in situ pumping tests, rising and falling head (slug) tests, and
laboratory testing from various sources (Table 1). Hydraulic conductivity, gradient,
porosity, and groundwater flow velocity in the Saugus Formation were obtained from
various site data.

Both regional and site hydraulic conductivity data are available for the Saugus
Formation (Table 1). The regional permeability of the Saugus Formation, determined
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from soils, electric log correlations, and pumping tests, ranges between 2.4x10-4 and
4.7x10-7 cm/sec (Robson, 1972). The hydraulic conductivity of the Saugus Formation at
CCL was determined from laboratory permeameter testing of samples from shallow
depths in borings B-1, B-2, and C-1, and from slug tests at wells DW-3, DW-9, DW-14,
DW-24, DW-26, PZ-3, and PZ-4 (Table 1). The best estimate for in situ hydraulic
conductivity values within the saturated zone ranges from 1.1x10-3 to 1.1x10-5 cm/sec and
is based on the slug test results of on-site wells.

The hydraulic conductivity of the Pico Formation at CCL was determined from
slug tests at wells DW-8, DW-19, PZ-5, and PZ-6 (Table 1). Values for hydraulic
conductivity range from 6.4x10-5 to 2.4x10-6 cmm/sec at these points and are generally
less than the Saugus Formation values. Based on the very slow recharge at well DW-27,
it appears to have lower permeability than well DW-19 (2.4 x 10-¢ to 2.5 x 10-6 cm/sec),
which was completed in the upper portion of the “DW-19 Siltstone.”

Groundwater Flow Directions and Point of Compliance: The October

2011 static groundwater elevations and associated groundwater contours across the site
are presented on Figure 5, with approximate groundwater flow directions indicated by
arrows. The proposed landfill limits for the MPR are also shown. The MPR footprint
encompasses South Main Canyon, Main Canyon Landfill, and North Canyon with
surface drainage to the south, and East Canyon with drainage southeast to Castaic
Creek. The closed landfill footprints (Primary Canyon and Canyon B) remain the same.
The groundwater flow directions and POC are described below for each of the existing
and proposed (MPR) landfill areas. The POC for each landfill area is a vertical surface
located in the hydraulically downgradient limit of the waste management unit that
extends through the uppermost water-bearing zone underlying the unit, as defined by
the California Code of Regulations (Title 27, s 20164).

Most Saugus Formation water level measurements are in wells or piezometers

with relatively short screens (40 feet or less) and standing water columns of about
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40 feet. These groundwater elevations probably represent hydraulic head at the water
table where the monitoring point is completed in the uppermost water-bearing zone.
However, many of the Pico Formation water level measurement points (wells DW-8,
DW-19, DW-27, and PZ-5) have standing water columns near or greater than 100 feet
and may be indicative of the hydraulic head measured at depths greater than the water
table. Therefore, the groundwater elevation contours in the northern area are more
approximate relative to water table flow conditions. The groundwater elevation at well
DW-27 is considered to represent confined conditions at depth and is not part of the
contoured data. No groundwater elevations are shown in the west portion of the North
Canyon where the uppermost water-bearing unit is the “DW-19 Siltstone” aquitard
penetrated by well DW-27.

In the west half of the site beneath South Main Canyon, Main Canyon, and
Primary Canyon, the general groundwater flow direction is south toward the Santa Clara
River Valley. Along Main Canyon from near the site entrance (well DW-1), north about
2,500 feet, the natural topography appears to direct groundwater flow from the ridges
(wells DW-8 and DW-9 on the west, and wells DW-15, DW-16, and DW-17 to the east) to
the canyon bottom, where groundwater elevation contours “V” or point up Main
Canyon. Based on these groundwater contours, the interpreted point of POC for South
Main Canyon and Main Canyon extends from approximately 850 feet southeast of well
DW-9 to 700 feet north of well DW-1, following the south edge of the proposed landfill
perimeter (Figure 5). The POC for Primary Canyon remains unchanged from previous
monitoring reports, and follows the south and west landfill perimeter (RTF&A, 2011b).
POC monitoring in both areas is within the Saugus Formation.

Beneath the closed Canyon B landfill, groundwater within the Saugus Formation
appears to flow east down the canyon towards monitoring points DW-3 and PZ-4, with
well DW-14 in a hydraulically upgradient position. The local topography and
stratigraphy appear to influence the groundwater flow at Canyon B, with a high ridge
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(about 1,450 ft-msl) south of the canyon, and a thick, fine-grained “DW-6 Siltstone” unit
along the south side of Canyon B, as shown on Geologic Section B-B’ (Figure 3). The
POC for Canyon B is at the northeast perimeter of the unit and is unchanged from
previous monitoring reports (RTF&A, 2011b).

In East Canyon, south of the anticlinal fold axis, the apparent groundwater flow
direction is south (Figures 2 and 5). Along the fold axis, the groundwater flows down-
plunge to the east through successively higher (younger) lithologic units, starting with
Pico Formation siltstone at well DW-19 and ending with Saugus Formation sandstone at
well DW-26. In North Canyon and the northern portion of East Canyon, the
groundwater appears to flow east and northeast, generally down and away from the axis
of a broad synclinal fold. Based on these groundwater contours, the POC for North
Canyon and East Canyon extends east from near well DW-27 to the northeast corner of
Canyon B, following the proposed landfill perimeter (Figure 5).

Groundwater Flow Velocity: Estimates of the rate of groundwater flow in the

Saugus Formation can be calculated from Darcy's Law, expressed as:

Vv = Ki/n
where \% = linear groundwater velocity
K = hydraulic conductivity
i = hydraulic gradient
n = effective porosity

As discussed above, the range for in situ hydraulic conductivity values in the
Saugus Formation is 1.1x10-3 to 1.1x10->cm/sec. The hydraulic gradient measures the
change of hydraulic head (feet) per unit length (feet), measured parallel to flow. Based

on the groundwater elevations in October 2011, the gradient beneath the Main Canyon
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and Primary Canyon areas was approximately 0.03 to 0.04, and the estimated hydraulic
gradient in the East Canyon near boring E-7 was 0.11 (Figure 5).

Effective porosity refers to the amount of interconnected pore space available for
fluid transmission and is different than the porosity of a material, which is the volume of
voids expressed as a percentage of the total volume of material. The available porosity
values from laboratory tests in the Saugus Formation are 0.25 to 0.38, and assuming
that only 75 percent of the pore spaces are connected, the estimated effective porosity is
0.19 to 0.28 (EMCON, 1990a).

Because the Saugus Formation underlies most of the landfill areas, including all
of the POC areas, and the Pico Formation is less permeable than the Saugus Formation,
the rate of groundwater flow through the Saugus Formation should be considered a
maximum. For the Main Canyon and Primary Canyon areas, the calculated Saugus
Formation flow velocity is approximately one to 210 feet per year using the stated range
of porosity, permeability, and hydraulic gradient values. At the proposed toe of the East
Canyon landfill area, the calculated Saugus Formation flow velocity is approximately
four to 659 feet per year using the range of porosity, permeability, and hydraulic
gradient values noted above.

SEPARATION BETWEEN GROUNDWATER AND WASTE
The MPR changes the currently permitted landfill footprint in two areas: 1) the
North Canyon and East Canyon excavation area northeast of, and contiguous with, the
Main Canyon landfill; and 2) the South Main Canyon excavation area, which is south of
and adjoining the Main Canyon landfill. The cell excavation plan illustrates the
proposed grading (with red elevation contour lines) in these areas (Figure 4).
The waste management unit siting and design criteria (CCR, Title 27, s 20240
(c)) state, “All new landfills waste piles, and surface impoundments shall be sited,
designed, constructed, and operated to ensure that wastes will be a minimum of five feet
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(5 ft.) above the highest anticipated elevation of underlying ground water. EXisting
landfills, waste piles, and surface impoundments shall be operated to ensure that wastes
will be a minimum of five feet (5 ft.) above the highest anticipated elevation of
underlying ground water.” A maximum groundwater elevation map was prepared for
comparison to the proposed project excavation plan, so that a minimum of five feet
separation would be maintained between groundwater and refuse. The maximum
groundwater elevations (blue contour lines) and excavation elevations (red contour
lines) are shown on Figure 4. The excavation plan appears to meet the above Title 27
requirement based on the following analysis.

Since January 1986, the groundwater elevations in the canyon bottoms have been
monitored at wells DW-1 (Main Canyon) and DW-3 (East Canyon) and provide 25 years
of historical data at points near the downgradient edge of each of the proposed landfills
(Appendix B). Local annual precipitation data show the greatest rainfall (48.15 inches at
the site) during the winter 2004-2005, with an average of about 14.66 inches (Table 3).
The most recent 2010-2011 season had an above average rainfall total of 19.75 inches.
For the purpose of establishing the highest anticipated groundwater elevations beneath
the proposed North/East Canyons and South Main Canyon landfill areas, we assume
that the record rainfall of 2004-2005 will result in the maximum (highest) groundwater
elevations. At a particular groundwater monitoring point, if the record of groundwater
elevations at a monitoring point extends through the 2004-2005 rainfall season, the
highest recorded elevation was used on the maximum groundwater elevation map
(Figure 4). If the record does not extend through the 2004-2005 rainfall season, but a
nearby monitoring point does have the extended record, the highest elevation is
adjusted based on the groundwater level difference in the nearby monitoring point.
These adjusted groundwater elevations are noted on Figure 4, and the groundwater
elevation adjustments and site historical groundwater elevation measurements for all

monitoring points are summarized in Appendix B.
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The majority of the current monitoring wells, including all of the Saugus
Formation wells located in or near the canyon bottoms, recorded the highest historical
groundwater elevations during either the spring of 2005 or 2006. In wells near the
bottom of the Main Canyon, the highest groundwater elevations were in spring 2005.
Compared to the Main Canyon, the East Canyon wells responded more slowly to the
rainfall in 2004-2005, with some wells (DW-3 and DW-17) showing the highest
groundwater elevations in spring 2008. In piezometer PZ-4 at the eastern edge of the
drainage, the most recent October 2011 measurement was the highest groundwater level
recorded. In the central portion of the North/East Canyons at piezometers PZ-5 and
PZ-6, the highest groundwater elevations were reached August 2011 and March 2006,
respectively.  In the North Canyon, only 2010 and 2011 groundwater levels were
available, with the exception of well DW-19, which showed the highest groundwater
level in August 2011.

Maximum groundwater elevations determined either from historical
measurements or from adjustments are provided on Figure 4. These maximum
groundwater elevations, along with water levels determined from soil borings, where
appropriate, were used to produce the maximum groundwater elevation (blue) contours.
Because the water levels determined from soil borings are from a single measurement,
no adjustments were possible with these data, and less emphasis was placed on these for
contouring.

The excavation plan (red elevation contours) is also presented on Figure 4 to
illustrate the waste-groundwater separation in both the North/East Canyons and South
Main Canyon landfill areas, where the elevation difference between the red and blue
contour lines represents the approximate minimum waste-groundwater separation.
Because the bottom of refuse will be slightly higher than the excavation elevations
depending on the approved liner system design, the waste-groundwater separation

calculated from these contour lines represents a minimum.
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In the North/East Canyons, the waste-groundwater separation is smallest near
the northwest corner of the excavation floor along a zone of higher groundwater
associated with the anticlinal fold axis. The minimum separation of five feet occurs
above the toe of the sideslope, between piezometers PZ-5 and PZ-8, where proposed
grades range from 1,165 ft-msl to 1,205 ft-msl and associated groundwater elevations
range from 1,160 ft-msl to 1,200 ft-msl. The waste-groundwater separation increases to
25 feet southeasterly along the fold trend, where the “1100” groundwater contour
intercepts the excavation contour “1125” between wells PZ-6 and DW-26 at the east side
of the landfill floor. The waste-groundwater separation within the excavation floor
increases to 50 to 60 feet along the north side and to 110 feet in the southwest corner.

In South Main Canyon, the waste-groundwater separation is least at the west side
of the excavation floor near the toe of the east-facing cut slope. Here, the approximate
waste-groundwater separation is 14 feet near the center (proposed grade estimated at
1,014 ft-msl, “1000” groundwater elevation contour) and increases to about 25 to 30 feet
at the north and south ends of the cut slope. Across the excavation floor, the waste-
groundwater separation ranges from 25 to 50 feet. Therefore, the proposed cell
excavation plans for the North/East Canyons and South Main Canyon areas appear to
meet the California Code of Regulations (Title 27, s 20240 (c)) requirement for siting
and design to ensure that wastes will be a minimum of five feet above the highest

anticipated elevation of underlying groundwater.

PROPOSED GROUNDWATER MONITORING SYSTEM
The proposed groundwater monitoring system for the MPR is shown on Figure 6
and listed in Table 4. The POC for each landfill area is a vertical surface located in the
hydraulically downgradient limit of the waste management unit that extends through
the uppermost water-bearing zone underlying the unit. The proposed downgradient
monitoring points are located as close as possible to the POC, given the operational and
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physical constraints of positioning monitoring wells where they will remain accessible.
These proposed Saugus and Pico Formation wells will be completed in the uppermost
water-bearing zone as determined during exploratory drilling operations.

The proposed monitoring system consists of 19 groundwater points (DW-1,
DW-7, DW-8, DW-14 to DW-18, DW-23, DW-26, DW-28 to DW-35, and PZ-4), three
vadose zone points (SW-1, VP-2[GP-29], and VP-3[DW-30]), and an additional three
groundwater points to be monitored for groundwater levels only (DW-9, DW-21, and
DW-27) (Table 4). Thirteen existing monitoring points will be destroyed (LP-1, GP-9,
VP-1[GP-10], DW-3, DW-6, DW-12, DW-20, DW-24, DW-25, PZ-3, PZ-5, PZ-6, and
PZ-7), either because they are within the proposed landfill development area or because
they no longer provide useful monitoring data (vadose zone lysimeter LP-1).

The proposed extension of the Main Canyon footprint into South Main Canyon
requires one new downgradient groundwater monitoring well, DW-29. Well DW-29 is
centrally located in the Main Canyon drainage to monitor downgradient from the lowest
elevations in the landfill floor, and is also downgradient from the POC on the west slope.
Additional groundwater monitoring near the Main Canyon POC is provided by wells
DW-15 and DW-16, and monitoring downgradient from the POC is provided at wells
DW-1 and DW-18. Upgradient groundwater monitoring will be conducted at Pico
Formation wells DW-8 and DW-28 and at Saugus Formation well DW-17. On the west
ridge, Saugus Formation well DW-9 is not in the proposed monitoring system, but
should be retained for groundwater level measurements only. Proposed vadose points
consist of downgradient well SW-1 and upgradient well VP-2 (GP-29).

The POC for the proposed North Canyon and East Canyon footprint will require
downgradient monitoring in the Pico Formation along the north (well DW-34), and in
the Saugus Formation along the northeast (wells DW-23 and DW-33), east (wells
DW-26 and DW-32), and southeast (wells DW-30 and DW-31). Upgradient monitoring
will be provided by Pico Formation well DW-28. Monitoring point DW-27 should be
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used for groundwater level measurements only and is not part of the proposed
groundwater monitoring program. Wells DW-24 and DW-25 and piezometers PZ-3, PZ-
5, PZ-6, and PZ-7 will be destroyed as landfill development proceeds, but water levels
should be monitored until their destruction. Vadose points consist of downgradient well
VP-3 (DW-30) and upgradient point VP-2 (GP-29).

The Primary Canyon POC is unchanged, and the proposed points include existing
monitoring points DW-1, DW-7, and DW-16 through DW-18. Because well DW-12 will
be destroyed by the entrance road development, a replacement well DW-35 will be
installed. Well DW-21 will be retained for groundwater level measurements only, but
could be used for future monitoring in the event that a new landfill release impacts
nearby wells. Well DW-21 is a deep pair to well DW-18, and their historical water
quality results have been similar since installation of DW-21 in 1999. The vadose zone
point will be well SW-1.

The Canyon B POC is also unchanged, and the proposed groundwater monitoring
system includes existing groundwater monitoring points DW-14 and PZ-4. Because well
DW-3 and vadose zone point GP-9 will be destroyed by the landfill development,
replacement downgradient points DW-30/VP-3 and DW-31 will be installed. The
shallow vadose point VP-3 in the boring for well DW-30 replaces vadose zone point GP-
9. Inactive well DW-6 will be within the landfill development area and should be
destroyed.

The well depth and design for each of the additional monitoring points will meet
CCR Title 27 regulatory requirements and be determined based on geologic and
groundwater conditions encountered during drilling. In general, the groundwater wells
will target the uppermost water-bearing zone and be completed with a relatively short
screen intended to sample approximately 20 feet of saturated rock. As required by CCR
Title 27, a detailed Well Installation Work Plan will be submitted for RWQCB review
and approval prior to installation of the proposed monitoring points.
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PROPOSED PERIMETER LANDFILL GAS MONITORING SYSTEM

To meet the perimeter landfill gas monitoring requirements of the South Coast
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 1150.1 and the CCR Title 27, the
proposed perimeter landfill gas monitoring program will consist of a total of 27 multi-
level gas monitoring probes (Figure 7 and Table 5). The proposed probes are spaced less
than 1,000 feet apart around the proposed landfill limits. The expanded landfill
footprint will require installation of nine additional landfill gas monitoring probes
(GP-27 through GP-35) on the north and east side of the property. Nine existing
monitoring probes (GP-A, GP-B, GP-9, GP-10, GP-11, GP-12, GP-24, GP-25, and W-2)
will be destroyed as the expansion progresses.

The number and depth of gas probes at each of the additional monitoring points
will meet SCAQMD Rule 1150.1 and CCR Title 27 regulatory requirements and be
determined based on geologic conditions encountered during drilling, maximum depth
of refuse, and local groundwater elevations. As required by CCR Title 27, a Landfill Gas
Monitoring Plan that provides justification for the monitoring point locations, depths,
and construction methods will be submitted for agency review and approval prior to
installation of these points.
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LIMITATIONS

Our professional services have been performed using that degree of care and skill
ordinarily exercised, under similar circumstances, by reputable engineering geologists
or geotechnical consultants practicing in this or similar localities. No other warranty,
expressed or implied, is made as to the professional advice included in this report. This
report has been prepared for Chiquita Canyon Landfill and their design consultants, to
be used solely for planning and design. The report has not been prepared for use by
other parties and may not contain sufficient information for purposes of other parties or

other uses.
-000-

Respectfully submitted,
R. T. FRANKIAN & ASSOCIATES

7/
/ f"
:  Theodore M. Clark, C.H.G.
TMC/eaw Principal Geologist
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Table 1
Hydraulic Conductivity
Chiquita Canyon Landfill, Castaic, California

Hydraulic
Conductivity
Well Lithology (cm/sec) Source Method
Alluvial Deposits
Regional Wells alluvium 1.42E-02t00.13  Robson, 1972 Pumping test &

(about 200)
A-1 (6 feet)
A-2 (16 feet)
B-2 (6 feet)
C-2 (16 feet)
D-1 (6 feet)
D-2 (16 feet)

silty sand (SM)
silty sand (SM)
silty sand (SM)
silt (ML)
silty sand (SM)
silty sand (SM)

Saugus Formation

Regional Wells

sandstone (ss)

2.0E-04
2.0E-05
5.4E-05
1.9E-03
1.0E-04
3.5E-05

2.4E-04to 4.7E-

HLA, 1987
HLA, 1987
HLA, 1987
HLA, 1987
HLA, 1987
HLA, 1987

Robson, 1972

drillers logs
Lab permeameter
Lab permeameter
Lab permeameter
Lab permeameter
Lab permeameter
Lab permeameter

Pumping test & E-log

(about 100) 07 approximation

B-1 (16 feet) ss 3.2E-03 HLA, 1987 Lab permeameter
B-2 (16 feet) silty ss 3.4E-05 HLA, 1987 Lab permeameter
C-1 (36 feet) silty ss 8.5E-05 HLA, 1987 Lab permeameter

DW-3 silty ss w/gravel 3.0E-04 RTF&A, 2005b Falling Head

2.9E-04 RTF&A, 2005b Rising Head

DW-9 silty ss 9.2E-04 EMCON, 1990 Falling Head

1.1E-03 EMCON, 1990 Rising Head

DW-14 ss 1.1E-05 RTF&A, 2005b Falling Head

1.1E-05 RTF&A, 2005b Rising Head

DW-24 ss, gravelly ss, w/silty ss 6.5E-05 RTF&A, 2005b Falling Head

8.1E-05 RTF&A, 2005b Rising Head

DW-26 intbd silty ss/sandy siltstone (sltst) 3.2E-05 RTF&A, 2005b Falling Head

3.6E-05 RTF&A, 2005b Rising Head

Pz-3 ss & pebbly ss 3.2E-05 RTF&A, 2005b Rising Head

Pz-4 ss 2.1E-05 RTF&A, 2005b Rising Head

Pico Formation

DW-8 mudstone w/3' to 6' ss intbds 6.4E-05 EMCON, 1990 Falling Head

DW-19 sandy sltst to sandy claystone 2.4E-06 RTF&A, 2005b Falling Head

2.5E-06 RTF&A, 2005b Rising Head

PZ-5 silty ss w/7' clayey ss intbd 5.4E-06 RTF&A, 2005b Falling Head

5.0E-06 RTF&A, 2005b Rising Head

PZ-6 silty ss w/6' sandy sltst 2.5E-06 RTF&A, 2005b Falling Head

2.8E-06 RTF&A, 2005b Rising Head

Notes: cm/sec = centimeters per second

Permeameter = Laboratory permeameter testing

Rising and falling head = "slug" testing

Electric logs were correlated with known hydraulic values from pumping test and
then electric log values from oil wells were used to estimate hydraulic conductivities
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Table 2
Base Alluvium vs. Highest Groundwater Depths
Chiquita Canyon Landfill, Castaic, California

Approximate

Highest Base Alluvium -
Base Alluvium  Groundwater  Groundwater Date of Highest
Location Well ID Depth (ft) Depth (ft) Separation (ft) Groundwater
Main Canyon DW-1 21 48.91 27.9 4/1/2005
DW-2 22 50.91 28.9 4/16/2001*
DW-13 20 38.13 18.1 7/22/1998 !
DW-18 17 57.11 40.1 4/16/2001
DW-20 41 54.75 13.8 6/10/2005
DW-21 22 62.85 40.9 4/15/2005
Pz-1 18.5 34.30 15.8 1/19/1993 !
PZ-2 17 56.05 39.1 4/22/1998*
SW-1 26 dry -- --
RD-1 30 dry - -t
East Canyon DW-3 17 78.12 61.1 4/24/2006
Santa Clara River
Valley DW-7 28 32.64 4.6 3/4/2005

Notes:

Base alluvium depths in feet below ground surface

Highest groundwater depth in feet below top of well casing; based on highest groundwater elevations
(relative to surveys), not shallowest measured depth to water

Highest groundwater dates for period ending October 2010

SW-1 and RD-1 = Vadose zone monitoring points

1o Monitoring points destroyed prior to 2005

DW-2 (destroyed 12/04)
DW-13 (destroyed 10/02)
Pz-1 (destroyed 10/02)
Pz-2 (destroyed 11/99)

R.T. Frankian and Associates
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Table 3

Local Annual Precipitation (1970 to 2011)
Chiquita Canyon Landfill, Castaic, California

Rainfall Season

Date From Date To Total (inches) Location
Oct-70 Sep-71 12.5 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-71 Sep-72 8.04 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-72 Sep-73 14.77 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-73 Sep-74 12.23 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-74 Sep-75 11.18 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-75 Sep-76 9.08 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-76 Sep-77 11.74 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-77 Sep-78 31.98 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-78 Sep-79 18.16 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-79 Sep-80 23.6 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-80 Sep-81 9.91 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-81 Sep-82 13.68 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-82 Sep-83 29.51 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-83 Sep-84 8.61 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-84 Sep-85 9.51 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-85 Sep-86 18.24 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-86 Sep-87 5.98 Magic Mtn. Parkway, Station No. 200
Oct-87 Sep-88 17.95 Magic Mtn. Parkway, Station No. 200
Oct-88 Sep-89 10.37 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-89 Sep-90 4.71 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-90 Sep-91 12.94 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-91 Sep-92 22.72 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-92 Sep-93 26.76 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-93 Sep-94 8.2 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-94 Sep-95 23 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-95 Sep-96 10.24 Castaic Junction, Station No. 1021
Oct-96 Jan-98 - data gap
Feb-98 Jun-98 12.25 Chiquita Canyon Landfill Office Rain Gauge
Sep-98 Jun-99 6.80 Chiquita Canyon Landfill Office Rain Gauge
Nov-99 May-00 10.60 Chiquita Canyon Landfill Office Rain Gauge
Oct-00 Apr-01 16.65 Chiquita Canyon Landfill Office Rain Gauge, with
March/April from Newhall Station
Nov-01 May-02 5.27 Chiquita Canyon Landfill Office Rain Gauge
Nov-02 May-03 17.55 Chiquita Canyon Landfill Office Rain Gauge
Oct-03 Mar-04 8.35 Chiquita Canyon Landfill Office Rain Gauge
Oct-04 May-05 48.15 Chiquita Canyon Landfill Office Rain Gauge
Sep-05 May-06 16.15 Chiquita Canyon Landfill Office Rain Gauge
Dec-06 Apr-07 2.81 Chiquita Canyon Landfill Office Rain Gauge
Sep-07 Feb-08 14.10 Chiquita Canyon Landfill Office Rain Gauge
Oct-08 Mar-09 10.57 Chiquita Canyon Landfill Office Rain Gauge
Oct-09 May-10 11.75 Chiquita Canyon Landfill Office Rain Gauge
Oct-10 May-11 19.75 Chiquita Canyon Landfill Office Rain Gauge
Average 14.66

Note: Castaic Junction and Magic Mountain Parkway records from Los Angeles County Department of Public Works,

Hydrologic Records Division

JOB NO. 2002-036-005(R)
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Table 4
MPR Groundwater Monitoring System
Chiquita Canyon Landfill, Castaic, California

Monitored Medium Doyvngradier.\t Upgradient'Monitoring
Monitoring Points Points
Main Canyon
Vadose Zone
SW-1 VP-2 (GP-29)
Groundwater
DW-1 DW-8
DW-15 DW-9°"*
DW-16 DW-17
DW-18 DW-28
DW-21°"¢
DW-29
North & East Canyons
Vadose Zone
VP-3 (DW-30) VP-2 (GP-29)
Groundwater
DW-23 DW-27°"¢
DW-26 DW-28
DW-30
DW-31
DW-32
DW-33
DW-34
Primary Canyon
Vadose Zone
SW-1
Groundwater
DW-1 DW-16
DW-7 DW-17
DW-18
DW-21°"¢
DW-35
Canyon B
Vadose Zone
VP-3 (DW-30)
Groundwater
DW-30 DW-14
DW-31
PZ-4

GW

] JOB NO. 2002-036-005(R)
AN | 1/20/2012

E .
= measured for groundwater elevations only



Table 5
MPR Landfill Gas Monitoring System
Chiquita Canyon Landfill, Castaic, California

Monitoring Programs Monitoring Programs
Existing Wells Title 27 Rule 1150.1 Future Wells Title 27 Rule 1150.1
GP-1R no yes GP-27 yes yes
GP-2 yes yes GP-28 yes yes
GP-5 no yes GP-29 yes yes
GP-6 no yes GP-30 yes yes
GP-7 no yes GP-31 yes yes
GP-8 yes yes GP-32 yes yes
GP-13 yes yes GP-33 yes yes
GP-14 yes yes GP-34 yes yes
GP-15 yes no GP-35 yes yes
GP-16 yes no
GP-17 yes no
GP-18 yes no
GP-19 yes no
GP-20 yes no
GP-21 yes no
GP-22 yes no
GP-23 yes no
GP-26 yes yes

Note: The following existing wells will be destroyed: GP-A, GP-B, GP-9, GP-10, GP-11, GP-12, GP-24, GP-25, & W-2

] JOB NO. 2002-036-005(R)
AN | 1/20/2012
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APPENDIX B
GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS
Chiquita Canyon Landfill

All elevations are in feet, relative to mean sea level.

Sample Date DW-1 DW-2  DW-3 DwW-6 DW-7 DW-8 DW-9 DW-12 DW-13 DW-14 DW-15 DW-16 DW-17

DW-18 DW-19 DW-20 DW-21

DW-23 DW-24

1/28/1986 920.10 987.40 1007.90 977.40 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/2/1986 921.20 987.50 1008.70 977.70 - - - - -- -- - - -- - -- - - -
6/16/1986 921.40 988.00 1008.80 977.60 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
9/10/1986 921.70  985.80 1008.50 978.20 -- - - -- -- - -- - - - - -- - -
12/17/1986 922.10 987.60 1008.60 978.30 -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
3/24/1987 919.60 987.30 1008.70 978.70 -- - - -- -- - -- - - - - -- - -
6/16/1987 919.30 987.00 1008.60 978.80 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
9/17/1987 919.70  986.70  1008.60 979.30 -- - - -- -- - -- - - - - - - -
12/4/1987 918.40 986.60 1008.40 979.80 -- - - - -- - - - - - - - - -
3/18/1988 918.11 986.24 1008.30 979.74 926.06 -- -- - -- -- - - - - - - - -
6/17/1988 917.83 986.24 1008.47 979.97 926.05 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
9/15/1988 917.28 - 1008.09 -- 924.94 - - -- - - - - - - - - - -
10/4/1988 917.35 - 1008.40 -- 925.00 - - -- - - - - - - - - - -
12/5/1988 -- 986.03 - -- - -- - - -- -- - - -- - -- - - --
12/6/1988 917.80 - 1008.11 -- 925.54 - - -- - - - - - - - - - -
12/7/1988 -- -- - 978.45 - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -
3/14/1989 918.70  987.10 1009.50 981.30 922.40 -- -- - -- -- - - -- - - - - -
6/8/1989 918.48 986.97 1009.38 -- - -- 976.94 - -- -- - - -- - -- - - -
6/9/1989 -- -- - 981.10 921.48 -- -- - -- -- - - -- - -- - - -
8/1/1989 - - - - - 1078.49 977.00 - - - - - - - - - - -
8/2/1989 -- 986.99 -- -- 920.98 -- -- - - -- - - - - - - - -
8/3/1989 -- -- 1009.29 -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -
8/4/1989 918.36 -- - 981.05 - -- -- - -- -- - - -- - - - - -
9/28/1989 - - - 980.95 - 1078.42 977.50 - -- - - - - - - - - -
10/3/1989 -- -- - -- 921.08 -- -- - -- -- - - -- - - - - -
10/4/1989 - 986.25 1009.37 - - - - - - - - - - - - — - -
10/6/1989 918.10 -- - -- - -- -- - -- -- - - - - - - - -
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All elevations are in feet, relative to mean sea level.

APPENDIX B

GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS

Chiquita Canyon Landfill

Sample Date  DW-1 DW-2  DW-3 DW-6 DW-7 DW-8 DW-9 DW-12 DW-13 DW-14 DW-15 DW-16 DW-17 DW-18 DW-19 DW-20 DW-21 DW-23 DW-24
1/29/1990 - - - - 921.90 1078.64 977.40 -- - - - - - - - - - - -
1/30/1990 - 986.82  1008.97 - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/31/1990 917.92 - - 980.87 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2/27/1990 919.09 986.96 1009.14 980.99 92232 107891 977.53 - - - - - - - - - - - -
3/14/1990 918.00 986.91 1009.12 980.91 92239 1078.84 977.54 - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/11/1990 - - - - - 1078.68 977.33 - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/12/1990 - - 1008.85 980.71 921.92 - - -- - - - - - - - - . - -
4/13/1990 - 986.69 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
5/16/1990 919.12 984.84 1009.04 981.00 921.59 1078.96 977.68 -- - - - - - - - - - - -
6/19/1990 918.98 986.83 1009.07 981.10 921.36 107898 977.77 - - - - - - - - - - - -
7/11/1990 918.56 986.54 1009.20 980.61 920.78 1078.64 977.41 - - - - - - - - - - - -
8/17/1990 919.18 984.64 1008.88 981.06 - 1078.91 977.61 - - - - - - - - - - - -
9/17/1990 - - - - 920.76 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/16/1990 - 986.38  1008.64 - - 1078.68 977.48 - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/17/1990 - - - 980.95 920.88 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/18/1990 918.49 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
12/15/1990 917.30 986.45 1008.70 981.58 - 1078.87 977.66 - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/21/1991 -- - - -- - 1078.64 977.39 - -- -- - - -- - -- - - -- -
1/22/1991 - - - 981.43 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/23/1991 917.00 986.22 1008.38 - 921.33 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2/6/1991 - - - - - - - 919.18 - - - - - - - - - - -
2/19/1991 918.21 986.13 1008.45 981.42 921.24 1078.76 977.50 - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/8/1991 918.33  986.07 - 981.99 922.60 1078.89 977.71 919.03  922.36 - - - - - - - - - -
4/23/1991 918.87 986.06 1011.65 981.76 922.71 1078.65 977.33 918.98 922.32 -- - - - - - - - - -
5/18/1991 919.12 986.08 1009.25 982.04 922.27 1078.87 977.57 918.96  922.41 - - - - - - - - - -
6/20/1991 918.89 986.04 1009.05 982.23 921.95 1078.82 977.52 919.00 922.44 - - - - - -- - - - -
7/22/1991 918.79 984.02 1008.89 982.42 921.69 1078.78 977.55 916.99  922.42 - - - - - - - - - -

EnviroSolve
Page 2 of 22

Historical Elevations (Appendix B) pl

RTF&A JOB NO. 2002-036-005(R) REPORT DATED 1-20-2012

Jan-19, 2012



All elevations are in feet, relative to mean sea level.

APPENDIX B
GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS
Chiquita Canyon Landfill

Sample Date DW-1 DW-2 DW-3 DW-6 DW-7 DW-8 DW-9 DW-12 DW-13 DW-14 DW-15 DW-16 DW-17 DW-18 DW-19 DW-20 DW-21 DW-23 DW-24
8/1/1991 918.55 - - — 92150 1078.53 977.23 91874 92232 - - - - - - - - - -
8/2/1991 - 98585 1008.71 981.95  -- - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ -
9/17/1991  918.56 98595 1008.59 982.85 921.38 1078.89 977.73 918.95  922.30 - - - - - - - - - -
10/21/1991 — 98580 1008.40 982.89 921.17 1078.73 977.46 918.68  922.21 - - - - - - - - - -
10/22/1991  918.18 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/28/1992  918.11 985.69 1009.07 983.69 921.95 1078.47 97738 91872  922.18 - - - - - - - - - -
3/3/1992 - - - 984.63  923.05 - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ -
3/16/1992 92048  985.01 - - -~ 1078.84 97720 919.16 922.51 - - - - - - - - - -
4/20/1992  921.50 985.71 - 984.70  922.96 1078.64 977.50 918.90  922.41 - - - - - - - - - -
6/16/1992 92023 98591 1013.56 985.82 921.64 1078.82 977.80 918.99  922.68 - - - - - - - - - -
7/20/1992 92133  985.67 101253 98578 921.85 1078.63 977.78 918.93  922.55 - - - - - - - - - -
8/14/1992  920.01 985.77 - 985.68 922.17 1078.76 977.82 919.19  922.47 - - - - - - - - - -
9/23/1992 92179 983.97 1007.93 986.53 921.69 1078.82 978.00 918.92  922.61 - - - - - - - - - -
10/19/1992  921.18  985.93 1007.88 986.57 921.46 1078.51 977.64 918.80  922.55 - - - - - - - - - -
11/16/1992  921.33  986.04 1007.98 986.75 921.69 1078.84 977.82 918.89  921.56 - - - - - - - - - ~
12/16/1992  921.38  986.02 1007.93 986.73 921.99 1078.74 977.80 918.79  921.61 - - - - - - - - - -
1/19/1993  921.63  985.92 1007.61 986.45 922.67 1078.60 977.63 918.61  922.79 - - - - - - - - - -
3/16/1993  922.03  986.62 1007.91 987.04 922.69 1078.94 977.95 919.12  922.11 - - - - - - - - - -
3/24/1993 - - - 986.99 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/19/1993  927.18 989.32 1007.95 986.90 924.05 1078.52 977.85 91939  923.31 - - - - - - - - - -
5/18/1993 92236 986.90 1007.88 987.18 922.99 1078.74 978.00 918.99  922.33 - - - - - - - - - -
6/15/1993 92228 98722 1008.13 986.83 92324 1078.84 978.10 918.74  922.66 - - - - - - - - - -
7/19/1993  927.01  990.12 100833 987.28 922.61 107849 977.77 91924  924.09 - - - - - - - - - -
8/17/1993 92278 987.30 1008.10 986.78 92324 1078.84 978.00 918.79  922.73 - - - - - - - - - -
9/16/1993  922.83 987.32 1008.08 986.83 92324 1078.79 978.00 918.74  922.71 - - - - - - - - - -
10/18/1993  926.56  990.00 1008.43 987.73 922.64 1078.64 977.93 919.21  924.00 - - - - - - - - - -
11/16/1993  923.00 987.67 1008.43 98628 922.69 1078.84 97820 918.56  922.86 - - - - - - - - - -
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All elevations are in feet, relative to mean sea level.

APPENDIX B
GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS
Chiquita Canyon Landfill

Sample Date DW-1 DW-2 DW-3 DW-6 DW-7 DW-8 DW-9 DW-12 DW-13 DW-14 DW-15 DW-16 DW-17 DW-18 DW-19 DW-20 DW-21 DW-23 DW-24
12/16/1993  923.03  987.62 1008.48 986.53 922.59 1078.84 978.15 918.54  923.01 - - - - - - - - - -
1/31/1994 92543  989.51 1007.43 987.08 922.54 1075.13 974.82 918.69  921.64 - - - - - - - - - -
2/16/1994  923.18 987.37 1008.63 98628 922.69 1078.64 978.00 918.69  923.01 - - - - - - - - - -
3/16/1994 92533  990.32 100772 987.93 92326 107722 975.62 919.42  922.00 - - - - - - - - - -
4/18/1994  925.05 989.82 1007.74 988.04 -  1077.30 976.65 919.35  921.99 - - - - - - - - - -
4/19/1994 - - - - 92327 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
5/18/1994 92533  990.32 100770 987.83 92324 107724 975.67 91941  922.06 - - - - - - - - - -
7/18/1994 92433  989.60 1007.62 988.06 922.13 1077.28 97691 91921  922.14 - - - - - - - - - ~
10/10/1994  923.60 989.50 1007.70 988.34 922.14 1077.40 977.33 919.20  922.19 - - - - - - - - - -
12/7/1994 - - - 988.05 - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - -
1/5/1995 922.98 989.37 1007.58 988.03 922.04 - 97745 919.14  922.4] - - - - - - - - - -
2/3/1995 924.69 989.18 1007.63 988.11 92348 1077.37 - 91925 922.44 - - - - - - - - - ~
2/10/1995 - —  1007.64 - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - -
4/17/1995 92599 989.46 1007.59 98837 923.88 1077.57 977.80 919.48  922.72 - - - - - - - - - -
7/12/1995  925.82  989.57 1007.55 987.95 923.46 107747 978.00 919.72  922.82 - - - - - - - - - -
10/11/1995 - - - 987.71 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/12/1995 92541 989.71 1007.73 - 922.09 1077.55 978.12 919.89  923.11 - - - - - - - - ~ -
1/9/1996 924.44 989.52 1007.66 987.16 923.07 1077.45 97820 919.66  923.06 - - - - - - - - - -
2/13/1996  923.65 989.43 100729 986.82 92240 - 977.88 91926  923.21 - - - - - - - - ~ ~
2/14/1996 - - - - - 107739 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/8/1996 924.51 989.45 1007.66 986.75 923.00 1077.54 97826 919.56  923.31 - - - - - - - - - ~
5/24/1996 - - - - - - - - - 102039 - - - - - - - - -
7/8/1996 924.03 989.44 1007.37 98676 921.75 1077.63 97823 919.46 92325 1020.79 - - - - - - - - -
10/9/1996 92324 989.29 1007.24 98590 921.55 1077.52 97837 91921  923.07 1021.05  -- - - - - - - - -
1/29/1997  924.07 989.21 1007.26 985.46 922.65 1077.50 978.47 91923 92322 1020.87  -- - - - - - - - ~
4/8/1997 92537 989.34 1007.22 98532 92234 1077.59 978.72 91926 92337 1021.01 - - - - - - - - -
4/11/1997 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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APPENDIX B
GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS

Sample Date  DW-1 DW-2  DW-3 DW-6 DW-7 DW-8 DW-9 DW-12 DW-13 DW-14 DW-15 DW-16 DW-17 DW-18 DW-19 DW-20 DW-21 DW-23 DW-24
7/7/1997 924.66 989.27 1007.25 985.47 92022 1077.67 97891 918.80 - 1021.07 - - - - - - - - -
10/7/1997 92379 989.37 1007.12 98537 920.08 1077.49 978.86 918.58  923.14 1020.97 - - - - - - - - -
1/19/1998 923.90 989.16 1007.23 989.00 921.70 1073.51 975.04 918.69  923.32 - - - - - - - - - -
4/22/1998 931.00 990.32 1006.98 986.32 92225 1077.48 979.04 918.81  924.64 1020.79 - - - - - - - - -
7/22/1998 931.41 990.86 1007.62 986.60 921.25 1077.84 979.61 918.86 925.46 1020.88 - - - - - - - - -

10/19/1998 930.34  990.71 1007.94 986.15 921.25 1077.87 979.18 918.86  925.00 1020.72 - - - - - - - - -
1/22/1999 929.54 990.17 1008.17 986.02 921.03 1077.96 978.51 918.66 924.74 1020.82 - - - - - - - - -
4/16/1999 928.79 990.07 1008.17 98552 921.75 1077.84 979.46 91891  924.64 1020.67 - - - - - - - - -
7/26/1999 927.84 989.52 1008.62 - 919.69 1078.19 978.81 918.41 92447 1020.92 - - - - - - - - -
7/29/1999 - 989.50 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

10/19/1999 92791 989.12 1008.97 984.82 921.45 1077.94 978.81 918.06 924.44 1020.52 - - - - - - - - -
1/24/2000 925.62  989.08 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/25/2000 - - - 985.01 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2/2/2000 - - 1008.67 - 920.48 - - - - - - - - 92228 1170.56 - 919.53 - -
2/3/2000 - - - - - 1077.74 978.61 918.11  923.99 1020.72 - - - - - - - - -
5/1/2000 926.10 989.16 1009.07 984.85 920.60 1078.22 980.44 91831  923.98 1020.93 - - - 927.22  1170.09 - 920.83 - -
7/21/2000 926.01 989.10 1010.13 984.78 919.58 1078.06 979.78 918.05  923.80 1020.73 - - - 924.84 1169.91 - 920.25 - -

10/19/2000 924.86 988.87 1009.08 982.07 919.14 1077.98 980.27 917.83  923.68 1020.58 - - - 922.80 1169.95 - 919.46 - -
1/22/2001 923.92 988.71 1009.05 983.71 919.76 1078.06 980.35 917.82  923.66 1020.50 - - - 921.59 1169.85 - 918.81 - -
4/16/2001 930.88 991.71 1008.64 983.46 921.27 1078.12 980.46 918.14  924.04 1020.45 - - - 929.42  1169.99 - 921.97 - -
7/13/2001 926.92 991.71 1009.04 983.31 919.80 1078.16 980.62 918.51  924.05 1020.44 - - - 925.68 1169.98 - 921.19 - -
10/5/2001 926.17 989.91 1008.97 983.04 919.32 1078.19 980.68 918.52  924.05 1020.36 - - - 923.88 1170.01 - 920.72 - -
1/18/2002 925.18 988.88 1009.02 983.10 919.55 1078.47 981.01 918.61  924.02 1020.52 - - - 923.18 1170.15 - 919.91 - -
4/5/2002 92440 984.62 1009.01 98294 919.15 1078.57 981.17 91851  923.95 1020.49 - - - 922.51 1170.21 - 919.41 - -
7/8/2002 923.07 989.46 1011.45 98587 924.19 - 983.84 921.10  923.68 1022.39 - - - 92437 1170.28 - 921.55 - -
10/7/2002 923.11 98894 1011.57 98539 921.30 1080.88 984.28 920.95 - 1022.69 - - - 923.83 1170.30 - 921.51 - -
1/13/2003 - 988.66 1011.62 984.76 922.62 1080.88 984.04 920.86 - 1022.10 973.21 993.70 1043.76  924.15 1170.22 949.89 921.44 - -
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Chiquita Canyon Landfill

APPENDIX B
GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS

Sample Date  DW-1 DW-2  DW-3 DW-6 DW-7 DW-8 DW-9 DW-12 DW-13 DW-14 DW-15 DW-16 DW-17 DW-18 DW-19 DW-20 DW-21 DW-23 DW-24
4/7/2003 929.32 988.24 1011.17 - 923.03 1080.75 983.16 920.80 - 1022.50 972.80 993.45 1043.95 92497 1170.13 952.53 924.14 - -
7/15/2003 929.34 988.15 1011.19 - 923.27 - 985.94  920.99 - 1022.63 97296 993.80 1044.63 92546 1170.26 951.38 923.83 1025.43 1060.77
7/23/2003 - - - - - 1079.42 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
9/11/2003 - - - - - - - - - 1022.39 - - - - - - - - -

10/13/2003 928.35 987.85 1011.06 - 922.05 1079.80 985.47  920.66 - 1022.40 972.68 993.67 1044.67 924.75 - 950.38  922.83 1025.22 1060.38
1/12/2004 929.11 987.51 1010.97 - 922.24 1079.92 985.10  920.57 - 1022.23 972.52  993.57 1044.75 924.86 1173.57 948.96 924.75 - 1060.11
1/15/2004 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1025.32 -
4/19/2004 928.81 987.28 1010.99 - 92231 1079.90 984.92  920.56 - 1022.06 972.29 993.44 1044.70 925.15 1172.92 949.28 923.70 1025.02 1059.07
7/9/2004 927.42 987.23 1010.93 - 921.95 1080.26 985.32 920.58 - 1022.21 972.44 993.71 104495 92428 1172.83 948.74 92248 1025.11 1059.10
10/6/2004 92597 987.02 1010.84 - 922.16 1080.21 985.23  920.49 - 1022.21 972.32  993.77 1044.99 923.44 1172.72 948.02 921.44 1025.05 1059.11

11/10/2004 926.37 986.98 1010.77 - 923.14 1080.14 985.14  920.63 - 1022.01 972.24 993.68 1044.92 92345 1172.67 948.03 921.99 1025.03 1058.88
12/3/2004 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
12/7/2004 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
12/9/2004 926.18 986.87 1010.62 - 92297 1080.17 985.19  920.53 - 1021.89 972.13  993.55 1044.76 923.33 1172.70 948.23 921.67 1024.87 1058.76

12/15/2004 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

12/16/2004 926.06 - - - 922.97 - - 920.42 - - 972.02  993.47 - 923.18 - - 921.60 - -

12/23/2004 926.16 - - - 923.00 - - 920.48 - - 972.10  993.56 - 923.27 - - 921.85 - -

12/30/2004 926.35 - - - 923.27 - - 920.51 - - 972.11  993.55 - 923.30 - - 922.05 - -
1/6/2005 927.25 - - - 923.99 - - 920.79 - - 972.27 993.73 - 923.59 - - 922.45 - -
1/14/2005 929.59 - 1010.70 - 925.04 1080.18 98529 920.89 - 1022.01 972.16 993.61 1044.88 923.79 1173.18 949.21 923.26 1024.99 1058.81
1/21/2005 933.15 - - - 925.37 - - 921.01 - - 972.31  993.75 - 924.20 - 952.53  924.17 - -
1/28/2005 931.89 - - - 925.23 - - 920.98 - - 972.22  993.63 - 924.59 - 951.38  924.78 - -
2/4/2005 933.88 - - - 924.96 - - 921.05 - - 972.26  993.67 - 924.98 - 952.15 925.14 - -
2/10/2005 932.64 - 1010.76 - 924.81 1080.33 985.49 921.24 - 1022.23 972.44 993.82 1045.14 92539 1172.97 95291 92541 102499 1058.82
2/18/2005 932.99 - - - 924.78 - - 921.39 - - 972.51 993.85 - 925.66 - - 925.62 - -
2/25/2005 933.62 - - - 925.52 - - 921.49 - - 972.35  993.71 - 925.91 - - 925.76 - -
3/4/2005 934.46 - - - 926.10 - - 921.81 - - 972.45  993.77 - 926.11 - - 926.11 - -
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APPENDIX B
GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS
Chiquita Canyon Landfill

All elevations are in feet, relative to mean sea level.

Sample Date DW-1 DW-2  DW-3 Dw-6 DW-7 DW-8 DW-9 DW-12 DW-13 DW-14 DW-15 DW-16 DW-17 DW-18 DW-19 DW-20 DW-21 DW-23 DW-24

3/11/2005 934.90 - 1010.81 - 926.07 1080.46 985.54 922.01 - 1022.14 972.50 993.81 1045.15 92638 1173.00 954.98 926.46 1025.00 1058.85
3/18/2005 935.12 - - - 925.82 - - 922.29 - - 972.52  993.83 - 926.70 - - 926.80 - -
3/25/2005 935.22 - - - 925.45 - - 922.41 - - 972.39  993.70 - 926.87 - - 926.97 - -
4/1/2005 935.40 - - - 925.27 - - 922.71 - - 972.50  993.82 - 927.20 - - 927.13 - -
4/8/2005 935.39 - - - 924.99 - - 922.66 - - 972.56  993.86 - 927.36 - - 927.27 - -
4/15/2005 935.35 - - - 924.86 - - 922.81 - - 972.56  993.87 - 927.58 - - 927.31 - -
4/20/2005 935.23 - 1011.89 - 924.66 1080.46 985.45 923.05 - 1022.02 972.48 993.78 1045.14 927.63 1172.87 955.67 927.26 102520 1058.72
4/28/2005 935.06 - - - 924.46 - - 923.30 - - 972.59  993.86 - 927.83 - - 927.25 - -
5/6/2005 935.10 - - - 924.40 - - 923.42 - - 972.60  993.86 - 927.90 - - 927.23 - -
5/17/2005 934.96 - 1012.42 - 924.42 1080.55 985.66 923.66 - 1022.19 972.67 993.93 1045.39 928.05 1172.96 955.82 927.21 1025.64 1058.84
5/20/2005 934.90 - - - 924.38 - - 923.70 - - 972.69  993.92 - 928.06 - - 927.15 - -
5/27/2005 934.76 - - - 924.27 - - 923.76 - - 972.69  993.96 - 928.10 - - 927.12 - -
6/3/2005 934.61 - - - 924.19 - - 923.79 - - 97270  993.93 - 928.12 - - 927.04 - -
6/10/2005 934.45 - 1012.72 - 924.03 1080.55 985.60 923.90 - 1022.13  972.76  993.99 1045.56 928.14 1172.97 955.88 926.98 1025.85 1058.80
7/8/2005 933.85 - 1012.94 - 923.42 1080.30 985.51 924.02 - 1022.02 972.73 993.93 1045.69 928.00 1172.84 955.81 926.66 1026.04 1058.77
7/15/2005 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
8/9/2005 933.36 - 1013.11 - 922.80 1080.84 985.54 924.14 - 1022.02 972.80 993.94 104593 927.80 1172.78 955.69 926.41 1026.47 1058.75
9/9/2005 932.81 - 1013.29 - 922.40 1080.71 985.56 924.19 - 1022.03 972.80 993.87 1046.15 927.56 1172.76 955.52 926.07 - 1058.73
10/14/2005 932.30 - 1013.55 - 922.34 1080.54 985.59 924.12 - 1022.02 972.90 993.94 1046.35 92736 1172.73 95530 925.81 1027.02 1058.64
11/21/2005 932.10 - 1013.64 - 922.46 1080.48 985.41 924.12 - 1021.87 972.79 993.72 1046.39 927.29 1172.65 95495 926.01 1027.38 1058.75
12/9/2005 931.85 - 1013.77 - 922.60 1080.45 985.51 924.09 - 1021.92 972.74 993.85 1046.49 927.16 1172.66 954.83 925.85 1027.28 1058.66
1/13/2006 931.83 - 1014.00 - 922.57 1080.69 985.77 924.04 - 1022.11 972.95 993.96 1046.75 927.25 1172.79 954.86 926.03 1027.36 1058.69
2/10/2006 931.44 - 1013.91 - 92276 1080.67 985.64 923.89 - 1021.99 972.80 993.75 1046.63 92697 1172.78 954.59 925.60 1027.19 1058.59
3/9/2006 931.61 - 1014.27 - 923.59 1080.83 98591 924.21 - 1022.29 973.11 994.12 1047.04 927.14 1172.94 954.68 925.85 1027.56 1058.88
4/24/2006 932.11 - 1014.31 - 923.81 1080.87 985.76  923.85 - 1022.02 972.71 993.73 1046.78 927.17 1172.93 954.79 926.02 1027.30 1058.57
5/10/2006 932.21 - 1014.37 - 923.68 1080.95 985.94 923.89 - 1022.15 97290 993.85 1046.97 92737 117298 955.09 926.12 1027.30 1058.57
6/13/2006 931.87 - 1014.41 - 923.62 1080.82 985.92 923.74 - 1022.01 972.71 993.72 1046.89 927.05 1172.97 954.73 925.72 1027.21 1058.51
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All elevations are in feet, relative to mean sea level.

Chiquita Canyon Landfill

APPENDIX B
GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS

Sample Date  DW-1 DW-2  DW-3 DW-6 DW-7 DW-8 DW-9 DW-12 DW-13 DW-14 DW-15 DW-16 DW-17 DW-18 DW-19 DW-20 DW-21 DW-23 DW-24
7/6/2006 931.57 - 1014.56 - 92276  1080.86 985.90 923.72 - 1022.07 972.76 993.81 1047.02 92695 1172.98 954.52 92549 1027.30 1058.60
8/9/2006 931.13 - 1014.65 - - 1080.91 986.00 - - 1022.10 972.83 993.87 1047.14 926.78 1173.01 95423 925.10 1027.35 1058.56
9/8/2006 - - - - - - - - - 1022.12 - 993.87 1047.14 - - - - 1027.28 1058.56
10/9/2006 930.23 - 1014.76 - 921.32 1080.81 985.87 923.30 - 1022.02 972.77 993.74 104720 926.23 1173.19 953.49 923.38 1027.31 1058.45

11/14/2006 929.69 - 1014.88 - 921.57 1080.97 986.04 923.05 - 1022.10 972.76 99391 1047.22 92590 1173.03 953.11 923.93 1027.30 1058.51
12/7/2006 929.26 - 1014.86 - 921.66 1080.93 985.88 922.99 - 1021.92 972.71 993.90 1047.21 925.54 1172.92 952.63 923.61 1027.30 1058.50
1/15/2007 928.80 - 1014.80 - 921.64 1080.91 985.82 922.49 - 1021.77 972.41 993.63 1046.93 925.14 1172.92 951.88 923.41 1027.10 1058.22
2/21/2007 928.83 - 1014.96 - 921.83 1081.12 986.09 922.66 - 1022.02 972.48 993.70 1047.13 92532 1173.06 951.51 923.89 1027.33 1058.41
3/14/2007 929.16 - 1014.98 - 921.37 1081.13 986.14 922.68 - 1022.06 972.49 993.71 1047.16 92547 1173.06 951.25 924.44 102735 1058.42
4/17/2007 928.61 - 1014.98 - 920.90 1081.02 986.12 922.22 - 1021.94 972.33  993.58 1047.08 925.18 1173.04 950.72 923.63 1027.24 1058.25
5/11/2007 928.32 - 1015.12 - 920.90 1081.14 986.33 922.19 - 1022.07 972.51 993.75 1047.26 925.05 1173.08 950.59 923.37 1027.37 1058.37
6/8/2007 927.97 - 1015.19 - 920.88 1081.24 986.48 922.13 - 1022.20 972.53  993.79 1047.33 924.84 1173.14 950.38 922.97 1027.48 1058.47
7/7/2007 927.56 - 1015.18 - 920.61 1081.34 986.49 922.00 - 1022.14 972.49 993.77 1047.35 92457 1173.11 950.02 922.73 1027.52 1058.39
8/10/2007 927.17 - 1015.20 - 920.17 1081.22 986.49 921.78 - 1022.09 972.46 993.70 1047.27 92434 1173.11 949.68 922.51 1027.58 1058.35
9/10/2007 926.84 - 1015.17 - 920.62 1081.40 986.47 921.66 - 1022.03 972.29 993.61 1047.20 924.07 1173.13 949.28 922.27 1027.55 1058.27

10/12/2007 926.50 - 1015.27 - 920.89 1081.58 986.63 921.72 - 1022.17 972.43  993.76 1047.37 92391 1173.15 949.17 921.90 1027.75 1058.42
11/8/2007 926.20 - 1015.21 - 920.98 1081.42 986.53 921.47 - 1022.06 972.32 993.68 1047.24 923.63 1173.08 948.93 921.60 1026.66 1058.27

12/14/2007 925.73 - 1015.26 - 921.48 1081.32 986.37 921.48 - 1022.05 972.13 993.53 1047.32 923.22 1173.06 948.55 921.42 1026.98 1058.22
1/15/2008 927.12 - 1015.31 - 922.08 1081.63 986.75 921.58 - 1021.98 972.42 993.84 1047.39 924.05 1173.17 948.70 923.05 1027.96 1058.31
2/26/2008 928.60 - 1015.20 - 921.92 1081.54 986.66 921.28 - 1021.85 972.11 993.58 1047.23 924.65 1173.20 949.58 923.79 1027.90 1058.17
3/18/2008 928.69 - 1015.25 - 921.89 1081.70 986.65 921.19 - 1021.89 971.98 993.46 1047.13 924.69 1173.20 949.97 923.77 1027.90 1058.13
4/8/2008 928.44 - 1015.37 - 921.50 1081.82 986.91 921.32 - 1022.12  972.25 993.73 1047.46 92477 1173.38 950.49 923.29 1028.15 1058.32
5/9/2008 927.76 - 1015.37 - 920.33 1081.48 986.96 921.10 - 1022.14 972.19 993.63 1047.40 92432 1173.30 950.48 922.56 1026.66 1058.29
6/17/2008 926.98 - 1015.27 - 920.26 1081.68 986.94 920.86 - 1022.03 972.07 993.55 1047.29 923.78 1173.31 950.25 921.78 1028.18 1058.15
7/9/2008 926.62 - 1015.32 - 920.44 1081.93 987.17 920.80 - 1022.17 972.16 993.63 1047.43 923.57 1173.33 950.26 921.46 1028.40 1058.26
8/13/2008 925.94 - 1015.33 - 920.02 1081.87 987.14 920.71 - 1022.12  972.11 993.63 1047.44 923.19 1173.37 949.89 921.02 1028.40 1058.26
9/10/2008 925.58 - 1015.30 - 919.75 1081.91 987.15 920.56 - 1022.06 972.02 993.52 104737 92291 1173.45 949.53 920.68 102828 1058.14
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APPENDIX B
GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS
Chiquita Canyon Landfill

All elevations are in feet, relative to mean sea level.

Sample Date DW-1 DW-2  DW-3 Dw-6 DW-7 DW-8 DW-9 DW-12 DW-13 DW-14 DW-15 DW-16 DW-17 DW-18 DW-19 DW-20 DW-21 DW-23 DW-24

10/13/2008 925.20 - 1015.09 - 919.93 1081.56 986.76 920.25 - 1021.67 971.67 993.26 1047.06 922.55 1173.27 948.93 920.48 1028.08 1058.00
11/14/2008 924.98 - 1015.23 - 920.35 1081.81 987.08 920.45 - 1021.93 971.97 993.49 104732 92247 117335 94886 920.30 102832 1058.11
12/19/2008 924.70 - 1015.13 - 920.36  1081.64 987.10  920.19 - 1021.71 971.73  993.21 1047.07 922.15 1173.40 948.37 920.19 1028.09 1057.86
1/9/2009 924.88 - 1015.14 - 920.52 1081.75 987.12 920.19 - 1021.76  971.79 993.33 1047.18 92220 1173.38 948.19 920.48 1028.12 1057.98
2/12/2009 924.79 - 1015.17 - 920.34 1081.58 987.19  920.16 - 1021.72  971.83 993.44 1047.26 922.15 1173.49 948.07 920.40 1027.98 1057.84
3/10/2009 926.15 - 1015.21 - 921.30 1081.86 987.34 920.16 - 1021.93 97191 993.55 1047.42 92273 1173.49 948.17 921.55 1028.03 1058.02
4/13/2009 926.07 - 1015.24 - 920.74 1081.85 987.45 920.25 - 1021.90 971.89 993.54 1047.39 92281 1173.48 948.52 921.16 1027.98 1058.01
5/12/2009 925.62 - 1015.23 - 919.89 1081.98 987.63  920.05 - 1022.03 971.86 993.54 1047.43 922.57 1173.55 948.57 920.68 1027.91 1058.03
6/15/2009 925.03 - 1015.18 - 919.16 1081.97 987.55 919.85 - 1021.90 971.77 993.46 1047.38 922.15 1173.50 948.30 920.13 1027.75 1057.96
7/10/2009 924.70 - 1015.13 - 918.89 1081.95 987.47 919.71 - 1021.80 971.67 993.27 1047.37 922.00 1173.54 948.15 919.90 1027.68 1057.91
8/14/2009 924.43 - 1015.10 - 918.12 1081.93 987.56 919.53 - 1021.83 971.69 993.38 1047.31 921.77 1173.50 947.89 919.58 1027.51 1057.88
9/16/2009 924.24 - 1015.19 - 918.06 1081.89 987.76 919.54 - 1021.89 971.79 993.50 1047.37 921.71 1173.55 947.82 919.53 1027.43 1057.94
10/19/2009 925.06 - 1015.07 - 918.66 1081.96 987.69 919.33 - 1021.78 971.60 993.35 1047.24 921.70 1173.60 947.52 922.13 1027.27 1057.88
11/13/2009 926.52 - 1015.08 - 919.17 1082.09 987.90 919.34 - 1021.94 971.73 993.46 1047.38 922.87 1173.60 947.56 922.07 1027.29 1057.97
12/15/2009 927.29 - 1014.84 - 919.34 1081.79 987.52 919.13 - 1021.54 971.43 993.19 1047.04 92296 1173.58 947.12 923.40 1026.89 1057.60
1/9/2010 928.93 - 1014.98 - - 1081.90 987.70 - - 1021.65 971.55 993.33 1047.16 924.47 1173.51 947.20 924.97 1027.07 1057.80

1/11/2010 - - - - 919.65 - - 919.06 - - - - - - - - - - -
2/17/2010 929.62 - 1014.96 - 920.97 1081.96 987.89 919.30 - 1021.72  971.63  993.41 1047.23 925.15 1173.62 947.89 924.69 1026.97 1057.81
3/16/2010 929.49 - 1014.80 - 921.15 1081.78 987.63 919.19 - 1021.46 971.35 993.15 1046.96 925.00 1173.51 948.33 924.35 1026.72 1057.59
4/13/2010 929.42 - 1014.88 - 921.55 1082.04 987.98 919.33 - 1021.76  971.51 993.32 1047.22 925.17 1173.68 948.86 924.32 1026.76 1057.76
5/13/2010 929.33 - 1014.96 - 920.88 1082.11 987.93 919.44 - 1021.75 971.62 993.42 1047.35 92527 1173.64 949.12 924.16 1026.85 1057.86
6/9/2010 928.69 - 1014.81 - 919.18 1082.03 988.01 919.14 - 1021.65 971.42 993.26 1047.20 924.84 1173.66 948.96 923.45 1026.65 1057.68
7/6/2010 928.68 - 1014.87 - 919.36  1082.17 987.96 919.09 - 1021.60 971.59 993.44 1047.37 924.87 1173.70 948.96 923.49 1026.68 1057.63
8/12/2010 927.70 - 1014.82 - 917.84 1082.21 988.37 91891 - 1021.81 971.54 993.44 1047.42 92427 1173.72 948.76 922.41 1026.94 1057.85
9/16/2010 926.89 - 1014.75 - 917.46 1082.27 988.36 918.80 - 1021.76 971.52 993.44 1047.41 923.66 1173.69 948.46 921.57 1026.84 1057.76
10/15/2010 926.19 - 1014.60 - 917.58 1082.18 988.01 919.51 - 1021.52  971.29 993.20 1047.16 923.14 1173.55 948.04 921.06 1026.69 1057.52
11/12/2010 926.48 - 1014.44 - 918.25 1081.97 987.83 918.39 - 1021.22  971.09 992.99 1046.98 923.07 1173.58 947.67 922.12 1026.48 1057.28
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APPENDIX B
GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS
Chiquita Canyon Landfill

All elevations are in feet, relative to mean sea level.

Sample Date DW-1 DW-2  DW-3 Dw-6 DW-7 DW-8 DW-9 DW-12 DW-13 DW-14 DW-15 DW-16 DW-17 DW-18 DW-19 DW-20 DW-21 DW-23 DW-24

12/8/2010 926.46 -- 1014.56 -- 918.20 1082.09 988.06 918.49 -- 1021.43  971.37 992.26 1047.25 92327 1173.64 948.60 921.85 1026.71 1057.49
1/11/2011 928.67 -- 1014.44 -- 919.75 1082.09 988.06 918.44 -- 1021.34 971.15 993.05 1047.10 924.17 1173.73 947.29 924.11 1026.59 1057.53
2/15/2011 928.84 -- 1014.55 -- 919.37 1082.31 988.36 918.53 -- 1021.59 971.39 993.31 1047.35 92470 1173.70 947.84 923.82 1026.67 1057.63
3/15/2011 930.00 - 1014.53 - 920.56 1082.32 988.47 918.57 - 1021.62 971.39 993.31 1047.41 92532 1173.78 948.02 92547 1026.67 1057.67
4/15/2011 932.42 -- 1014.46 - 922.13 1082.24 988.55 918.85 -- 1021.51 971.44 993.36 1047.47 926.77 1173.86 950.09 927.12 1026.62 1057.58
5/12/2011 931.85 - 1014.40 - 921.06 1082.32 988.54 919.23 - 1021.58 971.25 993.14 1047.35 926.67 1173.93 950.96 926.11 1026.55 1057.63
6/16/2011 931.09 - 1014.29 - 919.93 1082.48 988.77 918.69 -- 1021.75 971.38 993.30 1047.57 926.40 1174.01 951.17 925.13 1026.63 1057.76
7/11/2011 930.43 - 1014.26 - 919.36  1082.40 988.71 918.53 - 1021.40 971.39 993.20 1047.50 92597 1174.01 950.99 924.45 1026.47 1057.62
8/17/2011 929.50 -- 1014.28 -- 918.08 1082.43 988.70 918.34 - 1021.53 971.28 993.22 1047.66 925.41 1174.03 950.72 921.59 1026.47 1057.64
9/16/2011 928.68 -- 1014.31 -- 917.15 1082.27 988.52 918.12 - 1021.82 971.22 993.13 1047.64 924.87 1173.95 950.41 92286 1026.55 1057.53
10/17/2011 928.77 -- 1014.32 -- 917.86 1082.23 988.49 918.09 - 1021.34 971.46 993.10 1047.68 92472 1173.93 950.07 923.18 1026.48 1057.46

Most Recent Elevation Calculation:

10/17/2011
TOCE 984.31 1104.17 958.97 1265.13 1224.34 1027.57 1237.49 110691 1176.08 1197.59 989.38 1253.82 1010.63 990.16 1372.5 1289.92
DTW 5554 89.85 41.11 182.9 23585 109.48 216.15 13545 182.98 14991  64.66 79.89 60.56 66.98  346.02  232.46
GWE  928.77 1014.32 917.86 1082.23 988.49 918.09 1021.34 97146 993.10 1047.68 924.72 1173.93 950.07 923.18 1026.48 1057.46
Notes:
-- = Not Measured

TOCE = Top of Casing Elevation
DTW = Depth to Water
GWE = Groundwater Elevation
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APPENDIX B
GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS
Chiquita Canyon Landfill

All elevations are in feet, relative to mean sea level.

Sample Date  DW-25 DW-26 DW-27 DW-28 PZ-1 PZ-2 PZ-3 PZ-4 PZ-5 PZ-6 PZ-7 PZ-8 GP-15 GP-16 GP-17 GP-21 GP-22 GP-24 GP-25 GP-26

1/28/1986 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/2/1986 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
6/16/1986 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
9/10/1986 - - - - - - - - - - - - — - - — - - - -
12/17/1986 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
3/24/1987 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
6/16/1987 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
9/17/1987 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - — - - - -
12/4/1987 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
3/18/1988 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
6/17/1988 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
9/15/1988 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/4/1988 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
12/5/1988 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
12/6/1988 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
12/7/1988 - - - - - - - - - ~ - - ~ - - - - - - -
3/14/1989 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
6/8/1989 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
6/9/1989 - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - -
8/1/1989 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
8/2/1989 - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - -
8/3/1989 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
8/4/1989 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
9/28/1989 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/3/1989 - - - - - - - - - - - - . . - - - - - -
10/4/1989 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/6/1989 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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APPENDIX B
GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS
Chiquita Canyon Landfill

All elevations are in feet, relative to mean sea level.

Sample Date  DW-25 DW-26 DW-27 DW-28 PZ-1 PZ-2 PZ-3 PZ-4 PZ-5 PZ-6 PZ-7 PZ-8 GP-15 GP-16 GP-17 GP-21 GP-22 GP-24 GP-25 GP-26

1/29/1990 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/30/1990 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/31/1990 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2/27/1990 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
3/14/1990 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/11/1990 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/12/1990 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/13/1990 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
5/16/1990 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
6/19/1990 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
7/11/1990 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
8/17/1990 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
9/17/1990 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/16/1990 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/17/1990 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/18/1990 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
12/15/1990 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/21/1991 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/22/1991 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/23/1991 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2/6/1991 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2/19/1991 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/8/1991 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/23/1991 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
5/18/1991 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
6/20/1991 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
7/22/1991 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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All elevations are in feet, relative to mean sea level.

APPENDIX B
GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS

Chiquita Canyon Landfill

Sample Date  DW-25 DW-26 DW-27 DW-28 PZ-1 PZ-2 PZ-3 PZ-4 PZ-5 PZ-6 PZ-7 Pz-8  GP-15 GP-16 GP-17 GP-21 GP-22 GP-24 GP-25 GP-26
8/1/1991 - - - - 922.04 -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
8/2/1991 - - - - - 916.37 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

9/17/1991 - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/21/1991 - - - - 920.50 916.32 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/22/1991 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/28/1992 - - - - 921.42 916.19 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
3/3/1992 - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
3/16/1992 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/20/1992 - - - - 928.13 917.46 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
6/16/1992 - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
7/20/1992 - - - - 924.73 917.95 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
8/14/1992 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
9/23/1992 - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/19/1992 - - - - 922.62 917.98 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
11/16/1992 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
12/16/1992 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/19/1993 - - - - 934.28 917.90 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
3/16/1993 - - - - 932.08 -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
3/24/1993 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/19/1993 - - - - 930.20 921.03 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
5/18/1993 - - - - 930.53 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
6/15/1993 - - - - 928.58 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
7/19/1993 - - - - 927.04 921.72 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
8/17/1993 - - - - 928.63 -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
9/16/1993 - - - - 928.58 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/18/1993 - - - - 925.47 921.61 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
11/16/1993 - - - - 928.80 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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All elevations are in feet, relative to mean sea level.

APPENDIX B
GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS

Chiquita Canyon Landfill

Sample Date  DW-25 DW-26 DW-27 DW-28 PZ-1 PZ-2 PZ-3 PZ-4 PZ-5 PZ-6 PZ-7 Pz-8  GP-15 GP-16 GP-17 GP-21 GP-22 GP-24 GP-25 GP-26

12/16/1993 - - - - 928.58 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/31/1994 - - - - 920.88 920.87 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2/16/1994 - - - - 928.53 -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
3/16/1994 - - - - 924.03 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/18/1994 - - - - 925.36  920.59 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/19/1994 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
5/18/1994 - - - - 924.03 -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
7/18/1994 - - - - 924.06 920.20 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/10/1994 - - - - 922.86 919.95 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
12/7/1994 - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

1/5/1995 - - - - 921.98 -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2/3/1995 - - - - 932.89 919.76 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2/10/1995 - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/17/1995 - - - - 929.70 920.83 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
7/12/1995 - - - - 926.62 921.31 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/11/1995 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/12/1995 - - - - 92491 921.10 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

1/9/1996 - - - - 923.48 920.54 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2/13/1996 - - - - 922.87 920.34 1036.77 1000.31 - - - - - - - - - - - -
2/14/1996 -- - - -- -- - -- -- - - -- - - -- -- - -- -- - -
4/8/1996 - - - - 928.32  924.59 1036.72 1000.31 - - - - - - - - - - - -
5/24/1996 - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
7/8/1996 - - - - 925.02 922.14 1036.60 1000.21 - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/9/1996 - - - - 923.47 920.95 1036.31 1000.06 - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/29/1997 - - - - 933.98 92571 1036.15 1000.07 - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/8/1997 - - - - 926.97 925.62 1036.05 999.96 - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/11/1997 - - - - - 925.61 - 999.97 - - - - - - - - - - - -
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All elevations are in feet, relative to mean sea level.

APPENDIX B
GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS

Chiquita Canyon Landfill

Sample Date  DW-25 DW-26 DW-27 DW-28 PZ-1 PZ-2 PZ-3 PZ-4 PZ-5 PZ-6 PZ-7 Pz-8  GP-15 GP-16 GP-17 GP-21 GP-22 GP-24 GP-25 GP-26
7/7/1997 - - - - 925.05 922.77 103597 999.91 - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/7/1997 - - - - 923.60 921.64 1035.62 999.83 - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/19/1998 - - - - 929.08 927.13 1035.45 999.76 - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/22/1998 - - - - 932.00 932.04 1035.81 999.43 - - - - - - - - - - - -
7/22/1998 - - - - 929.45 928.83 1036.57 999.58 - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/19/1998 - - - - 928.10 926.65 1041.28 999.58 - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/22/1999 - - - - 927.10 92536 1041.09 999.10 - - - - - - - - - - - --
4/16/1999 - - - - 927.20 925.84 1037.72 999.61 - - - - - - - - - - - -
7/26/1999 - - - - 926.40 924.69 1036.77 999.51 - - - - - - - - - - - --
7/29/1999 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/19/1999 - - - - 926.95 925.74 1037.62 998.91 - - - - - - - - - - - --
1/24/2000 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/25/2000 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --
2/2/2000 - - - - - - 1037.62 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2/3/2000 - - - - 926.73 - - 999.31 - - - - - - - - - - - -
5/1/2000 - - - - 929.62 - 1037.82  999.60 - - - - - - - - - - - -
7/21/2000 - - - - 926.08 - 1037.61  999.45 - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/19/2000 - - - - 924.36 - 1037.44  999.44 - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/22/2001 - - - - 924.85 - 1037.27 999.44 - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/16/2001 - - - - 929.02 - 1037.12  999.64 - - - - - - - - - - - -
7/13/2001 - - - - 926.79 - 1036.90 999.58 - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/5/2001 - - - - 925.50 - 1036.65 996.63 - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/18/2002 - - - - 924.50 - 1036.49 999.82 - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/5/2002 - - - - 924.49 - 1036.30  999.87 - - - - - - - - - - - -
7/8/2002 - - - - 923.18 - 1039.72  1002.48 - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/7/2002 - - - - - - 1038.44 1002.54 - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/13/2003 - - - - - - 1038.25 1002.51 - - - - - - - - - - - -
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All elevations are in feet, relative to mean sea level.

GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS
Chiquita Canyon Landfill

APPENDIX B

Sample Date  DW-25 DW-26 DW-27 DW-28 PZ-1 PZ-2 PZ-3 PZ-4 PZ-5 PZ-6 PZ-7 Pz-8  GP-15 GP-16 GP-17 GP-21 GP-22 GP-24 GP-25 GP-26
4/7/2003 - - - - - - 1037.88 1002.38 - - - - - - - - - - - -
7/15/2003 - - - - - - 1037.73 1002.47 - - - - - - - - - - - -
7/23/2003 - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
9/11/2003 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/13/2003 - - - - - - 1037.52  1002.50 - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/12/2004 - - - - - - 1037.34 1002.44 - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/15/2004 - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/19/2004 - - - - - - 1037.13  1002.47 - - - - - - - - - - - -
7/9/2004 - - - - - - 1037.04 1002.57 - - - - - - - - - - - -
10/6/2004 - - - - - - 1036.86 1002.57 - - - - - - - - - - - -

11/10/2004 - - - - - - 1036.75 1002.59 - - - - - - - - - - - -
12/3/2004 - - - - - - - - 1137.00 1099.60 - - - - - - - - - -
12/7/2004 1172.70 - - - - - - - 1135.67 1094.85 - - - - - - - - - -
12/9/2004 1167.47 - - - - - 1036.62 1002.52 1134.30 1096.65 - - - - - - - - - -

12/15/2004 - 1078.71 - - - - - - - - 1072.29 - - - - - - - - -

12/16/2004 1166.84 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

12/23/2004 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
12/30/2004 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

1/6/2005 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/14/2005 1167.32  1079.68 - - - - 1036.72 1002.71 1139.01 1097.90 1071.87 - - - - -- - - -- -
1/21/2005 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1/28/2005 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2/4/2005 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

2/10/2005 1167.19 1079.93 - - - - 1037.04 1002.74 1138.72 1098.02 1075.22 - - - - -- - - -- -
2/18/2005 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2/25/2005 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
3/4/2005 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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All elevations are in feet, relative to mean sea level.

GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS

APPENDIX B

Chiquita Canyon Landfill

Sample Date  DW-25 DW-26 DW-27 DW-28 PZ-1 PZ-2 PZ-3 PZ-4 PZ-5 PZ-6 PZ-7 Pz-8  GP-15 GP-16 GP-17 GP-21 GP-22 GP-24 GP-25 GP-26
3/11/2005 1167.36  1080.26 - - - - 1037.43 1002.69 113892 1098.40 1076.84 - - - - - - - - -
3/18/2005 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
3/25/2005 - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/1/2005 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/8/2005 - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/15/2005 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4/20/2005 1166.30 1080.66 - - - - 1041.98 1002.67 1138.77 1100.01 1077.57 - - - - - - - - -
4/28/2005 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
5/6/2005 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
5/17/2005 1165.97 1080.92 - - - - 1038.37 1002.74 1138.48 1102.14 1078.13 - - - - - - - - -
5/20/2005 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
5/27/2005 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
6/3/2005 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
6/10/2005 1166.53 1081.30 - - - - 1038.68 1002.82 1138.76 1104.04 1078.59 - - - - - - - - -
7/8/2005 - 1081.43 - - - - 1039.01 1002.82 1138.67 1105.99 1079.07 - - - - - - - - -
7/15/2005 1165.95 - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
8/9/2005 1165.90 1081.67 - - - - 1039.37 1002.87 1138.62 1107.84 1079.57 - - - - - - - - -
9/9/2005 1166.03 1081.91 - - - - 1039.70 100291 1138.62 1109.00 1079.99 - - - - -- - - -- -
10/14/2005 1166.00 1082.18 - - - - 1040.10 1003.06 1138.62 1109.72 1080.39 - - - - - - - - -
11/21/2005 1166.25 1082.35 - - - - 1040.37 1003.04 1138.52 1110.20 1080.66 - - - - - - - - -
12/9/2005 1166.31 1082.45 - - - - 1040.54 1003.09 1138.57 1110.27 1080.80 - - - - - - - - -
1/13/2006 1166.64 1082.86 - - - - 1040.86 1003.23 1138.71 1110.50 1081.17 - - - - - - - - -
2/10/2006 1166.51 1082.87 - - - - 1040.93 1003.09 1138.67 1110.41 1081.32 - - - - - - - - -
3/9/2006 1167.21 1083.35 - - - - 1041.26 1003.36 1138.69 1110.81 1081.65 - - - - - - - - -
4/24/2006 - 1083.39 - - - - 1041.44 1003.32 113890 1110.40 1082.02 - - - - - - - - -
5/10/2006 1165.96 1083.53 - - - - 1041.52 1003.34 1138.79 111027 1082.04 - - - - - - - - -
6/13/2006 1166.44 1083.58 - - - - 1041.63 1003.36 1138.80 1109.93 1082.14 - - - - - - - - -
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All elevations are in feet, relative to mean sea level.

GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS

APPENDIX B

Chiquita Canyon Landfill

Sample Date  DW-25 DW-26 DW-27 DW-28 PZ-1 PZ-2 PZ-3 PZ-4 PZ-5 PZ-6 PZ-7 Pz-8  GP-15 GP-16 GP-17 GP-21 GP-22 GP-24 GP-25 GP-26
7/6/2006 1166.55 1083.73 - - - - 1041.76 1003.48 1138.74 1109.74 1082.13 - - - - - - - - -
8/9/2006 1166.90 1083.78 - - - - 1041.84 1003.51 1138.70 1109.45 1082.26 - - - - - - - - -
9/8/2006 - - - - - - - 1003.48 1138.81 1109.19 1082.38 - - - - - - - - -
10/9/2006 1166.79 1083.91 - - - - 1041.95 1003.52 1138.73 1108.84 1082.55 - - - - - - - - -
11/14/2006 1166.58 1084.03 - - - - 1041.98 1003.65 1138.77 1108.49 1082.68 - - - - - - - -- -
12/7/2006 1166.34 1084.05 - - - - 1041.97 1003.66 1138.72 1108.27 1082.72 - - - - - - - - -
1/15/2007 1165.79 1084.01 - - - - 1041.88 1003.64 1138.73 1107.89 1082.87 - - - - - - - -- -
2/21/2007 1166.36 1084.35 - - - - 1041.60 1003.79 1138.88 1107.83 1083.07 - - - - - - - - -
3/14/2007 1166.32 1084.44 - - - - 1041.99 1003.78 1138.86 1107.69 1083.13 - - - - - - - - -
4/17/2007 1165.85 1084.38 - - - - 1041.91 1003.78 113893 1107.38 1083.25 - - - - - - - - -
5/11/2007 1165.96 1084.56 - - - - 1041.96 1003.91 113895 1107.25 1083.34 - - - - - - - - -
6/8/2007 1166.29 1084.86 - - - - 1041.99 1003.96 1139.01 1107.14 1083.41 - - - - - - - - -
7/7/2007 1166.08 1084.71 - - - - 1041.91 1003.98 1139.02 1106.88 1083.44 - - - - - - - - -
8/10/2007 1165.89 1084.72 - - - - 1041.85 1004.00 1138.99 1106.55 1083.46 - - - - - - - - -
9/10/2007 1165.70 1084.72 - - - - 1041.76 1004.01 1139.05 1106.29 1083.62 - - - - - - - - -
10/12/2007 1165.55 1084.91 - - - - 1041.76 1004.11 1139.03 1106.13 1083.66 - - - - - - - - -
11/8/2007 1165.59 1084.84 - - - - 1041.65 1004.08 1138.95 1105.77 1083.69 - - - - - - - - -
12/14/2007 1165.38 1085.01 - - - - 1041.52 1004.15 1139.06 1105.64 1083.82 - - - - -- - - -- -
1/15/2008 1161.46 1085.10 - - - - 1040.62 1004.29 1139.19 110549 1083.99 - - - - - - - - -
2/26/2008 1165.12 1085.15 - - - - 1041.48 1004.21 1139.27 110530 1084.19 - - - - - - - -- -
3/18/2008 1165.29 1085.18 - - - - 1041.47 1004.23 1139.17 1105.10 1084.10 - - - - - - - - -
4/8/2008 1165.85 1085.41 - - - - 1041.53 1004.35 1139.16 1105.03 1084.02 - - - - - - - - -
5/9/2008 1165.59 1085.41 - - - - 1041.43 1004.35 1139.16 1104.73 1084.00 - - - - - - - - -
6/17/2008 1165.10 1085.38 - - - - 1041.33 1004.36 1139.21 1104.42 1084.04 - - - - - - - - -
7/9/2008 1165.08 1085.50 - - - - 1041.32 1004.37 1139.25 1104.35 1084.03 - - - - - - - - -
8/13/2008 1165.44 1085.53 - - - - 1041.28 1004.47 1139.22 1104.09 1084.10 - - - - - - - - -
9/10/2008 1165.11 1085.49 - - - - 1041.17 1004.48 1139.26 1103.87 1084.18 - - - - - - - - -
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All elevations are in feet, relative to mean sea level.

GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS

APPENDIX B

Chiquita Canyon Landfill

Sample Date DW-25 DW-26 DW-27 DW-28 PzZ-l Pz2 Pz3 PzZ4 Pz5 Pz6 PzZ7 PzZ8 GP-15 GP-16 GP-17 GP-21 GP-22 GP24 GP-25 GP-26
10/13/2008  1164.08 108521 - - - — 104097 100441 1139.17 110341 108411  -- - - - - - - - -
11/14/2008  1164.68 108548  -- - - —  1041.02 1004.60 1139.17 1103.32 1084.02  -- - - - - - - - -
12/19/2008  1164.55 108533 - - - —  1040.86 100457 113926 1103.09 1084.15  -- - - - - - - - -
1/9/2009 116447 108545 - - - —  1040.87 1004.60 113924 1103.02 108391  -- - - - - - - - -
2/12/2009 116439 108550  -- - - —  1040.81 1004.69 113936 1102.90 1084.10  -- - - - - - - - -
3/10/2009 116470 1085.65  -- - - — 104078 1004.75 113936 1102.85 1084.17  -- - - - - - - - -
4/13/2009 116431 1085.66 - - - — 104075 1004.85 113937 1102.65 1084.14  -- - - - - - - - -
5/12/2009  1164.53 108570  -- - - —  1040.66 1004.85 113936 1102.48 1083.92  -- - - - - - - - -
6/15/2009 116426 108559 - - - —  1040.54 1004.86 113937 110220 1083.89  -- - - - - - - - -
7/10/2009  1164.24 1085.60  -- - - — 104047 1004.88 1139.44 1102.06 1083.87  -- - - - - - - - -
8/14/2009 116429 108556 - - - —  1040.38 100490 113935 1101.81 1083.73  -- - - - - - - - -
9/16/2009  1164.01 1085.62  -- - - — 104036 1005.04 113941 1101.69 1083.77  -- 110597 1002.74 999.90 989.97 1037.56 1058.92 113623  --
10/19/2009  1164.12 1085.59 - - - — 104022 1005.04 1139.51 1101.54 1083.68 -  1105.80 1002.90 999.91 989.78 103639 1058.69 113645  --
11/13/2009 116445 1085.67 - - - -~ 1040.19 1005.06 113941 110145 108353  -- 110582 1003.00 999.96 989.78 103630 1058.68 1136.64  --
12/15/2009 116379 108540 - - - —  1039.96 1005.05 1139.53 1101.14 1083.62 - 110537 1002.88 999.88 989.27 103650 105826 113642  --
1/9/2010 1163.77 1085.57 - - - — 104002 100520 113942 1101.11 108349 - 110532 1002.94 999.91 989.35 103650 105826 1136.55  --
1/11/2010 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2/172010  1163.67 1085.71 - - - —  1039.92 100527 1139.66 1101.13 1083.60 - 110529 100297 999.95 989.21 103677 1058.15 113674  --
3/16/2010  1163.57 108554 - - - —  1039.75 100524 1139.54 1100.88 1083.51  --  1105.14 1002.93 999.91 988.97 1036.87 1057.99 113659  --
4/13/2010 116370 1085.69 - - - —  1039.77 100531 1139.55 1100.86 1084.02 - 110585 1002.99 999.97 989.05 1037.00 1058.10 113691  --
5/13/2010  1163.54 1085.76 - - - -~ 1039.76 100545 1139.52 1100.72 108395  --  1107.47 1003.04 1000.02 988.97 1037.10 1058.04 1137.00  --
6/9/2010 1163.64 1085.56 - - - —  1039.60 100541 1139.54 110046 1083.83 -  1108.58 1003.00 999.96 988.77 1037.24 1057.87 113696  --
7/6/2010 116374 1085.63 - - - —  1039.59 1005.55 1139.61 110038 1083.88  --  1109.07 1002.90 999.94 988.61 1037.28 1057.81 1137.09  --
8/12/2010  1163.53 1085.53 1085.77 111129  -- — 103949 100558 1139.60 1100.17 1083.76 1219.82 1109.37 100323 1000.16 988.71 1037.70 1057.68 1135.09 1163.06
9/16/2010  1163.64 108543 1131.77 1111.50 - — 1039.38 1005.63 1139.55 1099.92 108359 1219.82 1109.23 100324 1000.16 988.57 1037.78 1057.52 1137.09 1162.97
10/15/2010  1163.38 108526 1143.66 111157 - — 1039.21 100553 1139.47 1099.68 108336 1219.68 1108.80 1002.97 999.95 98828 1037.59 105731 1136.97 1162.85
11/12/2010 116273 1085.05 1150.03 111152 - — 1039.05 100545 1139.40 1100.33 1083.33 1219.55 1108.43 1002.95 999.89 988.07 1037.85 1057.05 1136.84 1162.64
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All elevations are in feet, relative to mean sea level.

GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS

APPENDIX B

Chiquita Canyon Landfill

Sample Date  DW-25 DW-26 DW-27 DW-28 PZ-1 PZ-2 PZ-3 PZ-4 PZ-5 PZ-6 PZ-7 PZ-8 GP-15  GP-16 GP-17 GP-21 GP-22 GP-24 GP-25 GP-26
12/8/2010 1163.77 1085.24 1153.80 1111.74 - -- 1039.06 1005.61 1139.47 1099.40 1083.20 1219.72 1108.35 1003.03 999.95 988.10 1037.63 1057.08 1136.95 1162.83
1/11/2011 1163.64 108534 1157.66 1111.74 - -- 1038.99 1005.57 1139.73 1099.48 1083.43 1219.62 1108.11 1002.98 999.91 988.01 1037.84 1056.88 1137.00 1162.85
2/15/2011 1163.57 1085.42 1159.94 1111.93 - - 1038.99 1005.78 1139.62 1099.37 1083.18 1219.72 1108.04 1003.24 1000.11 988.08 1037.82 1056.85 1137.14 1162.93
3/15/2011 1163.72 1085.52 1161.39 1112.04 - - 1038.92 1005.83 1139.70 1099.34 1083.13 1219.79 1107.91 1003.25 1000.14 988.05 1038.20 1056.73 1137.22 1163.03
4/15/2011 1163.41 1085.59 1162.80 1112.04 - - 1038.89 1005.87 1139.80 1099.29 1083.13 1219.82 1107.71 1003.25 1000.14 987.95 1038.35 1056.63 1137.20 1163.09
5/12/2011 1163.52 1085.63 1163.42 1112.17 - - 1038.80 1005.83 1139.74 1099.16 1082.93 1219.84 1108.51 1003.27 1000.10 987.93 1038.47 1056.61 1137.33 1163.17
6/16/2011 1163.96 1085.79 1164.04 1112.19 - - 1038.76 100593 1139.80 1099.09 1082.72 1220.11 1107.47 1003.29 1000.14 987.91 1038.60 1056.63 1137.47 1163.23
7/11/2011 1163.26 1085.66 1164.53 1112.26 - - 1038.66 1005.76 1139.81 1098.89 1082.68 1220.10 1107.27 1003.25 1000.14 987.81 1038.75 1056.48 1137.44 1163.20
8/17/2011 1163.16 1085.64 1165.34 1112.25 - - 1038.61 1005.91 1139.82 1098.70 1082.49 1220.25 1107.21 1003.27 1000.15 987.77 1038.82 1056.36 1137.41 1162.92
9/16/2011 116321 1085.58 1165.80 1112.26 - - 1038.53 1005.85 1139.73 1098.53 1082.23 1220.33 1107.39 1003.17 1000.07 987.53 103891 1056.34 1137.44 1163.07
10/17/2011 1162.78 1085.82 1165.81 1112.34 - - 1038.45 1005.91 1139.74 1098.40 1082.19 1220.34 1107.24 1003.03 999.97 987.47 1038.97 1056.17 1136.86 1163.00
Most Recent Elevation Calculation:
10/17/2011

TOCE 1265.5 1177.31 1459.48 1447.15 110623 110729 121458 1182.6 1195.64 1283.86 1218.51 1257.11 1216.32 1220.39 1326.41 1120.83 1213.36 1378.51

DTW 102.72 9149  293.67 334.81 67.78  101.38  74.84 84.2 11345 6352 11127 254.08 21635 23292 28744 64.66 76.5 215.51

GWE 1162.78 1085.82 1165.81 1112.34 1038.45 100591 1139.74 1098.40 1082.19 1220.34 1107.24 1003.03 999.97 987.47 1038.97 1056.17 1136.86 1163.00
Notes:
-- = Not Measured

TOCE = Top of Casing Elevation
DTW = Depth to Water
GWE = Groundwater Elevation
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APPENDIX B

GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS - VADOSE
Chiquita Canyon Landfill

Reference Point Depth to Groundwater
Well Date Elevation Water Elevation
Number Measured (feet)(1) (feet)(2) (feet)
Vadose Monitoring Wells
RD-1 9/28/1989 DRY NA
to7/8/02 e Well Abandoned 10/02 -----
SW-1 1/24/1986 976.20 DRY NA
to 9/10/86
12/17/1986 980.90 DRY NA
to 9/15/88
10/4/1988 976.20 DRY NA
to 4/23/91
8/1/1991 51.56 (4) NA
10/21/1991 51.60 (4) NA
1/28/1992 51.53 (4) NA
4/20/1992 51.55(4) NA
7/20/1992 51.36 (4) NA
10/19/1992 51.13 (4) NA
1/19/1993 51.23 (4) NA
4/19/1993 51.18 (4) NA
7/19/1993 51.20 (4) NA
10/18/1993 50.30 (4) NA
1/31/1994 DRY NA
to 2/3/95
4/17/1995 51.21 (4) NA
7/12/1995 51.21 (4) NA
10/12/1995 DRY NA
to 10/7/02 984.15
1/13/2003 Well inaccessible - buried.
4/7/2003 DRY NA
SW-1 to 10/17/11
GP-9 1/22/1999 1105.11 DRY NA
to 10/17/11
LDS 1/22/1999 DRY NA
to 2/3/00
4/7/2003 DRY NA
to 7/15/03 Inaccessible due to cell construction; replaced with aboveground tank.
VP-1 2/7/2000 1238.85 DRY NA
to 10/7/02 DRY NA
1/13/2003 Not measurable
4/7/2003 DRY NA
to 7/15/03
10/13/2003 1250.66 Inaccessible due to soil stockpiling.
1/12/2004 DRY NA
to 10/17/11
Lysimeters
DL-1 10/18/1990 NA NA
to 10/19/98 e Well Abandoned 10/02 -----
DL-2 10/18/1990 NA NA
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APPENDIX B

GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS - VADOSE
Chiquita Canyon Landfill

Reference Point Depth to Groundwater
Well Date Elevation Water Elevation
Number Measured (feet)(1) (feet)(2) (feet)
to10/1998 e Well Abandoned 10/02 -----
DL-3 1/29/1990 NA NA
to 10/1998 e Well Abandoned 10/02 -----
LP-1 1/22/1991 NA NA

to 10/17/11

Definitions:
NA = Not Applicable
Measurements prior to 10/4/88 performed by Harding Lawson Associates (HLA);
Measurements following 10/4/88 performed by EMCON.
Measurements following 1/13/03 performed by EnviroSolve and R. T. Frankian & Associates.

Footnotes:

(1) Mean Sea Level Datum, measured at top of PVC well casing.
(2) Depth to water measured from top of PVC well casing.

(3) Well inaccessible for measurement.

(4) Detected water is condensation in well, and not groundwater.
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APPENDIX B
Maximum Groundwater Elevation Adjustments for Figure 4

Maximum
Groundwater
Elevation Maximum Groundwater Amount of
Well ID (Adjusted) Elevation (Date Measured)  Adjustment Basis for Adjustment

DW-20: Max = 955.88
Measured 12/9/04 = 948.23
DW-2 994.52 986.87 (12/9/04) 7.65 Difference = 7.65

DW-1: Max =935.40
Measured 7/22/98 =931.41
DW-13 929.45 925.46 (7/22/98) 3.99 Difference = 3.99
DW-17: Max = 1047.46
Measured 1/13/03 = 1043.76
DW-22 RDA 1029.27 1025.57 (10/7/02) 3.70 Difference = 3.70
DW-7: Max = 926.10
Measured 10/17/11 =917.86
Difference = 8.24
DW-12: Max =924.21
Measured 10/17/11 = 918.09
Difference = 6.12
B-5-11 925.18 918 (11/_/11) 7.18 Average difference = 7.18
DW-3: Max = 1015.37
Measured 3/14/89 = 1009.50
E-7 1060.37 1054.5 (3/10/89) 5.87 Difference = 5.87

DW-1: Max =935.40
Measured 3/14/89 =918.70
Difference = 16.70
DW-7: Max =926.10
Measured 3/14/89 =922.40
Difference = 3.70
E-9 938.20 929 (3/13/89) 10.2 Average difference = 10.2
DW-9: Max = 988.37
Measured 1/15/07 = 985.82
G-10 1002.55 1000 (1/25/07) 2.55 Difference = 2.55
DW-8: Max = 1082.27
Measured 7/21/2000 = 1078.06
GP-11 1108.31 1104.1 (7/27/2000) 4.21 Difference = 4.21
DW-8: Max = 1082.27
Measured 12/9/05 = 1080.45
GP-12 1099.62 1097.8 (12/5/2005) 1.82 Difference = 1.82
DW-16: Max = 994.12
Measured 9/16/09 = 993.50
Difference = 0.62
GP-21 n/a 989.97 (9/16/09) n/a <1' difference; no adjustment
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Maximum Groundwater Elevation Adjustments for Figure 4

Maximum
Groundwater
Elevation Maximum Groundwater Amount of
Well ID (Adjusted) Elevation (Date Measured)  Adjustment Basis for Adjustment

DW-14: Max = 1022.69
Measured 9/16/10 = 1021.76
Difference = 0.93
GP-22 n/a 1037.78 (9/16/10) n/a <1' difference; no adjustment
DW-8: Max = 1082.27
Measured 7/21/2000 = 1078.06
GP-A 1116.65 1112.44 (7/29/2000) 4.21 Difference = 4.21
DW-1: Max =935.40
Measured 5/18/91 = 919.12
PZ-1 931.78 915.5 (5/16/91) 16.28 Difference = 16.28

All elevations measured in feet relative to Mean Sea Level.
n/a = not applicable

RTF&A JOB NO. 2002-036-005(R) REPORT DATED 1-20-2012 R.T. Frankian and Associates
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O

Emcon

ABBQCIATES

WELL DETAILS

PROJECT NUMBER _376-01.02 BORING / WELL NO. _DW-8
PROJECT NAME_Chiguita Canyon Landfill Top OF CASING ELEV._T-B.0.

COUNTY Los Angeles GROUND SURFACE ELEV. 1263 ft.
WELL PERMIT NO. DATUM Mean Sea Level

em—1

_____m_____1 Steel protective
_____________\casing (5td.)

EXPLORATORY BORING

a. Total depth 290 fr.
b. Diameter 10
P Drilling method_Reverse Air Rotary
g .
WELL CONSTRUCTION
c. Casing length 290 .
Materia| >chedule 80 PVC
d. Diameter 5 L
—dr— e |h e. Depth to top perforations 259 fr.
f. Perforated length 28.7 ft.
Perforated interval from E.?.?._to 287-7ft_
Perforation type Machine Slotted
Perforation size -0 1nch
A ’J", g. Surface seal 2.5 ft.
T Seal materia| cement/Bentonite
h. Backfill - 246 ft.
Backfill material Cement/Bentonite
i. Seal ' S q
Seal material __bentonite
j j. Gravel pack 35 fr.
Pack material "> Monterey Sand
k. Bottom seal 1.5 fr.
Seal material Natural Materials
[ l. Casing height - 1.5 f
'k m. Protective casing diameter in.
b ) N. Blank casting and end cap 0.8 ft..

PLATE



LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER 75 - 03 oH , BORING NO. W -%

PROJECT NAME  Lliquita Lamvov Land Fuil ‘ PAGE | OF 2

BY £, A M DATE Macen 28, 14684 SURFACE ELEV. [20,(,% ' ki

POCKET |PENETRA- %zn é N LITHO- »
TORVANEIPENETRO-| TION :,"‘}_J:\; - f__‘ GRAPHIC DESCRIPTION
METER | 510w gg; =2 COLUMN
(TSF) (TSF) Foo |2 =17
L — SILTSTONE | yell pwish pray (59 7 :’—) 5t 10%
)0 9 /
L e Mg sand . K /
- 5 J—
- _
— po—
- 10— |
- _ @ 12t grayoh yeliow grem (S 0¢ T[2),
u o —mst| MuoSTONE | q/ayish  yellow gree (S 6y 7/7,) ;
L ] iz Fine M'Jd/' MILACLOUS,
- 20— 820 4205t 15 b 20% fbine sand,
. g |
: : 8 28" daric ﬁ/eea\sk vellow (oY (ﬂ/b).
- 30—
L 15 e e ] . . )
N s SILTSTOVE | gracwh qiay (SGY Gf1) ; (010 5%
- — L__ fne sfwd,- M\ CACLOoUS | .
_ ]8T, MuosTONE, dusty vellaw SV 0[4); trae +5%
L — fing 30’ micacgows .
qD “\[“

REMARES Drilled a 5y diGwme for horehile wify dual| - tube rr:l/*”f&‘“’(r\\
rokta dn“”“’}' e.fm/i‘mt*ﬂ" te 290 Ei&'f) horehole WA Su%;czfiﬁ{c_/ @
rﬁamzz 4o 1D dhavater x Borehole w43 convirted to & 9 U

Mapu{’uflﬂé)/ welh ar sg/%p on el Detalls . ms

\54 SAmaies werd caileckd which wer2
¢ L0 f ‘s [
';zﬁz/a“\/ f:,cf)((_f'_jfvf\'fl'l& of Zach uapp’ ““abl"ulf,PLATE




PROJECT NUMBER $7b - 03,04
PROJECT NAME Chiquita  Canvyon. Lawd Fill
BY £ A, M.DATE Masch 28, 1189

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

BORING NO. D/ -6

PAGE 7.0F &

SURFACE ELEV.}7(,(.3 MSL

POCKET |[PENETRA-(© , ., g | UTHO-
TORVANEPENETRO-| TION |Z=Z| £ | = | GRAPHIC DESCRIPTION
METER | piows |SS2| £ | 2| COLUMN
(TSH | (TSP fy |9 =
Hor o
_ —msT. MUosTone ( contiued).
- HE
L 50____ @50’; {'Q,L‘T olwe 7/4\/ [S‘( S/Z)
- — @ 57 davle 7%‘5‘- Jray S 6y "{{) [5 to 20%
- ' — fme p’./,wel Lﬁ!a:+& Uﬁw‘ah
- 55 —
L vo —| @ 00 b it '+ blacle (v (/0) naut d¢ forls 1y ferbeds,
- S —
: st ] SILTSTOVE dw&y )/c low ( 5Y G/‘f)/ St 0%,
L 70 — fine :Aué vicac dous
L — 674" Areensh black (s GY «/ brualve
L 76— f/m;meutx COMMM
40 ad
REMARKS




s

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER

476 - 0. vH

higuta Lok _,anT[ '(

BORING NO. O/ -5

PROJECT NAME PAGE 3 OF 8
BY E, A .M DATE M avch 1949 SURFACE ELEV.1261.3" MSL
POCKET [PENETRA-| O, , g s | LITHO-
TORVANEPENETRO-| TION |ZE=| £ | 2| GRAPHIC DESCRIPTION
METER | iows |25 2| = | 2| COLUMN
(TSF) {TSF) Y 217
Jo { ‘
- st SILTSTONE CWNJ(Wua—dJ.
" _ sl Medww\ 2 (N 5/@)
L — Q837 light ol 174y (5‘{‘5/ ).
L 55 —
- .__MST.-_ MUDSTONE | 47%ayishy olwe (/0\‘ Lf/‘) fo medivm
B — g/ay (N 5/0>/ trace teo 5“/0 f/wd.
- — Ml(.aCLOHS
- qo......._. /.ﬂ QO \/-&/‘OW\SL\ ﬁ/ﬂky L.SS) 7/Z)
: 45— @45 (0t 5% Fue *o medum 44,
- 100 —
B 105 — - - o/
" —]5LT SILTSTONE | areesvh G974y (5 &Y (a/)/ 5/0
L — Eive sadd 5 b, (0%, Fine j/m«c »}a. fa =
- — A A i, dmuz,f(r) ‘ .
L o — 1@ 0" qrayh yellow queed 50y 7/2).
- [tS — == :
l _lmsT, MUOSTOVE, uedium gray [ 5/0) frag
L —] Sl sand fresh alrs NEL R e Jm,/a
REMARKS




LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER = 7ip-0%. Ot ) BORING NO. O W -2
PROJECT NAME  Zitguira Zympon —amd il PAGER OF &
BY : ..MDATE Aaen -2, 384 SURFACE ELEV. < 5{.3 msL
POCKET [PENETRA-| O o, ,, g s | LTHO-
TORVANE|PENETRO-{ TION SEZ| = = GRAPHIC DESCRIPTION
METER | glows |SS2| = fé' COLUMN
asp | TsH | gy, O a
_. - | MUDSTONE  (contidued),
] — From (234 (SO": dark Greawi$a 74y 56
- ] 4 (1), '
B 30—
L i35 —
o IH —
- 45—
B 150 \{Z 150" rraca hoalvs .’7-’4‘744eu1's.'
poe —— _ / K
- — @ 152"+ qrawvsh  black (56 z/l);m«we,
- Ty B y o SN =
, LT ULTSToME ) gusky yeliow (37 0[4); 3 & (0%
L —] Tk Sandy o rra Luave crmgednts s otnce five
i — ?rqve:\;, damp.
{) l.y—
REMARKS




PROJECT

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

NUMBER

116

-0
PROJECT NAME LUiauira  Lanmvol —sud €1

BORING NO. Dw-§
' PAGES OF 8

BY =/ U.DATE March 78, 1989 SURFACE ELEV. 124 (. 3/ MsL
POCKET [PENETRA-| O, ,, g | LITHO-
TORVANEPENETRO-| TION |5= 2| £ | £| GRAPHIC DESCRIPTION
METER | (Blows/ g§?__ = % COLUMN
(TSh | (TSP gy | C e
160
» —15LT, SILTSTONE [ Low tivued ).
o —] @ (ol " to 200" 25 to 0% Fine Sand.
- 165 —
- 10 —
o 179 ——
o (80 — B 180710 ta ISl fi1ae ﬂ;wﬁf/- local calcite
" —_ cementafion . :
¥ —
HH[E9 gy —]
- 190 —
- s
00
REMARKS




LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER ¢ 76-03. 0%
PROJECT NAME CLUiguita LanygoN  Landfill

BORING NO. DWw -9
PAGE (, OF B

BY F.A M.DATE Much 18, 1989 SURFACE ELEV. 1261.3" MsL
. POCKET |[PENETRA- Quun| E o | UTHO-
TORVANE[PENETRO-| TION |52 | £ | = | GRAPHIC DESCRIPTION
METER (Blows/ géé E 5 COLUMN
sk | (TSR fy o |C |
200 -
n ] %S, SILTY JAUD STONE, 7‘&(/ow;m qray {5y 9/1)' 30 to
L — Yo% fines, Finz o coarse q/u'ued/‘ f%o 0%l
L — Fine, 7/4%{ ( up. to 3/6 i MAX A d.iamhr) ; dﬂMF
- [— to df‘f. i
- 205 —
B s [T SILTSTOVE, yellowish gsay (sy 9/{),’ 1St 20%
_ 210 — cine ﬁau(f/- MIC ac2ous damp, ’
L 25— L
- —4 53, SILTY 34M0sToNE | light resuish g ray (s6Y 8/9/
L —] HO ts A5 fmesi fme Graed; damp o dry’.
- 120 —
o dser.| ] Surstoue pale olwe LloY @/z) Sty |0%
, )
- — tine 54nd ; dAMP to dry.
- 725 —
i _ Bo2d " yellownls quay (56 8[))j 25 ko 30%
F !
- 230-—— M2  Sang .
._. 235’: @7/735,'- S to (0'/0 fine sand,
: : @A$37/'- 20 t025% fine to coare sawnd,
: _ust. [T | muosTone ) lght qry (N 7/0); traz Eine saud ;
140 Av dAMP'
REMARKS '




LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER §76-p3 oM
PROJECT NAME  Zhiguita  Zaryod Lavd fill PAGE T OF 8

BORING NO. b - &

BYE A M DATE Mach 18, 1684 SURFACE ELEV. 26,3/ MsL
POCKET |PENETRA-| © o 1, g o | UTHO-
TORVANEPENETRO| TION |52 2| % | 2| GRAPHIC DESCRIPTION
METER | pone [SS2| £ | 2| COLUMN

(TS| (TSP fy |9 =
_ Tt [ muostonz C Covbined)
B HS — 3 ~ '
i SCA A 216" sale olwe (lpy b/z))- Tt (0% bine
L — to Coarsl Sqdd; dAufJ.
- 150 —
L — ;
N 75§ —, @ 255 to 277+ plwe 974y CgY'S/’L)/' MM e ¢

— (JAMP, o :
- 260 _ 260" 50 il SSurg  INCeRe
- — Cawferred  hard 10035, P ,
- 265 —
- 270 —
- 215 —
YA : @ 2770 10 to (S °h €ine saud ; Mot to uer7
- — Mout .
290 A
REMARKS




PROJECT NUMBER 97b - 03. OH

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

BORING NO. DW - &

PROJECT NAME  Cliquia  Zawyon Landfill

PAGE 8 OF 8

BY £.4, M.DATE March 28, 1989 SURFACE ELEV. (261, 3’ MsL
POCKET [PENETRA-( Q , ,, = lg| umno.
FORVANEPENETRO-| TION |5= 2| £ | £ | GRAPHIC DESCRIPTION
METER | giows |25 2| £ | 3| COLUMN
ash | ash | py | O 217
180~ \
Tust] mupstone ( Coutiumed)
- — 2807t thi leves of €ine- o aebiun -9 aed
— savdstone (3 to G Hhick),
- 285 — 285" medium /4 (N 5/0 10 faisol :
n —] five Sand ; zil.mp Z |1k+|7 dAMP
L 240 | A
- — RBoTTrom of RorNG: L0 FEET,
- — Teermmated  [dole .
L s —

REMARKS
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AssoClAaTaR

WELL DETAILS

PROJECT NUMBER _976-01.02.

BORING /7 WELL NO.

PROJECT NAME_Chigquita Canyon Landfill

TOP OF CASING ELEV.

COUNTY Los Angeles

WELL PERMIT NO.

OW-9
T.8.D.

GROUND SURFACE ELEV. 1223 ft.
DATUM Mean Sea Level

__-—"-’—-—-1 Steel protective
casing (Std.)

4

g
—t ] e h
}oc 77 | T
AT

.':.'_ 3 j

e ,
G, L

. A

b.

EXPLORATORY BORING

280

a. Total depth __ft.
b. Diameter 10 in.
Drilling method Reverse Air Rotary

WELL CONSTRUCTION

c. Casing length 280.5 ft.
Materia] _ >chedule 80 PVC

d. Diameter 5 in..

e. Depth to top perforations 233.8 ft.

f. Perforated length 28.7 4.
Perforated interval fromzf’.g_'ﬁtozw‘s ft.
Perforation type Machine Slotted
Perforation size 0.02 inch. |

g. Surface seal 2 ft. '
Seal material Cement/Bentonite

h. Backfil 220 g
Backfill materialCement/Bentonite A

i. .Seal ________fs t.
Seal material Bentonite

j. Gravel pack ___________52 ft.
Pack material #3 Monterey Sand

k. Bottom seal ! ft.
Seal material Natural Materials

l. Casing height s

m. Protective casing diameter 10 in.

N. Blank casting and end cap 10.5 ft.

PLATE



LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER  §77(;-03, OH BORING NO. pw -9
PROJECT NAME T higuita Cank on Lwd‘(z /} PAGE | OF /
CBYE 4. M.DATE  Mar, 30.1996G SURFACE ELEV. 1220.90"w]
POCKET [PENETRA-( G _, ., = v | UTHO- |
TORVANEJPENETRO-| TION |38 2| 2 | £ | GRAPHIC DESCRIPTION -
METER | giowe |95 S| £ | 2| COLUMN
asm | asH | g, |O 81"
L 48, 6ILT;;’ SANDSTONE, light olwe qay (5Y @,/,)). (5 to
L — .0%, ((mec; fne tomedam g/aned S to (0%
— glavﬂ{ ur_ b | MAGmu dm*\dtt{)} d.J\n-\f?
_ 5 —
- !0 —_—
- | Lg— A : S
L —mst.l _ | MUDSTOME yolve .94y (SYH) D mmssive, v
N ST L [LSILTSTONE, pale  olwe ( 1oy oft); trae ta S fime.
L - | gaud; damp, e
_ 70 ____sLT/ | SILTSTONE 4wd MUOSTONE - Taterbedded.
e o bt | SILTSTOME ¢ gkt Olwe q/ay (S 0/1) - 5t (07|
- — fine  sand; damp . MUOSTOWE " ofwe 1Ay [sy ‘*/l)/'
‘ — . /udufwd’ Erne amimations . o
- :; —
- ‘50 p—
B _lss. [ 7] sicte SawosTone | pale olive {10¥ 6[2) ;5 20 1o
35— | 15 % fines ;- fine bo medinn q7ameg.: |0 to IS%
L | qmugt_CS»)g bo 1" smimusn diamiter) damp.
L — e .@.3(0 . to [0%s [[nér/' 30 to 35% _ﬁfmle(.
‘rlo A[
REMARKS

L)/'IHEA 2 gl/z_ 0.—‘ dlﬁme{'ef boreltole with dfM-(" tube veverit-air- f”““/
(

T " ! Q (&‘f R [jpfehplé w/ Al 514!03&[“8#‘ /fﬂM\QA 1L° 0”.
g;ul (é?é‘;/ Qs,fm {I—.:s Zwi/g wlldeted which were ) ymffe«‘e”rm‘m‘ of each
mefec uvd -

mapsr Litnologic unit . Barehole wIAS converted to'a g1 aAter uoyi’rarw-r




PROJECT NUMBER  §7(4 -03.04% ~
PROJECT NAME  {huiquita,  Canyon Lavd till
BY E.A.MDATE March 30, 1989

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

BORING NO. pw -9
PAGE 2 OF 7]
SURFACE ELEV. [2722. 90 ms]

, POCKET [PENETRA-| O ., g w | UTHO-
TORVANEPENETRO-| TION |5E 2| = | £ | GRAPHIC DESCRIPTION
METER | glows |25 2| £ % COLUMN
(TSF) (TSF) 19 = _
40
B 7 _1ss. _XL_ SILTY SANOSTONE (aou’r.umed),
_ — SILTSTONE aud MUDSTONE - T Wterhsdded,
- — SILTSTOVE * light owe brown (Y S[0)f traa bSOy
L . fine savd ., MUDSTONE hﬁk{' olve Grogm [5'(5/&);
L S yp— MAS}\J@,‘ hard .
B so—sur | ] SILTSTONE pale olwe Lioy o(a),' 5 to (0%
- — fine Sadd) damy,
- L - @54 % ST soulmente .
L 5¢ — : o
e — é&_
- 45 —1
L 70 — —— ] ' .
_ —MsT.| MUDsToNE ) quayish olie ((0Y H‘/z) ; fie [amwriond
L —_ (0&0“7 hard avd b/»ﬁlé,‘ dAv\'a. ;
- N 75’ — -
8o A
REMARKS




LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER 579 03,0 BORING NO. Dw -9
PROJECT NAME L higuita vaw Lawd il | PAGE 3 OF 7
BY F.A. M. DATE Murch 30, 9424 ‘ SURFACE ELEV. 1220-40 ns
POCKET |PENETRA-| O o, , g © | LITHO-
TORVANE[PENETRO-| TION Dﬁg = g GRAPHIC DESCRIPTION
METER | aioe ggg ):_: 2| COLUMN :
(TSP) (TSF) o | g7
50 A
_ —mst| | MuUosTONE (Cowtinued),
- s/ T T 7] SAUDSTONE and SILTSTORE - T nte bedded.
B 47 SANOSTOVE : graych elow siew (56Y 7(2).
- 75— 5 to 257 élnes flue fo medium 1/mimgd
_ — [0 to (S20 fine wgi damp.  SILTSTOVE :
_ — likt olwe hrawn (SYS[0) S +0 (0% fine sand;
- d dAM()
- 40 i
- $<
- (0o —
i :5L}/— T SILTSTOVE aud MupsTonwe - T ule
- — %, . SILTsToNE s dwsky yellow (S5Y G[H); Jrfw_ bin
. 05 — | 4and; damp . MUDSToPE @ 474ych olme. wy 4 ;
L — 1ud|>1'mc+ GHL Amubhou.r dwp to mpist,
~ [1p — _
o - @ HZ' " mediim dark /4y (N H/a) .
- - HS —|
120 4
REMARKS




PROJECT

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

476- 03. 04

NUMBER

PROJECT NAME ﬁlﬂlﬁwﬁ, ﬁxwyou Lwa’x[} H
BY £.4, M, DATE

March 30, 1989

BORING NO. p /-9
PAGE 4 OF 7
SURFACE ELEV. 1220.90 M

POCKET |PENETRA-| S o, ,, E v | UTHO-
TORVANE[PENETRO-| TION |5% | = | £ | GRAPHIC DESCRIPTION
METER | (5iows/ gg; % ; COLUMN :
(TSP (TSP o Y o
{20 1/ . (
- _sty SILTSTONE avd MUPSTONE - T wierhedded mvfzuqzi).
B = msT,
- (25 —
- [30 —
_ 13§ — @ (3G +5 1287 dark yé({a‘msh arawme (10YR &/b)
- (4O —
- _les. [T 5Ty TANOSTONE | g/ayuh yellow grear (f6¥_7/2);
5 s — 30 to 354 (e)ex; fine  to Coarie gramed; 5 to 0%
L | _ fing qrAve\./‘ damyg o moist. i =
L ] 5T, SILTSTONE | light olwe browd (5Y 5/&),’ Fraz
- — \Cll\(; ‘MVd) d-AMP to moist,
- 150 —
- IS —
_ —
Q0 -
REMARKS




LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER  §7(,- p3. o4 BORING NO. Pw-§
PROJECT NAME  Chigurta  Camon Lavd £i| , PAGE 5 OF 7/
BYE.A. M DATE Maccw 30, 600 SURFACE ELEV. 1220.90 us
POCKET |PENETRA-[Q _, g @ | uTHO- : ,
TORVANEPENETRO-| TION |S 2| £ | £ | GRAPHIC DESCRIPTION
METER (Blows/ 8§§ % g COLUMN A
(TSP (TSP ry |9 217
- 1% T - :
_ _,%/ SILTSTONE awd  MudsTowe -Twberkedded,
_ il SILTSTONE & dusk yellow (Sy6|4); traz fae
— Sad j damp . MUDSTOME @ g74ayith " olive (DY ‘-{/Z/‘
L — udirtineT (J,\e,'fﬂm»w’r,‘pur; CZ«MP fo moict,
- 165
B 5. T LONGLOMERATIC SANDsTONE ) [ight cywhﬂ«qmy
_ (70— (Soy 8 l)/' 15 +s 207 fines, e to coane
n —] qramed [ "30 1o 39 o gsavel (r»)a Foo 17 sasisum
L —_ I dcomei'ef)) ciAM"{). _
L — SLT, S(L.TSTOUE) yo/\la olwe ZID‘{ 7 ’L)/' teace fing
o o . saNd; fracz fing qravel ; damp 35 moist..
- 75—
oL 1/ T SILTSTONE  awd MupsTONE - Twkerkedded,
- 80— w1 | SILTSTONE < hgst olwe gray (SYS[z); trae fine
» SO R DU B 514*3,' damy tp mpist, MUDSTONE: olive 474y
» — 2% 3(7—),’ MASIVE - d‘\‘«’o bo wmogst,
/ T
- |55’___..
- 14 O——
: e85/ |7 7| SANDSToNE add SITSTONE.- Tuferbedded.
_ » AL . SANDSTONE @ gkt grezvishh gray {5y 8/1),
L — e S h}o °f (ineS/' fie to coarse ,;rmed/'m{a
n — o e [5% fipe qreel d-«?o, SILTSTON E * gqraanish gray
- L — . (56 obll /'foa (5% Eine SMd,‘Mol'H’.
100 4
REMARKS

&

gmeon

ASSOCIATES

PLATE




PROJECT NUMBER
PROJECT NAME
BY £.A.M. DATE

996-03. 0%
Hlim{'a

March 30, Hﬁq

Z,rw\m)-/ L 4-\)&‘(1 ”

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

BORING NO. pw - G
PAGEp OF 7/
SURFACE ELEV. 1720.G0 msc

POCKET [PENETRA-| © o, ,, t“z' o | UTHO- »
TORVANE[PENETRO-| TION |5 2| = | £ | GRAPHIC DESCRIPTION
METER | glows) |25 2| = | 3| COLUMN
(TSH | (TSP | © @ | a
200 7 J\
B s, FANDSTOVE  awd SILTSTONE ~Tutebedded (cotuned):
B _ LA
- Zo;.__
B 210 —
- - is
. b e —|MST, MMMTOU& NISh g [5(7‘f G IJ to. olwe
L black Cﬁ‘f Z 5‘ Jffacﬂf fma S‘WJ MASSIE modgnate
L — hard Ness damy ,
_ - (22L3": veey hard | brifle.,
- 75— .
| 730 —|
— - ’Lzs’ —
0 A
REMARKS:




PROJECT NUMBER
PROJECT NAME Lb\\qm\ Cwou Lavdbill

576-03.

i

o

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING
o

BORING NO. Dw-94
PAGE ] OF 7

BY E. A.m_DATE  Mazch 30, 1984 SURFACE ELEV. 1720.90 'ms,_
POCKET |PENETRA- 9 g 2| uTHO-
[FORVANE[PENETRO-| TION |5& 2| = | £ | GRAPHIC DESCRIPTION
METER | giows |2S2| £ | 2| COLUMN
G G| v
(TSH | (TSP F) 2
140~ A -
B | msT, MUosToNE  (contivaed ).
- Zl_f,s‘.___.
- 150 —
T T T BT it st gy (Y 0])) bere 2 S
. . I i 27V mml; trace- fime 9vcavel ( up (p__’/s"
_ S S S R e e M AR M AL dlar«d’é’_r . . [
o e — - E—
L s, SILTY. SANDSTONE | [(sht oliue ar4y (SY 6)):
. ) 1 Y /
e . — | 10 te 0% f:nc:; Cfine 7./4“.'&;{ ; trace. to S%
L U . fime g/ael ; moirt, ..
- LY —
- 7;70 — A 270" S te 0% (h\&s/‘ five to medim "ledj»
L. —_ Sto (D% fwe qwel.
L 1@ 275" 20 £25 % bunes; fine qraned...
; L R - -BOT‘IAO‘M of Boeiveg:. 280 FEéTo _
180 Termated Hole,
REMARKS




For use

PROJECT NUMBER _276-04.02

/ELL DETAILS

BORING / WELL NO. OW-12

Chiguita Canyon

TOP OF CASING ELEV. 1025

PROJECT NAME
COUNTY

Los Anaeles

GROUND SURFACE FLEV. 1022

185858

saaoOCIATAR

WELL PERMIT NO.

DATUM _Mean Sea Level

Steel protective
casing (Std.)

,,,,.,,__"ﬂ_.ﬂ

IREEABRREARRRARARRR RN
NN ..

—‘L_——_’/ ______:l:(
]

ith report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01

EXPLORATORY BORING

a. Total depth 135.4 fr.

b. Diameter 7 in.
Drilling method_Air Rotary

WELL CONSTRUCTION

c. Casing length 136 fe.

Material Schedule 40 PVC
d. Diameter 4 in.
e. Depth to top perforations 95 ft.
f. Perforated length 30 ft.

Perforated interval from 95 40125 fr.
Perforation type_machine-slot
Perforation size__0:020 inch

g. Surface seal . 2 fr.
Seal material concrete

h. Backfill 78 .
Backfill mate,mcement/bentonite grout

i. Seal 8.5 ¢
Seal material __bentonite

j. Gravel pack 46.5 ¢
Pack material /3 Lonestar sand

k. Bottom seal 0.4 .
Seal material Native material

l. Casing height 3 ft.

m. Protective casing diameter 12 i




PROJECT NUMBER
PROJECT NAME
BY Scott Samkey

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

976-04.02
Chiquita Camyon Landfill PAGE

DATE 2/6/91

BORING NO.

SURFACE ELEV.

DW-12
1OF7
~1023 fi.

PID

(pp=)

GROUND
WATER
LEUELS
P

TH

DE
IN FT

SAMPLES

LITHO-

CormRE

GRARPHICY

DESCRIPTION

DETZ

1.6

1.1

1.3

]
W

Ll

|
|
=

| IZ.lHH'I”I_“l | L1

ERNRAREN= NN

SILTY SAND (SM), dark grayish brown
(I0YR,4/2): 30% non-plastic fines: 30% fine
sand. 20% medium sand, 10% coarse sand: 10%
fige gravel: no odor.

@ 10 feet: brown (10YR.5/3); 35% non-plastic fines:
30% fipe sand, 20% medium sand. 5% coarse
sand: 10% fine gravel.

@ 15 feet: same as above.

o T30

.1.Iu.nh|.mu.:‘lu,l.ln.uln.nha.mn.uhI.hlu.nlu.hlu.nlu.nm.mn.mu.nm.m.l,nm,|.|.|‘;.l.|,|.l.|,‘....,m,|'|,.,.,.,1.,l,,|,M,|,,',,r,.',,],,lm,h,,.,,lh.,m,m',,,,.th;,,‘l,hm,b s s 0 4

[T I T T TR TR L Y N R R

20

RBEMARKS

Borshots drilled w0 §35.4 fest wsing air-rotery drilling equipmenz. A 135-foot groand-wesr monicring woll, perforesd

from 95.03
QAR

fmmeyiam&M.P[DcaﬁMdaﬂyw 100 ppm ashutylons,

For lssemated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01

|



LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING
PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02 BORING NO. DW-12 "‘
PROJECT NAME Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE 20F7
BY Scott Senkey DATE  2/6/91 SURFACE ELEV. ~1623 ft.
P Qg ® l . l "1 LrzRo- WEL
Qx4 T, uw
:ll.l I-u_ - JCRAREICY DESCRIRTION DETR
grtjatia
gl | Uz | OO
(pp=d o= _ "la -—
13 i 11T @ 20 feet: 40% oon-plastic fires; 40% fine sand, E._:—'
i M 10% medium seed, 5% coarse sand: 5% fine =
B ! gravel. =]
IR | | | 5
1.5 B I @ 25 feet: 35% non-plastic fines: 30% fine sand. =
B R E 15% medium sand, 5% coarse sand: 15% fine -'.E";
B ] gravel. =
- 3| 18
E || . ERE
1.1 s i @ 30 feet: 45% non-plastic fines; 40% fine sand, = E
i 1t 10% medium ssnd, 5% coarse sand. ERE
~ 35 .
1.0 i | SANDY SILT (ML), brown (10YR.5/3): 55%
i non-plastic fines: 25% fine sand. 5% mediom
i | sand. 5% coarse sand: 10% fine gravel. no odor.
40 '
REMARKS
Yated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01

For Us&*




[ LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02 BORING NO. DW-12
PROJECT NAME Chigqmita Canyon Landfiil PAGE 3OF7
BY Scott Samkey DATE 2/6/91 SURFACE ELEV. ~1023 .

{ "
LITHO- WE
GRAPRIC] DESCRIPTION DET:
COLEEs

PID

GROUND
UARTER
LEVELS
P

F
SAMPLES

@ 40 feer: 55% non-plastic fines; 25% fine sand,
10% medium sand, 5% coarse sand: 5% fice

gravel.

1.2

1 @ 40 to 45 feet: driller notes decresse in drilling !

e e e am e am e em e e e wm e e M ar we e e e e e o e e e e e e

I
IS
by

Ll ANENESENENEN

D

ANDSTONE (SSF), dark yellowish brown
(lOYR 4/2); 40% non-plastic fives: 45% fine
sand, 10% medium sand, 5% coarse sand: 00
odor.

1.5

|
wa
=]

1.6 @ 50 feet: trace fine gravel.

1.3 ~ 33 MUDSTONE (MDST), light olive gray (5Y. 5/72);

60% non-plastic fines: 23% fine sand. 10%
medium sand. 5% coasse sand: no cdor.

]

Ll

-.hfu,hl|l.hhl,nhl,ulnl.hhl.hhl.hl|l.ulu.l||||.l|hl.hhI.Ilh|.||hl.lnhl.hhl.h|u,hhl.hhi.hm,hhllhhl.hhI.hm,nlu,hlulhl.m.lu‘|.|.|,|;l.|,|.m,ni.],hhm.l.l,hl.|,|.|.|,;.l.hhl.m,lu,hl.|,|.I|1,|. |

T T T T

60

REMARKS
Borehota drilled to 135.4 feet using air-rotery drilling equipment. A 133-foxt grovnd-weter monitoning well, porferesd

For usé wHHh fepmgated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



For use

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECTNUMBER  976-04.02 BORINGNO.  DW-12
PROJECT NAME Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE 40OF7
BY  Scott Samkey DATE 26/91 SURFACE ELEV. ~1023 ft.
e ; Qm“”r'lﬂt‘mw =
‘ Suig | FI | J jorassIc] DESCRIFTION DET.
3r¥lakla
& g i gz E COLCREN
(pp=) G31|95 &
16 i : SANDSTORNE (SSF), light olive gray (5Y, 5/2); =
i | 40% noa-plastic fines: 45% fine sand, 10% =
i | medium sand. 5% coarse sand: no odor. 5
i ] @ 61 feet: driiler notes gravel-sized cuttings begin =
| to appear. =
65 . =
1.4 i i3 @ 65 feet: 30% non-plastic fines: 25% fine sand. =
B ] 15% medium sand, 20% coarse sand: 10% fize E
i 1 gravel: subangular to subrounded: no odor. =
i 1 @ 66 to 68 feet: rig chatter. e
12 1 @ 70 feet: 30% non-plastic fines: 25% fine sand. B
1 1 20% medivm sand; 20% coarse sand: 5% fne =
i T gravel, ER
- 75— . . =
2.0 i Rl @ 75 feet: 20% non-plastic fines, 10% grayish =l
K . brown (2.5Y.5/2), medium-plasticity fines: 30% =N
B ] fize sand. 20% mediwm sand, 20% coarse sand :;:_"_ =
80 B &

REMARKS
Borshole drilled (o 1354 fet using air-rotery drilling equipment. A 133-foot grosnd-weter monitcring well, perforstsd

. Q@ 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



For

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02 BORING NO. DW-12
PROJECT NAME Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE 50OF7
BY Scout Samkey DATE 2/6/91 SURFACE ELEV. ~§023 fi.
o camlr.lu"} LITRO- WEL
zmé Fl | 3 jerararcs DESCRIFPEION oET?
iR ] p—
(ppa) §34|ofig
2.0 _J_ o @ 80 feer: 40% non-plastic fines: 30% fine sand,
I 20% medium sand, 10% coarse sand.
N B = R
1=
29 - 8 MUDSTONE (MDST), light olive gray (5Y. 5/2);
6% non-plastic fines: 25% fine sand, 10%
medium sand, 5% coarse sapd. no odor.
— 90
0.9 | @ 90 feex: same as above.
93 —_— L
1.8 | == @ 95 feet: same as above. -
@ 98 to 105 feex: driller stops adding water to §
hole. =
100 =

EM

REMARKS

Bosskols drilied to 1334 fet ening air-rotery drilling equipmens. A 135-foct groand.weter meenitoing well, parforsesd
from 95.03 to 124,54 fect, wea sabeoguontly instaliod. PID calibrased daily to 100 ppen imcbwsytons.

QARC:

4

LsARRPCERTRBdated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



For use

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02 BORING NO. DW-12
PROJECT NAME Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE 60F7
BY Scett Sankey DATE 26/91 SURFACE ELEV. ~1023 ft.
P Qg | .- | B} rrTHO- e
Zuig | F[ | J lerawmzcy DESCRIRFION DET:
E’E% i | £ | conmes
3WiaZla
(ppa i B ! o
2.9 i ] =
B @ 102 feer: 65% non-plastic fines: 25% fine sand, =
i 10% medium sacd. §
I =
B @ 103.9 feet: static ground-water level, measured on -
__ 105 2/4/91. =
1.2 i @ 105 feet: 60% non-plastic fines; 30% fine sand, —
i 10% medium sand: cannot lift cuttings with air, =
B driller adds water. —
11 - MO} . | SANDSTONE (SSF), light olive gray (5Y. 5/2); =
B I e 35% non-plastic fines; 55% fize sand, 10% =
i = medium sand, no odor. -__:__'
- — ’ =
= B e I =
i 1= E
438 - s MUDSTONE (MDST), light olive gray (5Y. 5/2); 5
B 65% non-plastic fines: 30% fine sand. 5% =
i medium sand, no odor. =
[ E
N =
=
i =
- E
=i 20

REMARKS

Borehols drilled to 135.4 feet weing air-rotary drilling equipmenc. A 133-foot ground-weter monitoring well, perforated
4 feez, wos exbseguenly instailed. PID calibretsd daily to 100 ppm icbatylons..

from 95.03
QARC:



LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECTNUMBER  976-04.02 BORINGNO. DW-12
PROJECT NAME Chiquite Canyon Landfill PAGE 70OF7
BY Scott Ssnkey DATE = 26/91 SURFACEELEV.  ~1023ft.
P ggw | .- | O}vizHo- wEl
Sug | Pl | J |eeraic DESCRIFPTION DET!
o - ) [+ N o coLmet
eS| gz |5
(pp=) g=dy e i o
33 = | @ 120 feet: 55% nou-plastic fines; 20% fine sand, =
i 10% medium sand, 5% coarse sand; 10% fine =
i gravel, driller says air stream is cooler; firse =
: encountered water during drilling. —
36 - 1B @ 125 feet: 60% noo-plastic fines: 25% fine sand,
i 10% medium sand. 5% coarse sand.
4.8 :' 120 @ 130 feet: same as above. ;
R |
- |
1.3 - P TE== @ 135 feer: 60% non-plastic fines: 25% fine sand, L5-
B ] 10% medium sand, trace coarse sand. 5% fine
5 ] gravel.
B ] BOTTOM OF BORING: 135.5 FEET.
- | BORFHOLE TERMINATED.
140

For usé

EM(
w186

REMARKS

QAR
_ /

T dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01

Borahola drilted 1o 135.4 fest using eir-rotery drilling equipment. A 135-foo: ground-weizr moniioning woll, perforesed
from 93.03 o 124.64 foce, wea esbeeguensly instailed. PID calibressd daily to 100 ppm issbatylens.



PROJECT NUMBER _3276-04.02

'ELL DETAILS

BORING / WELL NO. Du-J13

PROJECT NAME lajdlaw

TOP OF CASING ELEV. 93 21

COUNTY __Chiquita Canyon

GROUND SURFACE ELEV. 9A0.31

EMCON \
eoocrares WELL PERMIT NO. _4/A

DATUM _mean _sea level

INSTALLATION DATE. ']1-29-a1

For use

,,,_E___s_i Steel protective
casing (Std.)

g ——— £
|
‘ N
-?
s . ¥ v.f i
d fo— e |h36
0t 777 W7/ i 3
f - 3
4 j 4A!
: =
SN
RN 777//7/7 g
. b

with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01

EXPLORATORY BORING

a.

b.

Total depth 93 _ft.

Diameter 10 _in.
Drilling method___Direct Air Rotary

WELL CONSTRUCTION

C.

Casing length 91 ft.
Material Sch 40 PYC,

Diameter —4__in.
Depth to top perforations  __34 ft.
Perforated length 30 _fe.

Perforated interval from _54 to 84 ft.
Perforation type Marhine Slot

Perforation size 0.020 in.
Surface seal 3 fr
Seal material Concrete
Backfill 36 ft.
Backfill material Enviro Plug
Seal 3 fe.
Seal material Bentonite Pellets
Gravel pack 44 ¢,
Pack material £3 Monterey Sand
Bottom seal 1 ft

. Native
Seal material

Casing height —3.2_ft.
Protective casing diameter __12__in.




LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER Y76.04.02 BORING NO. DW-13
PROJECT NAME LAIDLAW WASTE SYSTEMS PAGE 10OFS
3Y JOHNPAVLIK DATE 11/29/90 SURFACE ELEV. ~4963.00 ft.
: 1,
: Qn @ | — « LITIO- - WELL
%@d E{ { 4 lernentc 1ZSCRIPTION DETALL
' 02 | g i Efcocom
| 631|951 g
|
1 - pu—
| B = .
] i — SAND (SW), light yellow brown (10YR 6/4); 20%
! i ] finc sand.  60% medium sand. 10-15% coarsc
! B ] sand (subangular (o subrounded grains): 3%
; B ] eravel (rounded quanz and  rock fragments);
B s_——] 0% quanz: 50% light mincrals: 10%  dark
R — mincrals: dry.
B ] @ 5 feet: 10% finc sand. 75% mcdium sand, 10%
B ] coarsc sand: < 5% gravel.
- —~ !';’;
- = L
- 10—4 . - R
B — @ 10 feet: trace of silt: 60% fine sand. 15% L
i | medium sand. 15% coarse sand; 10% gravel. %
% i
] ] n
B ] (RIG CHATTERS BETWEEN 10 FEET AND 12 /% :
— — v
] FEET). //é
L ] %
L 5s— %
— %
) _ .
i /
i ] %
- — R
i ] 7 %ﬁ
L — 7 %
20 — R

REMARKS .
Well DW-13 drilled by Datum Exploraton of Long Beach CA. using a direct air rotary method and an AMCA
Speedstar 30K rig. Well matenals were supplied by Sinclair Well Products, Venwra CA. Well casing: 4"-outside
diamezer, 40 PVC pipe, 0.027-slotted was used.

bl dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01

For JS%



[ | LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER 976.04.02 BORING NO. DW-13
PROJECT NAME LAIDLAW WASTE SYSTEMS PAGE 0F5
3Y JOHNPAVLIK DATE 11/29/90 SURFACE ELEV. ~963.00 ft.

I

TZSCRIPTICN DETAIL

DEPTH
IN FT.

SAMPLES

GROUND
WATER
LEVELS

"SANDSTONE (SS): ycllowish gray (5Y 7/2); cutuings
are  f{inc-gramncd with tracc amounts of
silt-sized gramns.  well cemented, dry.

(AT 20 FEET: DRILLING SLOWER. ROCK IS
APPARENTLY WELL CEMENTED.)

R

N —_T
\ RN R

NERE AR

(BETWEEN 20 FEET AND 45 FEET, MISTING IS
USED TO COUNTERACT  SLOUGHING).

%
7

1
|
/;
/'f
.
|
%

E

@ 30 fect: dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/2); 20%
fine sand, 70% mcdium sand: 10% gravel
(roundcd  guartz).

(BETWEEN 30 FEET AND 40 FEET. DRILLING
MUCH EASIER THAN  INTERVAL 20
FEET TO 22 FEET).

N

REMARKS

Well DW-13 drilled by Datum Exploration of Long Besch,CA. using a direct air rowary method and an AMCA
Speedstar 30K rig. Well materials were supplied by Sinclair Well Products, Ventura, CA. Well casing: 4".outside
diamezer, 40 PVC pipe, 0.02"-sloucd was uscd.

For USEM

EABY dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER Y76.04.02 BORING NO. DW-13
PROJECT NAME LAIDLAW WASTE SYSTEMS PAGE 30OF5
BY JOHNPAVLIK DATE 11/29/90 SURFACE ELEV. ~963.00 ft.
% Qp® ‘ . ! NYrn:tio- WELL
i Zug E’u‘_ ‘ Yraentc SESCRIPTION DETAIL
. 0"‘ =) o | @ .
| BT |z | 5| o
| a= 4 g
' i B | @ 40 feet 90% medium-graincd: 10% matics and %
| biotitc. %
1 t et ////
| 7.
; = — |
| B ] L
. —] L
7
— 45—
B MUDSTONE (MDST), dark ycllowish brown ¢ 10YR
B 4/2); cuttings  are sandy with 50% fincs
B (clay/silt).
113000
» ¥ ' .
B - (AT 45 FEET TO 50 FEET: STOPPED MISTING:
B USING ONLY DIRECT  AIR).
- 50 '
3 — SANDSTONE (SS), dark ycliowish brown (10YR
R 1 4/2); very  (inc-graincd; poorly ccmented.
; - -
— 55 — it

REMARKS

diameter, 40 PVC pipe, 0.02"-slotted was used.

For us

L GRAEOMiated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01

Well DW-13 dri.llcd by Datum Exploration of Long Beach,CA. using a dircct air rotary methed and an AMCA
Speedstar 30K rig. Well materials were supplied by Sinclair Well Products, Ventura CA. Well casing: 4"-outside




LOG OF EXPLORATQORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER 976.04.02 BORING NO. DW-13
PROJECT NAME LAIDLAW WASTE SYSTEMS A PAGE 40OF5
BY JOHNPAVLIK DATE 11/29/90 SURFACE ELEV. ~963.00 ft.

‘ Qg | .- I 0 1viTiio- WELL
%gﬁ E"u: ; GRAPHIC SESCRIPTION DETALL
§§§ uoxa g COLUMN

B MUDSTONE (MDST), dusky yellowish brown Nk
B (10YR 2/2);  cuutings arc coarsc-grained to =
i gravel-sized, plastic. B

i :
- =3
- g
i =
- 65 =
= 5=
- :g—}_ .
- 70 g
L T :
117290 =)
v . L_';
n @ 72 fect: moist. g
- 75

80

For use®RA

REMARKS

diameter, 40 PVC pipe, 0.02"-slouted was used.

BpdR tated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01

Well DW-13 drilled by Datum Exploraticn of Long Besch,CA. using a direct air rotary methed and an AMCA
Speedstar 30K rig. Well matenals were supplied by Sinclair Well Products, Ventura,CA. Well casing: 4"-outside




LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER 976.04.02 BORING NO. DW-13
PROJECT NAME LAIDLAW WASTE SYSTEMS PAGE SOF5
BY JOHNPAVLIK DATE 11/29/90 SURFACE ELEV. ~963.00 ft.
I ‘ [0 WNELL
Qp 0 ol LITiO~ L
%ﬁd EE‘_ ; GRABH IC SESCRIPTICN DETAIL
%g% 35 £ coom
]
i i = @ 80 fect: Interbedded SANDSTONE/MUDSTONE. B
! i ] dusky ycilowish  brown (10YR 2/2). Deeply- . 3
! i ] weathered-iron saining on  surfaces of rock 3
| i 1 {ragments. g
— - o
: - — e
| L — e
i B =)
l -
— 85 —- , .
i 1 @ 85 feet: dark ycllowish brown (10YR 4/2).
B %0 MUDSTONE (MDST), dark ycllowish brown (10YR
B 4/2); cutungs  mainly clay/silt material. N
- ] BOTTOM OF BORING: 93 FEET.
i ] BOREHOLE TERMINATED.
- 9§ —1
100

REMARKS . ’

Well DW-13 drilled by Datum Exploraticn of Long Beach,CA. using a direct air rotary method and an AMCA
Speedstar 30K rig. Well matenals were supplied by Sinclair Well Producis, Venrura,CA. Well casing: 4" -cutside
diameter, 40 PVC pipe, 0.02"-slotted was used.




£Mcon

PROJECT NUMBER 20976-001.041

ELL CONSTRUCTIC

DETAIL

BORING / WELL NO._

PROJECT NAME:__Chiguita Canyon Landfill

LOCATION:  Los Angeles County, CA

DW-14
TOP OF CASING ELEV. ~1233
GROUND SURFACE ELEV.__~1230

WELL PERMIT NO. pending

DATUM,___Mean Sea I evel

DRILLER: __Water Development Corp.

INSTALLATION DATE N/A

10C (Topofcasing  EXPLORATORY BORING
|0 ]— | ' a. Total depth 302 1.
(S:S;Zier:gzgt&?;we b. Diameter — 10 in
Dnllmg method Air rotary
. Total casing length _2815 1t
Material Schedule 80 PVC
Diameter ID_38 _in. OD _43 _ in.
Depth to top perforations 235 .
Perforated length —40__ .
€ - d = h Perforated interval from—233_to_275 it
Perforation type__machine-slotted
Perforation size_0:02 inch
. Surface seal L5
j Seal interval from 0 to_ 13
a ¢ i Material _Concrete
! 1 BackfilVAnnular Seal 1985
A N A Backfill interval from 15 to 200 .
7] Material _Bentounite prout
A Seal 8 ft.
K - Seal interval from 200 1o 208 fi.
2 - Material __Beéntonite chips
S f - Transition backfill Bt
: _ k BacKiill interval from 208 to_233 _ ft.
o e Material __Native slough
g - Fiter pack 54 1.
%_ ] Filter pack interval from 233 1o 287 g
é‘ : ] Material Lonestar #2/12 sand
2 V . . Bottom seal/fil L g
LS“ % Sealfill interval from 287 1032 g
G;j V Material Bentonite chips/native slough
8 % ¢ | m. Casing stickup LS
2 b ‘T— . Protective casing diameter 8
e 1o by: D Koning/M. Kuncir
Checked By: Date: )

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01




PROJECT NUMB
PROJECT NAME
BY: Don Koning

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PID PENETRA~-
READING TION
\ppm} | [Dlows/6")

ER: 20876-001.04! WELL NO.: DW-14
: Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE: 10of 8
DATE: 4/23/98 SURFACE ELEVATION: 1233t MSL
GROUND|DEPTH @
RECOVERY = WELL
WATER| IN % DESCRIPTION OETAIL
72}

(/1) | EveLs| FEET

LITHUGRAPHIC
COLUMN

ARTIFLICIAL FILL (Af): 0 TO 3 FEET
- SILTY SAND TO SAND (SM-SP): Zzie .zucw 1.5
2w ew plasucity hines; 30% tine zana: J5% mecwm
“ind; J5% coarse sand: 0% fine TT3ven T.CEngulern
~moderately weatnerea, cry.

SAUGUS FORMATIGON (@s): 3 TO 302 FEET

MUDSTONE: tignt onve prown (57 5/8) 5
s.asucity nnes: <0% fine s5and; <2 0 £5%
-aturn s gravel-<sized muastone i3sts.

0% mecum
S oIutungs

- SILTSTONE: light chive (10Y E/4): 35 to Q0% .non- i)

\

L . E ] (ow- piasticity nnes; 10 to 15% fine sand; aamp 2
B i R moist.
0.0 - . m ]
— 20— . T 00 s G0% non-nlastic tines; 0% fine sand.
- 3 25 ft.: SILTSTONE: moderate ciive brown (5Y 4/4);
L Y‘D % indurated fragments.
L L MUDSTONE: pale olive (10Y 6/2); 100%
| medium-plasticity fines; trace fine sand; moderately
‘ndurated:; drv.
0.5 —
r I CLAYEY SANOSTONE: dusky vellow (5Y 6/4):15%
- non-plastic tines; 35% clay balls; 45% fine sand: 5%
L medium sand.
L . MUDSTONE.
0.0 - -
4011
REMARKS
Boring drilled using air rotary methods with a Oresser T70H drilling rig. Boring diameter 10.75 inches to 38.7 feet
bgs and 10.5 inches from 38 feet bgs to 302 feet bgs. 0rill cuttings were collected at approximatety 10-foot
depth intervals except where shown othervise. A Munsell soil color chart was used to describe soil colors and a
GSA rock color chart was utilized for bedrock color descriptions. The boring was converted to a 4.0-inch
EMCON diameter, Schedule 80 PVC monitoring well. Refer to Well Details for construction information.

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01




LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER: 20976-001.041 WELL NO.: DH-14
PROJECT NAME: Chiguita Canyon Landfill PAGE: 2 0f 8
3Y: Don Koning DATE: 4/23/98 SURFACE ELEVATION: 1233: MSL
g
PID  |PENETRA- srouno|pePTH| & é‘%
reaoine | Tion  |RECOVERY waTER| IN | &3 DESCRIPTION JELL
{ppm) | (blows/6") LEVELS|FEET| X | 2B
z

MUDSTONE: =.3av venow (5Y 674 i5% * =2 z3nc]

nGreies 1T

"] U SILTSTONE: ~~aerate olive prown Y SR e

SIR-Da Ll T TES

L _N L CLAYSTONE: '.ant olive gray (EY 3/2):'QC%
- ' i IT o asuc.a Tnes andurated.
L _® 1 = SANDY MUDSTONE: dusky yellow 57 574i: 75 10 60%

........ medwm- plastucity fines; 20 to 25% fine s2na; weakly
.ndurated; dry.

whicn returns as hard “mud balls™; 8% silt: 28% fine

-5nG; S0% medium sand; dry.

MUOSTONE: moderate yellowish prown {127 £
10% medwm-clasticity fines: 10 to 5% f.re sand.

L SANDY CLAYSTONE: moderate vellowish brown (10YR
Z.21 75 tp A0% megwm~ tn man-oigsuctty fnes; 12 to

I~ 704 JB% Hine sand: .ndurated; damp.
~ ] SILTSTONE: meawm gray (N5).
B 7 .7 - SANDSTONE: yelowish gray (57 720 2% non-piastc
o A S tines; 907% fine sana; subangular: Jamp.
80—

EMCON

\,

REMARKS

Boring drilled using air rotary methods with a Dresser T7OW drilling rig. Boring diameter 10.75 inches to 38.7 feet
bgs and 10.5 inches from 38 feet bgs to 302 feet bgs. Orill cuttings were collected at approximately 10-foot
depth intervals except where shown otherwise. A Munsell soil color chart was used to describe soil colors and a
GSA rock color chart was utilized for bedrock color descriptions. The boring was converted to a 4.0-inch
diameter, Scheduie 80 PVC monitoring well. Refer to Well Details for construction information.

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01
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LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING
PROJECT NUMBER: 20978~001.041 WELL NO.: DH-14
PROJECT NAME: Chiquita Canyon Landtili PAGE: 3 0f 8
8Y: Don Koning DATE: 4/23/98 SURFACE ELEVATION: 1233t MSL
=
PID  |PENETRA sRouND|DEPTH| i 2z
- < X .
ReAOING | TIon  [RECONVERYIyater| N | 53 DESCRIPTION . eI
(opm) | (blows/6") LEVELS|FEET | X | 28
-
i 1= SANDSTONE
T 1 SILTSTONE: ~uskv vellow (S¢ £/41 20% low- '0

—_— mequm-ociasucity nnes; 0% fine sandl Zamo.

l—=—— L CLAYSTONE: moderate yeflowish brown (IQYR 5/43;
0% meawm— 'comgh-plasticity Ynes; ttace hne =andl
aJamp.

===1 L CLAYSTONE TO SILTSTONE: dusky yellow (5Y 6/4);

e

- 150 ca~ 10 MEQUM-plAsticity nnes; nnes; 5% fine

== sand: indurated; hard mudstone balls to 0.5 inches
- ] @ ] JLameter zommon. Common.

W —.

Ap——

. T
L i t -"." ] Y SANDSTONE: yellowish gray (5Y 7/2); 5% non—plasuc
- 100 e fines; 45% fine sand; 45% medium sand: 5% coarse sand;
@ e irace gravel: sand s subangular to subrounded;
L arkosic; moderately weathered.

1 b7 T GRAVELLY SANDSTONE: yellowssn gray (SY 7/2): €%

| ] @ o0 non-plasuc fines: 20% tine sand; 25% medwm sand; 50%

;5.:?‘6':9‘ coarse sand; 15% fine gravel to 0.5 inches diameter; dry
- 1 [“e .0 toaamp.
= . o:;:o;';,‘_L—————__-w__MM#m__ﬂr_w
L 4 k=777 | - SANDSTONE: 90% fine to medium sand: S% coarse sand;
B I AP 5% fine gravet. damp.
— 110— @ S
I~ T o, ~ 6T 1:"""'—“"—_,"—"—‘-“_““—"—'”___"—‘—""
n . E .00 GRAVELLY SANOSTONE: 75% fine to medwm sand; 0%
B i .9-'6".9-'.0": coarse sand; 15% gravel to | inch diameter: dry.

1 jorer
O -0

120

REMARKS

Boring drilled using air rotary methods with a Dresser T70W drilling rig. Boring diameter 10.75 inches to 38.7 feet

bgs and 10.5 inches from 38 feet bgs to 302 feet bgs. Orill cuttings were collected at approximately 10~foot

depth intervals except where shown otherwise. A Munsell soil color chart was used to describe sail colors and a

GSA rock color chart was utilized for bedrock color descriptions. The boring was converted to a 4.0~inch
EMCDN diameter, Schedule 80 PVC monitoring well. Refer to Well Details for construction information.

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



[ LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING
PROJECT NUMBER: 20878~001.041 WELL NO.. DW-14
PROJECT NAME: Chiquita Canyon Landfilt PAGE: 4 of 8
8Y: Don Koning DATE: 4/23/88 SURFACE ELEVATION: 1233+ MSL
8
‘PID PENETRA GROUNDIDEPTH| gz
- <z
ReaniNG | TioN [RECOYERY|water| v 1| &3 OESCRIPTION JMELL
(ppm) | (blows/6") LEVELS| FEET = 28
' 5
670
L - R -
0.0/ -
- 4 (o0 222 1 Jecreazing rasel
B 1 loi-o:-
-0 O
o - ;3’:'9'9‘,0.'-1‘ 3125 ftoant vve Trev T2 ozandl
L _Ea"-‘_.' Jlv I5% medwm 3and: 5% Ica ne Qravel o
L 4 e 0.5 ncnes diametert nri-en: ATC.

— $30—~® J 1 SANDSTONE: . =towisn 3rav 87 7 2) wrzcs
LT non-plasuc nnes: 95% fine sana; 25 medwn sand; Iry.

- .
= - /,J—r—————————-——————-——-———-———-*—-—-
L 4 o L SILTY SANDSTONE: moaerate olive orown ‘5Y 2.4);

. 0% non-D.330C nes; <0 Lo 255 e 1andllin ol

medwum sand; damp.

SANDY CLAYSTONE: :..n. ,2liCe Z: o, 200300
meaium- to high— 2lasticity fines; 20% hine to medwm
3ng; Jamp.

SILTY SANOSTONE: 15% non-plasuc fines: 30% fine
<and:; 5% medwm sand; ¢amp.

L SANDSTONE: veliowish gray {5Y 7.2}, 5% non-piastic
A tines; 25% fine sana: 25% medium sand: 20% coarse
L B L 1and; 25% noaqules ot s3ndstone 3nG s&Ncy mudstone;
160 ML -] ~=raiinduratza:; ¢smo.

%
/
o
%
%
o
2
%z
7
/
.
7
.
o
.
%
o
%
%
o
%ﬁ
.
%
o
%
%
%_
%
7.
o
/z
7
2
Z

REMARKS

Boring drilled using air rotary methods with a Dresser T70W drilling rig. Boring diameter 10.75 inches to 38.7 feet

bgs and 10.5 inches from 38 feet bgs to 302 feet bgs. Orill cuttings were collected at approximately 10-foot

depth intervals except where shown otherwise. A Munsell soil color chart was used to describe soil colors and a

GSA rock color chart was utilized for bedrock color descriptions. The boring was converted to a 4.0-inch
EMCON diameter, Schedule 80 PVC monitoring well. Refer to Well Oetails for construction information.

\ y

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01




LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER: 20978-001.041 WELL NO.. DW-14
PROJECT NAME: Chiquita Canyon Landfil PAGE: 50f 8
BY: Don Koning DATE: 4/23/98 SURFACE ELEVATION: 1233t MSL
i 0l %z
"L
i .| SANDSTONE
- 4 ‘:.—__‘ SILTY SANDSTONE
: : R SA&EYE%F&EEHEI!E::N:ETEZ m——_ N
| ___@ " ~squm- Zlasucity nnes; 0% tne sand; TETo.
L |\l —— = =

L L -== 1 - SILTY SANOSTONE: Zushy ,€18a .31 %, =" 1En
. aw-plasticity .nes: 65% fine sgnd; damp.

1.2 — S SANDSTONE: 5% non-plastic * nes; 45% fine sana: 20%

L . S medwm sand: !5% ccoarse sand: !0 to 15% fne gravel

" | e I3mp.

- b . 2183 ‘o 184 ft.; cemented; indurated sandstone.

- AR®FZ20]  SILTY SANDSTONE: 25% non-oiastic fines: 50% fine

L 4 = — sana; 25% medium sand: damp.

L 4 e

- I T o e e T

L e vlede SANDY SILTSTONE: dusky yellow (5Y 6/4) 85 to 70%

'-;:,“::*;:' “nn- *0 low- plasucity fines: 2 t0 35% fne sandl
190 @ oamm]  2amp to moist.

-l -t — eyl

. 1 B

r~ 1 if.’i‘;‘z————‘—"‘—_—*——"—"“_——“'——m

- — [®-— ] SILTSTONE: moderate onve Drown {51 /4] 80 to 85%

L . ] ow~ 0 medium-plasticity fines; '5 to 20% "ne to

B i — medium sanad: moist.

500X ]
REMARKS
Boring drilled using ar rotary methods with a Dresser TTOM drilling rig. Boring diameter 10.75 inches to 38.7 feet
bgs and 10.5 inches from 38 feet bgs to 302 feet bgs. Drill cuttings were collected at approximately 10-foot
depth intervals except where shown otherwise. A Munsell soil color chart was used to describe soil colors and a
GSA rock color chart was utilized for bedrock color descriptions. The boring was converted to a 4.0-inch
EMCON diameter, Schedule 80 PVC monitoring well. Refer to Well Details for construction information.

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01




([ LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING )
PROJECT NUMBER: 20878-001.041 WELL NO.: DH-14
PROJECT NAME: Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE: 8 of 8
BY: Don Koning DATE: 4/23/88 SURFACE ELEVATION: 1233t MSL
=)
PID  |PENETRA GROUNDIDEPTH| W £z
- <
READING | TION 1RECOYERYlwaTeR| IN | & £3 DESCRIPTION MELL
(ppm) | (blows/8™)| LEVELS|FEET| X | 28 DETALL
=
i ¥ = 7] SILTSTONE:
L 4 |[T="X] SILTSTONE: :.
b ] : : 4 3 ‘.
L == . \ A
L . - CLAYSTONE: "8 /2 L2 .0wWisn Z70an o =0 =] i //'_
| 210— @ WDC% Meaym- Tasucity hnes: TEMo. "\:‘ \&'
Wl A
B 7 ;\lé \:/
L . Z.
= 1 =17
L Y g | = —.{ - SILTSTONE: :int chuve Crown

T low-plasucitv nnes; Camp.

— 220

SILTY SANOSTONE: 20% non-plastc nnes; 80% fine

L 4 ~3nd; Tamp.

L B - —— —— — — —

L 4 p— L 3 278 ft.: 40 to 45% non-plasticity hines: £0 to 85%

raoc T
- 230__@ . 2 cand, Z2TmD. .
| | L SANDY MUDOSTONE: ight clive brown (E7 £/8) 75%
meaGm- CLGInoity o res) I g 1andl 2I3TD

= — MUDSTONE: 0% low- to medwm-c:330T." 7 fines:

L i - =amp.
—\l.,..__________.___,_,____n___..___w

I~ 7 “~ SILTY SANDSTONE: cuskv vellow 3% 5/4): 20%

- . “on-0Iasuc.: . unes; 70% fine s3nag; £ 07 T meQim

=and: 1amp 2 moist.

REMARKS

Boring drilled using air rotary methods with a Oresser T70W drilling rig. Boring diameter 10.75 inches to 38.7 feet

bgs and 10.5 inches from 38 feet bgs to 302 feet bgs. Drill cuttings were collected at approximately 10-foot

depth intervals except where shown otherwise. A Munsell soil color chart was used to describe soil colors and a

GSA rock color chart was utilized for bedrock color descriptions. The boring was converted to a 4.0-inch
EMCON diameter, Schedule 80 PVC monitoring well. Refer to Well Details for construction information.

\ J
For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01




- -

<and: 45% meaum sand; 5% coarse sand: moist.

SILTY SANOSTONE: mocerate = «e brown 157 4.4

r
LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING R
PROJECT NUMBER: 20878-001.041 WELL NO.: BH~14
PROJECT NAME: Chiquita Canyon Landtill PAGE: 7 of 8
8Y: Oon Koning DATE: 4/23/98 SURFACE ELEVATION: 1233+ MSL
| Q
! ol T
PID  |PENETRA- GROUNDIDEPTH| W | < WELL
reaoing | Tron [FECOYERYIwateR| IN £ | &3 DESCRIPTION onEaTL
‘ppm) | (blows/8") LEVELS| FEET = 28
=
05 B i @ —;——:'_-* UTY SANDSTONE v ..E
_ 4 EPPT7| - SANDSTONE: < - o-7isste ~= sz iZh —
B | - Tedum T3Ma T TIEM38 Sanc; TSt =
— 250—@ : SCES e EM oses oaadn 3TW TEIom oo 3Tl 1T LtERER E
L . ! -and: 5% ine gravey 10% nard Zravel-siZe mudballs, -
L Sva:/es | TSt
- —E . 085 -~ r3tE tmve bDrows IY S 20 I0% ine

L ‘5% non-clasuc nnes: 80% fine 3nd; 25% medwm zand.
7 i moIst
L K st —
- 4 [- .74 - SANOSTONE: 100% *:ne to medwum sand: Moist.
- - M [.. 3 265 ft.: moderate olive brown 3Y 4/4! S to 10%
L A .. Ann-olaztc “res; C7 o 75X fre sand: IT%N medwm
B 1 Ve sand; moist.
2704 |-\
- b 3 274 tt: irace to 5. qon-piasuc fines: 40% fine send;
- ~ 5 45% medium sand: ‘2% cocarse sand: subanqular to
X subrounced; moist.
L 4 .
3 | ’ ,‘»\— @ 275 fi.o.agnt onve gray (3¢ £, 2)0 35% T ne sandl 45%
medium sand; 20% ccarse sand: Toist.
280X

REMARKS

diameter, Schedule 80 PVC monitoring

EMCON
.

Boring drilled using air rotary methods with a Dre
bgs and 10.5 inches from 38 feet bgs to 302 fee
depth intervals except where shown otherwise. A Munse
GSA rock color chart was utilized for bedrock colo

well. Refer to Well Details for construction information.

sser T7OW drilling rig. Boring diameter 10.75 inches to 38.7 feet
t bgs. Drill cuttings were collected at approximately 10-foot

il soil color chart was used to describe soil colors and a
r descriptions. The boring was converted to a 4.0-inch

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01




4 "
LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING )

PROJECT NUMBER: 20878-001.041 WELL NO.: DH~14
PROJECT NAME: Chiquta Canyon Landfill PAGE: 8 of 8
3Y: Don Koning DATE: 4/23/88 I SURFACE ELEVATION: 1233t MSL

S
PID  |PENETRA RoUND|DEPTH| 10 £z

- wl <F .
READING | TION RE&?}’,";?YPAATER N (2] &3 DESCRIPTION bl

(ppm} | (Dlows/6") LEVELS|FEET | X | 28

z

=T
o —@ T 2%+ :SANDSTONE: 2 @5 i0% ~Tn-T:igste 1nesl <9%

~ne .and; 495% meawm s&na; T

SILTY SANDSTONE: '€ 1o i0% ica—mmas:.c.iv fines: 30
10 35% fne 1o Zoarse sand: wet.

- 300
i ) BOTTOM OF BORING: 302 FEET
L - TARGET DEPTH REACHED
— 310
320

REMARKS

Boring drilled using air rotary methods with a Dresser T70W drilling rig. Boring diameter 10.75 inches to 38.7 feet

bgs and 10.5 inches from 38 feet bgs to 302 feet bgs. Drill cuttings were collected at approximately 10-foot

depth intervals except where shown otherwise. A Munsell sail color chart was used to describe soil colors and a

GSA rock colar chart was utilized for bedrock color descriptions. The boring was converted to a 4.0-inch
EMCON diameter, Schedule 80 PVC monitoring well. Refer to Well Details for construction information.

For usé With report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



e 08 NUMBER 792038 BORING/WELL NO. ~ DW—18
@ PROJECT NAME CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL. TOP OF CASING ELEV. 986.53
) LOCATION LOS ANGELES COUNTY. GROUND SURFACE ELEV. 985.43
Emcon WELL PERMIT NO. DATUM MEAN SEA LEVEL
INSTALLATION DATE _11/02/99
/——Toc (Top Of Casing) .EXPLORATORY BORING
c : a. Total depth ' 795 ¢t
% Steel .protective b. Upper boring depth — ft.
‘ a ) 1 cosing (Std.) c. Upper boring diameter —in. | -
17 - ' . d. Lower boring diameter _1125in.
Drilling method AIR_ROTARY :
s
» CONDUCTOR CASING
UL U e. Total casing length _79.5 ft,
S PR T A Material _STEEL
% Z"" T f. Diameter. (0.D.) _ _11.25in.
718 % g. Upper . (outer) seal - ft..
,/f f 2R © Material - ' _
b 1Y 3 % i h. Penetration —in.
e 7K i. Depth 7954t
Al —x— |/
7| | N |
7 2 8 WELL CONSTRUCTION
: % 51780 B j. Casing length __ 805+t
ho[-L AN A1 o Material SCH 40 PVC
k. Diameter 5745;0 in.
- - L. Depth to top of perforations _97.89 ft.
j % 7 m. Perforated length - 196,
7 / P
/110 W IIAY. L Perforated interval from 57.89 to 77.49
ey AR — Perforation type MAC}jINE. SLOTTED
¢ Perforation size 0.020
n. Surface seal B - ___B.5ft,
Seal’ material CONCRETE . '
o. Backfill : ’ 4081t
Backfill material BENTONITE CHIPS
p. Transition Seal 9 ft.
m Seal material BENTONITE CHIPS
q g. Sand Filter Pack ' __27.2 ft.
Pack material #2/12 SAND
r. Bottom seal — ft.
Material -
s. Casing height 2.5 ft
t. Protective casing diameter 12in
. G, I
= | |
4T |
. J

/  N:\CAD\DWG\792038\DW—1B.dwg Tue, 06/Jun/00 09:04am kkistinger

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



the @ gr Oup

EXPLORATORY

COMMENTS:

A/QC
LOGgED sy Paul Chang

CHECKED BY

DATE

EMCON/OWT Solid Waste Services BORING LOG
SITE NAME AND LOCATION DRILLING METHOD: DRILLING CONTRACTOR: BORING NO.
Chiquita Canyon Landfill ARCH Water Development Corp. DW-18
Valencia, California RIG: Dresser T70W | OPERATOR: p—
_¥_ = Static Water Levels _\/_= First Encountered Water SAMPLING METHOD: 10F |
PROJECTNO. 7920383 DRILLING
SURFACE CONDITIONS: BOREHOLE DIAMETER: . 11 1/4" i3 v
BOREHOLE DEPTH: DRILLED DEPTH: 795"
LOCATION: WATER LEVEL 61.4 61.24 DATE DATE
EAST 63667559871  NORTH  1977790.2706 DATE 10:00 10:08 11/02/99 | 11/02/99
paTUM ~ MSL ELEVATION (FL.MSL) 985.43 | TiME 11/2/99 | 11/22/99
TIME Typeof | RECOVERY | SAMPLE| ™ = | DEPTH | ~ . | GRAPHIC
Sampler FT./FT. No. |EE| e |ES | roG DESCRIPTION
it 58
0-40 €1 PZ-2 well material; fine sand with cement fragments (no
42 — PVC @25"
44 —— @45"; well material absent; returns mostly fine to medium
46 —— sands with gravel and rock fragments.
48 —
50 —
\ 52 ——
54—
56 —+
58 —— @58'; GRAVELLY SANDSTONE (SW), moderate
-+ greenish yellow (10YR 7/4); mostly fine to medium sand;
60 _"v minor silt; gravel size clasts; moist.-
62 —+
64 -
66 -
68 —
70 —— @70'; begin injecting water to bring up cuttings; returns
- are moist.
- 72—~ @73"; 40% fine to coarse gravel.
: 74 -
é —t ’
2
: o
g
= 7 8 -
% —te
(‘:; 0 Bottom of Boring; 79.5
2
z
5
m

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



(o Vo8 NUMBER 792038 BORING/WELL NO.  DW—19
@ PROJECT NAME CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILLTOP OF CASING ELEV. 1241.66-
LOCATION LOS ANGELES COUNTY GROUND SURFACE ELEV. 1239.35}
emecon WELL PERMIT NO. B DATUM MEAN SEA LEVEL
INSTALLATION DATE _11/10/99
/¥—TOC (Top Of Casing) EXPLORATORY BORING
< a. Total depth 282t
%Steei protective - b. Upper boring depth — 137t
-t cpsing (Std.) c. Upper boring diameter _11.25 in,
T s R ‘ d. Lower boring diameter _10.75 in.
: Drilling - method AIR _ROTARY
CONDUCTOR CASING
Uas 0 Lou e. Total casing length 140 ¢,
—fn " L Material STEEL }
% 7K —~  f. Diameter (0.D,) | o _11.25in.
f ‘ g. Upper. (outer) seal = ft.
ﬂ f 2 Material -
b f - ] i h. Penetration —in. -
ej ’ /KL i, Depth 137+,
Al 1 P L '
4 % L o .
' 2 2 - WELL CONSTRUCTION
I )1 j. Casing length _ 2027 4,
hel T L 1l - Material ~SCH 40 PVC
' ' k. Diameter _4in.
. : -1 L. Depth to top of perforcltlons _160.3 ft.
i // /// o m.Perforated length __ 394t
/ 7777, — Perforated interval from 160.3 to _199.7 |
I A — Perforation type MACHINF SIOTTFD
a i Perforation size 0.020
n. Surface seal 4 ft.
Seal material CONCRETE
‘0. Backfill 135 136 ft.
Backfill material BENTONITE_GROUT
p. Transition Seal 4 ft.
m “ Seal materigl’ BENTONITE CHIPS & GROUT
q g. Sand Filter Pack 76 ft.
" Pack material #2/12 SAND .
r. Bottom seal 60+t
Material BENTONITF GROUT
s. Casing height 2.5t
t. Protective casing diameter ____12in.
. Y -
3 | |
z —d | |
\ ' - ' . J

/  MN:\CAD\DWG\792038\0W—19.dwg Tue, 06/Jun/00 09:05am kkistinger

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01




he@ gmup EXPLORATORY
EMCON/OWT Selid Waste Services ) BORING LOG
SITE NAME AND LOCATION . DRILLING METHOD: DRILLING CONTRACTOR: . BORING NO.
Chiquita Canyon Landfill ’ ARCH Water Development Corp. DW-19
Valencia, California ‘ RIG: Dresser TTOW | opEraToR: —
¥_ = Static Water Levels _/_= First Encountered Water | SAMP LING METHOD: . ) 1 OF 8
PROJECT NO., 792038 : Grab . DRILLING
SURFACE CONDITIONS; BOREHOLEDIAMETER: 1] 1/4" /10 3/4" v %‘%“
) ’ BOREHOLE DEPTH: DRILLED DEPTH: - 282" 14:05 14:54
LOCATION; . ) | WATER LEVEL : 1/2/1 5 65.14 - — e
EAST 6367731.746  NORTH 1982776.2224 DATE 1/9/9 11/23/99 11/08/99 | 11/10
patuM  MSL ELEVATION (FT.MSL) 1239.35( TiME . 0:07 7.58 _ 11/10/99
TIME TYPEOF |RECOVERY | SAMPLE | B g DEPTH | p¢ .y |GRAPHIC .
SAMPLER FT./FT. NO. g Bl @) E 3 LOG . - DESCRIPTION
- |SE Efs . '
14:05 Artificial Filk: .
SILTY SAND (SM), light olive brown (5Y 5/6); some
fines; mostly fine to medium sand; minor coarse sand and
gravels; dry to moist; moderately dense
14:40 | ~ Grab
14:55 Grab @20'; light olive (10Y 5/4); more gravels.
15:09 Grab
a
2
g
3 @36'; dusky yellow (3Y 6/4)
g
- Q
=
H :
n81 15.22 Grab HEHEE
= MME. . . QA/QC
é ° NTS: LDGgED By Paul Chang
z CHECKED BY DATE
= — ~ -
m

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF- job number 2002-036-01



>, EXPLORATORY
**igroup BORING LOG
EMCON/OWT Solid Waste Services
SITE NAME AND LOCATION DRILLING METHQD: - DRILLING CONTRACTOR: ) BORING NO.
Chiquita Canyon Landfill ARCH Water Development Corp. . DW-19
Valencia, California | ®6: Dresser TTOW ' OPERATOR: ‘ pr—
¥ _ = Static Water Levels _N/_=First Encountercd Water SAMPLING METHOD: b ) 2 OF 8
PROJECTNO. 792038 ' Gra ‘ DRILLING
SURFACE CONDITIONS: BOREHOLEDIAMETER: . 11 1/4" /10 3/4" S%?APET e
BOREHOLE DEPTH: DRILLED DEPTH: 282 14-05 1454
LOCATIO;;:&? — . WATER LEVEL | 121. _65.14 . oATE v
EAST 731 NORTH  1982776.2224 DATE 11/9/99 11/23/99 11/08/99 | 11/10/99 |
DATUM MSL ELEVATION (FT.MSL) 1239.35 | TIME 9:07 . 7:58
TIME TYPEOF |RECOVERY |SAMPLE|H 2 | DEPTH | g .y |GRAPHIC '
SAMPLER | FT./FT. vo. |&&| em |E €1 vrog DESCRIPTION
' ig £5
40 L
421 |
' 44 T @43"; dark yellowish orange (10YR 6/6); less silty; more
T fines to medium sands. - :
46—+
481
15:48 Grab 50 L
52—
54
15:54 Grab 56 T »
58 4
16:15 Grab 60 .:;. - @60 sliéhtly more gravels.
62—+
16:21 Grab — 66 — ,
68 T @68'; dusky yellow (5Y 6/4); mostly fine to medium
' . 1 sand with some gravels.
16:56 | Grab - 70 T
i 721
d 5 74—
< —t
5| .17:05 Grab . —
6
Z
- 78
81 17:13 | Grab s 0|
] MME . . . A/QC
E « NS LOGgED sy Paul Chang
E CHECKED BY DATE

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



the G’r‘group EXPLORATORY
EMCON/OWT Solid Waste Services . BORIN’G LOG
SITE NAME AND LOCATION ] DRILLING METHOD: DRILLING CONTRACTOR: BORING NO.
Chiquita Canyon Landfill ARCH Water Development Corp. DW-19
Valencia, California RG: Drossor TTOW | OPERATOR: —
_¥_= Static Water Levels _\_=First Encouﬁtcred Water | SAMPLING METHOD: . 30F 38
PROJECT NO. 792038 ) o .C'Iab DRILLING
SURFACE CONDITIONS: BOREHOLE DIAMETER: 111/4" 710 3/4" TE TME
BOREHOLE DEPTH: DRILLED DEPTH: 282! 14:05 14:54
LOCATION: . ) . WATER LEVEL 121 65.14 ' — e
EAST 6367731746  NORTH 19827762224 DATE 11/9/99 | 11/23/99 _
‘DATUM  MSL ELEVATION (FT.MSL) 1239.35| TIME - 9:07 7-58 ' 11/08/99 11/10/%9
" TIME TYPEOF | RECOVERY |SAMPLE | ] X | DEPTH { & 4 GRAPHIC ’ L
) SAMPLER FT./FT. NO. Bl gy .28 LOG - ) DESCRIPTION
PE| P |EE AR
Grab 80 L @80 inostly gravels.
82 T Pico Formation: . S
84 —— SANDSTONE (SW); grayish yellow green (5GY 7/2);
7.30 Grab €1 minor fines; mostly fine to medium sands; hard; moist;
; 86 —— (injecting water).
88 -
7:37 | Grab E 90
92
94 T @94"; muddy sandstone; some fines; mostly
.40 ’ T fine sand; moist (injecting water); hard.
: Grab : T
96 —+
98 —
T 100 ~ @100'; Slightly less fines.
102 __:- SANDY SILTSTONE (ML), pale yellowish gréenD.
11041 (10GY 7/2); 60% fines; 40% fine sand; occasional medium(fl
. ' “ ii . . to course sand; some silty nodules; moist to wet[]
8:34 Grab 106—— (injecting water); moderately hard.
| 108 _ .
I SILTY SANDSTONE (SM), grayish yellow green
8:39 Grab B 110+ (5GY 17/2); some fines; mostly fine sand; minor medium
' -+ to coarse sand; moderately hard.
- 112 4 *
2
g Grab
5
g
=
3
5 8:52 Grah BHHHE
@] COMMENTS: QA/QC
§ ' _ LoGGeD BY Paul Chang
g CHECKED BY DATE
@

"For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



"wé’igroup' EXPLORATORY
EMCON/OWT Solid Waste Services BO G LO G .

SITE NAME AND LOCATION DRILLING METHOD: . DRILLING CONTRACTOR: BORING NO.
Chiquita Canyon Landfill - ARCH Water Development Corp. DW-19
Valencia, California RIG:

: Dresser T70W OPERATOR: SHEET .
¥_ = Static Water Levels _S_=First Encountered Water | SAMPLING METHOD: 4 OF 8
L - Gra
PROIECT_' NO. 792038 b ' ‘ DRILLING
SURFACE CONDITIONS: . ‘ 11 1/4" /10 3/4" e e
' i BOREHOLE DEPTH: DRILLED DEPTH: 282! 14:05 14:54
LOCATION: WATER LEVEL 121 65.14 DATE DATE
EAST 6367731.746 NORTH 1982776.2224 DATE 11/9/99 1 1/23/99 11/08/99 | 11/1 0/99
DATUM MSL ELEVATION (FT.MSL) 1239735 | TIME . 9:07 7:58
TIME TYPEOF |RECOVERY |SAMPLE | 4 DEPTH e GRAPHIC
SAMPLER | FL/FT. | no.. 2l oy & 21 1og DESCRIPTION
' _ § g £3
Grab 120 V4 HHE ] ]
' . 11224~ i SANDY SILTSTONE (ML); Grayish yellow green
. -+ (3GY 7/2); mostly fine silt; some fine sand; hard.
124—— @121"; driller notes possible water production.
9:10 Grab 4 .
126+ , @125'; more coarse sand and minor gravels
128 ——
9:18 Grab B 1301
132 4~
1134 —+ .
9:21 Grab “ 136 1 - @135'; mostly fines & fine sand; minor medium to
4 coarse sand.-
138
9:25 Grab 140 T
142
| ‘ 144 o
10:37 Grab B 146 -t @145"; grayish green (10GY 5/2); hard.
148 .
LT @150'; more fines.
10:43 | Grab B 150 :
152 —+
g —de
2 154
gl 11:16 Grab g T
g ‘ 156+
5 4
zZ
g 158+
z 4+
§ éclmfl;/m Grab ' i 100 5c
é s LocGep By Paul Chang
g CHECKED BY DATE

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



the QPA EXPLORATORY
FEroup BORING LOG

EMCON/OWT Solid Waste Services . .

SITE NAME AND LOCATION DRILLING METHOD: DRILLING CONTRACTOR: BORING NO.
Chiquita Canyon Landfill ARCH Water Development Corp. DW-19
Valencia, California RIG: Drosser TTOW | opERATOR: : —

¥_ = Static Water Levels _%_= First Encountered Water | SAMPLING METHOD: Grab 50F 38
¥:]

PROJECT NO. 792038 ’ DRILLING

‘| SURFACE CONDITIONS: BOREHOLE DIAMETER: 11 1/4" /10 3/4" v EiiVion
BOREHOLE DEPTH: DRILLED DEPTH: 282! 14:05 14:54
LOCATION: WATER LEVEL , 1l/g/l99 1(15}52; ;199 oAt | DATE
EAST  6367731.746 NORTH 19827762224 DATE
DATUM  MSL . FLEVATION GLMSL) 1730 35| TIME 5:07 7:58 11/08/99 |11/10/99
“TIME TYPEOF |RECOVERY |SAMPLE = ‘g DEPTH .1 |GRAPHIC L
SAMPLER | FT./FT. NO. % 2l D E LOG DESCRIPTION
4k ‘ =
Grab BE=160"]
162
164
13:16 Grab -
: @165; more fines.
13:23 | Grab
13:30 Grab :
SANDY SILTSTONE TO SANDY
CLAYSTONE (ML), pale olive (10Y 6/2);
moderate plasticity fines; 35% fine sand;
_ minor medium to coarse sand; moist to wet
13:37 Grab (injecting water); hard.
13:50 |  Grab “186
188 —
13:54 |  Grab B 100 -
- 192 -
: , 194
E| 14:00 : B -
% Grab 196
2
3 198
8] 14:05 | Grab e 200 ]
@ . ’ A/QC
£ COMMENTS: EOGC?ED sy Paul Chang
' E CHECKED BY DATE

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01




> . EXPLORATORY
" &igroup RIN
EMCON/OWT Solid Waste Services BO G LOG
SITE NAME AND LOCATION o DRILLING METHOD: DRILLING CONTRACTOR: | BormiG NO.
Shfqul‘ga %a%%on Landfill ARCH Water Development Corp. DW-19°
alencia, California
A 1a, Jawormia RIG: Dresser T7T0W | OPERATOR: : SHEET
W _ = Static Water Levels _Y/_= First Encountered Water | SAMPLING METHOD: : ' © 6 OF 8
Grab ~
PROJECTNO. . 792038 , DRILLING
| SURFACE CONDITIONS: , BOREHOLE DIAMETER: ~111/4"/103/4" e | e
‘ BOREHOLE DEPTH: DRILLED DEPTH: 282' 14:05 14:54
-] LocATION: | WATER LEVEL 121 65.14 — e
EAST - 6367731.746 NORTH 19827762224 DATE 11/9/99 | 11/23/99
DATUM  MSL ELEVATION (FLMSL) 239.35| TIME . 9:07 7-58 11/08/99 [11/10/99
. TIME TYPEOF |RECOVERY |SAMPLE| ™ T | DEPTH | gt 3 |GRAPHIC S _ '
SAMPLER | FT./FT. no. |EE| oy g 21 ros DESCRIPTION
, E: E 125 o
200 |
202+
14:20 Grab
14:32 Grab @210'; slightly less clayey.
14:37 '
Grab @215'; minor medium to coarse sands.
14:49 Grab
8:37 | @225"; drilling and injecting water, but no returns.
8:43 Grab
8:49 Grab
<
5] 9:02 Grab
5
§ 9:11 Grab
o} - C
2 COMMENTS: hoasn By Paul Chang
z CHECKED BY - DATE
2
@

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



the g,‘ gr Oup

EMCON/OWT Solid Waste Services

EXPLORATORY
BORING LOG

SITE NAME AND LOCATION DRILLING METHOD: DRILLING CONTRACTOR: BORING NO. ,
ShllquFa %3«111};911 Landﬁll ARCH ‘Water Development Corp. DW-19
alencia, Lalirornia
’ RIG: Dresser T70W | OPERATOR: SHEET
¥ =Static Water Levels _S_= First Encountered Water | SAMPLING METHOD:
Grab 7 OF 8
PROJECTNO. 792038 ?'a DRILLING
SURFACE CONDITIONS: BOREHOLE DIAMETER: 11 1/4"/103/4" ThE e
) BOREHOLE DEPTH: DRILLED DEPTH: 282’ 14:05 14:54
LOCATION: . WATER LEVEL 121 65. 14 RyV— DATE
EAST  6367731.746 NORTH 1982776.2224 DATE 11/9/99 | 11/23/99 11/08/99 | 11/10/99
DATUM  MSL -ELEVATION (FT.MSL) 1239,35| -TIME 9:07 - 7:58
TIME TYPEOF |RECOVERY [SAMPLE| ™ £ | DEPTH | et 1 |GRAPHIC
. SAMPLER | FT./FT. NO. % 2l Fm) E g LOG DESCRIPTION
ik 8
E (as above)
9:40 Grab
.9147 Grab
9:52.| Grab
10:17 Grab
10:21 Grab
10:25 | Grab
11:40 Grab .
: @275"; minor fine gravel
@280'; fine to coarse gravel ~5%; coarse gravel is
14:54 Grab angular-rounded, granitoid and sandy siltstone.
MME . C
co NTS: LOGgED By Paul Chang

CHECKED BY

DATE

. BUR: N:\PUBLIC\COMMON\CHIQUITA\DW-19.ai

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01




‘“g%gvup , EXPLORATORY
EMCON/OWT Solid Waste Services BORING LOG .

SITE NAME AND LOCATION DRILLING METHOD: DRILLING CONTRACTOR: BORING NO. '
Chiquita Canyon Landfill ARCH Water Development Corp. DW-19
Valencia, California RIG: Dresser T7TOW | opsraToR:  pm— -

¥_=Static Water Levels _N/_= First Encountered Water SAMPLING METHOD: ) 8 OF 8
PROJECT NO. 792038 . G}'?.b ) DRILLING
SURFACE CONDITIONS: _ BOREHOLE DIAMETER: 11 1/4" /10 3/4" St T

BOREHOLE DEPTH: DRILLED DEPTH: 282' - 14-05 14:54
e w—— 111/5/199 1?/52'599 RO

AST  6367731.746 NORTH 1982776.2224 DAT : S
DATUM  MSL ELEVATION (FT.MSL) 1239.35°| ' TIME 9:07 7:58 11/08/99|11/10/99

TIME | TYPEOF |RECOVERY |sampLe|® | DEPTH | e o |GRAPHIC :

SAMPLER | FT./FT. No. |[EB| ¢my |&5 | Loo : DESCRIPTION
it £ 5
2380 | .
282+ TOTAL DEPTH OF BORING: 282' -
2841 TERMINATED HOLE
2861
288+
290+
292
2941
296+
298+
300+
302+
3041
306+
(3084~
1310+
3 3121
3 314
£ 4.
: 316
3 3181
gl 320 T
:ig_ COMMENTS: 8(%8};:13 By Paul Chang
g ) CHECKED BY __ DATE

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



(f

WELL DETAILS

792038

BORING/WELL NO.  DW—21

m JOB NUMBER

@ PROJECT. NAME CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL ~ TOP OF CASING ELEV. 987.23

Emcon WELL PERMIT NO.

LOCATION LOS ANGELES COUNTY

GROUND SURFACE ELEV. 985.70 .
DATUM MEAN SEA LEVEL ‘

INSTALLATION DATE _11/05/99

/——TOC (Top Of Casing) EXPLORATORY BORING

-— c , a. Total depth ' . 182.5 ft.
,,-////7% Steel protective 'b. Upper boring depth . 96 ft.
] -t 1 chsing (Std.) c. Upper boring diameter - 11.25in,
T - . d. Lower boring diameter _10.75 in.
Drilling method AIR_ROTARY
CONDUCTOR CASING
; e. Total casing length. N 100 ft.
Tt n ’ e Material STEEL .
% a”— T f. Diameter (0.D.) : 11.25 in.
7 % - g. Upper . (outer) seal - ft.
? f 4 ' Material ) ' :
b 5 - 4 i h. Penetration v - in.
el 1Y 9 .. Depth 96 ft.
I 17 R , o
g 4 o : =
7 7 WELL CONSTRUCTION
' ” e /B8 j. Casing length _110.5 ft,
oL Uy M1 . Material  SCH 40 PVC
v k. Diameter . ' 5 73: in.
. . — L. Depth to top of perforations /4 ft.
J ‘ 7// 7/ : : p m. Perforated length 9.56 f+.
/ £ / ‘ : —_— - Perforated interval from 97.74 to 107.30
L e T Perforation type MACHINE SLOTTED
° Perforation size _0.020°
n. Surface seal v 7 ft.
- Seal material CONCRETE
o. Backfill 46.6 t.
Backfill material BENTONITE CHIPS & GROUT
p. Transition Sedl 42.25 ft.
m Seal material BENTONITE CHIPS
q g. Sand Filter Pack _14.25 ft,
Pack ‘material #2/12 SAND ,
r. Bottom seal : 72.4 ft.
Material #2/12 SAND, BENTONITE CHIPS
s. Casing height 2.5 ft.
, t.. Protective casing diameter 12 in.
. G, A
z — o —
\- J

/  N:\CAD\DWG\792038\DW—21.dwg Tue, 06/Jun/00 09:06am kkistinger

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01




the @

EXPLORATORY

Sroup RIN
EMCON/OWT Solid Waste Services BO G LOG .
SITE NAME AND LOCATION DRILLING METHOD: DRILLING CONTRACTOR: BORING NO.
Chiquita Canyon Landfill ARCH/Direct Air Water Development Corp. DW.21
Valencia ifornia
lencia, Californi | MG Dresser TTOW OPERATOR: SHEET
¥ _ = Static Water Levels _\/_=First Encountered Water SAMPLING METHOD: ‘1 OF 5
PROIECTNO. 792038 ' Grab/4mm Cf)re DRILLING
SURFACE CONDITIONS: BOREHOLEDIAMETER: |1 2/4" /10 3/4 TvE "TME
: ) BOREHOLE DEPTH: DRILLED DEPTH: ]182.5' 07:30 13:45
LOCATION: “WATER LEVEL 664
EAST 6366722.9128- NORTH 1977818.9277 DATE 13:00 DATE DATE
DATUM  MSL ELEVATION (FT.MSL)-- 985.70 | TIME 11/4/99 11/,03/99 11/05/99 :
TIME TYPEOF |RECOVERY |SAMPLE| % 3 | DEPTH | & . |GRAPHIC ,
© SAMPLER | FT./FT. NO. % 2| o E‘ g LOG DESCRIPTION
= N ERs
“ &
07:30. 1
SILTY SAND (SM), yellow1sh gray (SY 7/2), some s11t
mostly fine sand; dry (artificial fill).
Grab @5" dusky yellow (5Y 6/4)
 Grab )
@11": more gravelly
Grab
ALLUVIUM (Qal):. moderate yellowish brown (10YR
5/4); minor fines; mostly fine to medium sand; occasional
. gravel, suban gular to rounded; minor caliche fragments,
8:20 T moist.
’ Grab
22 —
1 @22': harder drilling
SANDSTONE (SW) (Saugus Fm): moderate Glive brown
Grab (5Y 4/4); mostly fine to medium sand; trace ﬁnes minor
a caliche fragments in returns.
Grab - 30— @30'; mostly ﬁne'sand: occasional medium sand to fine
' -+ gravel; no caliche fragments.
] 321
341
§ Grab -+
% 36 T @36': Harder driving
E 1 381
3 9:15
e Grab m 40
a . AIQC
é COMMENTS: LOGgED sy Paul Chang
g CHECKED BY DATE

. For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01

Lugwngp EXPLORATORY
l4
EMCON/OWT Solid Waste Services BORING LOG .
SITE NAME AND LOCATION DRILLING METHOD: * DRILLING CONTRACTOR: “BORING NO.
Chiquita Canyon Landfill ARCH/Direct Air Water Development Corp. DW-21
Valencia, Cahfﬂmla{ RrIG: Dresser T70W | -opERATOR: pe—
¥ _=Static Water Levels _7_= First Encountered Water | SAMPLING METHOD: 2 OF 5
PROJECT NO. 7 92038 | Grab/94mm Co.re e —
SURFACE CONDITIONS: 'BOREHOLEDIAMETER: 11 2/4" /10 3/4 v plosg
BOREHOLE DEPTH: ~ DRILLEDDEPTH: 1825’ 07:30 13:45
LOCATION: WATER LEVEL 66.4
EAST 63667225128 NORTH 1977818.9277 DATE 13:00 — e
| DATUM MSL - ELEVATION (FT.MSL)-985.70 | TmM 11/4/99 - . . 11/03/99 | 11/05/93
TIME TYPEOF |RECOVERY | SAMPLE| 4 g DEPTH | ¢ .y | GRAPHIC _ i
SAMPLER FT./FT. NO. % 5‘ (FT) E g LOG DESCRIPTION
ig| |28
40 [ _
42— @42'; GRAVELLY SANDSTONE (SW): light olive gray
T (5Y 5/2); minor fines; mostly fine to medium sand; some -
| 44 —— subrounded gravels; medium dense; moist.
Grab | B
: 46
48 1~ @47.5"; slightly more gravels in cuttings; minor caliche.
50—+
52—+ _ }
' 54 _::_ ' @53-56"; abundapt gravéls (subangular to subrounded.)
Grab | - ' '
. 564
58—
10:30A Geab | 60 ::_ @59'; abundant gravels
. -+ @61"; less gravels; more silty
62—+ SANDY MUDSTONE (ML); yellowish gray (5Y 7/2); .
64 T 65% fines; 30% fine sand; 5% medium sand; dry; dense.
: "_v (hard driving) _ - .
Grab -1 @63‘ d H
; dry to moist
11:40 66 —:-v :[i[i]il]]  @66'; more sands; less fines.
68 1 ; @66.4"; First encounted water; sandstone with some
L gravel; moist to wet.
Grab n 70— . i
13:10 : -+ SILTY SANDSTONE (SM); dusky yellow (5Y 6/9);
3 72— 30% fines; 70% fine to medium sand; moist;
s -+ moderately dense.
£ 74—
% Grab [N 76 - @71-74.5; no returns; (injecting water)
5 1 |
g 78—
E L @78'; GRAVELLY SANDSTONE (SW).
g Grab s
@ | COMMENTS: QA/QC )
z LocGep By Paul Chang
i CHECKED BY - DATE
2
m




the é ‘gI‘Oup EXPLORATORY
4
EMCON/OWT Solid Waste Services BORING LOG
SITE NAME AND LOCATION DRILLING METHOD: DRILLING CONTRACTOR: BORING NO.
Chiquita Canyon Landfill ARCH/Direct Air Water Development Corp. DW-21
~ Valencia, California RIG: Dresser T70W | OPERATOR: SHEET
_¥_ = Static Water Levels _\/_= First Encountered Water SAMP! FING METHOD: 3 OF 5
PROJECTNO. 792038 _ Grab/54mm Coré DRILLING
| SURFACE CONDITIONS: BOREHOLE DIAMETER: 1] 2/4" / 10 3/4 v i
’ BOREHOLE DEPTH: DRILLED DEPTH: 182.5' 07:30 13:45 .
LOCATION: WATER LEVEL 66.4 .
DATE DATE
EAST 6366722.9128 NORTH 19778189277 DATE 13:00 11/03/99 | 11/05/99
DATUM  MSL ELEVATION (FT.MSL) 985.70 | TIME 11/4/99. ‘ ]
TIME TYPEOF | RECOVERY | SAMPLE| ¥ g DEPTH | o ., | GRAPHIC
SAMPLER FT./FT. NO. % ﬁ (FT) ? § LOG DESCRIPTION
SE|- 23 ‘ :
14:35 80 1 o _ .
R | ' l I SANDY MUDSTONE (ML), 70% fines; fine to coarse
: 1 N sand; wet (injecting water). '
84 - it GRAVELLY SANDSTONE (SW), light olive brown
Grab -+ (5Y 5/6); 20% fines; mostly fine to medium sand;
86— occasional gravel.
4 3]\ SANDY, GRAVELLY MUDSTONE (SW), pale oltve
211\ (10Y 7/4); some sand & gravel; mostly fines; wet
(injecting water).
me GRAVELLY SANDSTONE (SW), as above.
Grab SANDY MUDSTONE (ML), pale olive (10Y 7/4);
@ 60% fines; 40% fine sand; wet (injecting water).
SILTY SANDSTONE (SM), light olive gray (5Y 5/2);
: 25% fines; mostly fine sand; minor medium to
Grab
course sand.
@102'; abundant gravels.
Grab @105"; silty, clayey sandstone; some fines with clay
e nodules; mostly fine to medium sand.
@106'"; occasional gravels
\\\ @109'; sandy claystone (or clayey sandstone)
15:30 Grab @110"; switch to 94 mm core.
: SANDY CLAYSTONE (CL), light olive brown (5Y 4/4);
mostly fines; ~30% fine sand; minor medium to
;f: "94mm 18"/18" | (1) \ ourse sand; friable; finely laminated 112'-112.5" and
5' 94mm | 15"18" | (2) : 113.5'-114.5"; moist to wet.
% 7:05 AN
g ’ e ‘ SANDY SILTSTONE (ML), grayish olive (10Y 4/2);
g 94mm 55 3 60% fines; 40% fine sand; dense; moist to wet.
' w \ SILTY SANDSTONE (SM), pale olive (10Y 4/2); 25% fines.
gl 7:30
3 - A/QC
é COMMENTS: SOGSED‘BY Paul Chang
g CHECKED BY DATE
m

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job numbér 2002-036-01




e EXPLORATORY
sgroup BORING LOG
EMCON/OWT Solid Waste Services .
SITE NAME AND LOCATION DRILLING METHOD: DRILLING CONTRACTOR: BORING NO.
Chiquita Canyon Landfill ARCH/Direct Air Water Development Corp. DW-21
Valencia, California RiG: Dresser T70W | operaTor: pos—
_¥_ = Static Water Levels _\Z_= First Encountered Water SAMPLING METHOD: 4 OF 5
: Grab/94mm Core
PROJECTNO. 792038 o DRILLING
SURFACE CONDITIONS: BOREHOLEDIAMETER: 1] 2/4" /10 3/4 “TivE TE
BOREHOLE DEPTH: DRILLED DEPTH: 182.5' 07:30 13:45
LOCATION: N WATER LEVEL 66.4 DATE DATE
_EAST 63667229128 NORTH 1977818.9277 DATE 13:00 11/03/99 | 11/05/99 |
DATUM MSL ELEVATION (FT.MSL) 985.70| TmME' 11/4/99
. y 4]
TIME m; of Rﬁrgrg.)}vpﬁéw SAMPLE %1 g D(l;;TP'SH E‘ E, GRAPHIC DESCRIPTION
BB ™ [zt |
7:45 4 ‘ 120 L . ”““ ~\ 80% fine sand; friable; wet.
94mm | 4.3Y5' @) 122 - i 117 - 118.8"; slightly coarser with some medium sand.
< 4+ @120.6"; SANDSTONE (SW), pale olive (10Y 6/2); minor
8:00 124 - fines; mostly fine sand; some medium sand; moist to wet.
8 12 N 126 1 SILTSTONE (ML), grayish olive (10Y 4/2); mostly silt;
94mm a4 5) - be 1 minor fine sands; hard; finely laminated; moist to wet.
128 —— SILTY SANDSTONE (SM),.dusky yellowish green
8:37 - = (5GY 5/2); 35% fines; 65% fine sand; dense to friable;
8:50 130+ moist to wet..
94mm 4.475' 132 T SILTSTONE (ML), grayish olive (1OY 4/2); mostly silt;
- (6) el trace fine sands; hard; laminated; moist.
9:15 '1 34 B @131-133.2', more fine sands; pale greenish yellow
9:2 5 : T (10 8/2); with light olive brown (5Y 5/6) streaks.
. 136 SILTY SANDSTONE (SM), pale olive (10Y 6/2); minor
_ 94mm 575 (7)' L fines; mostly fine sand; hard to friable; moist to wet.
: . ' 1384 @134"; grayish green (5G 5/2); friable; wet.
9:54 | o 4+ | STLTSTONE (ML), grayish green (10GY 5/2); mostly
10:02 | 94mm 375 140—— silt; minor fine sand; very hard; moist; not laminated
. | @137 137.4; slightly more fine sands.
® 1142 SILTY SANDSTONE (SM), grayish green (10GY 5/2);
. T minor silt; mostly fine sand; friable; moist to wet.
ig%% ,’1 44— @142'; minor gravels.
D 146+
94mm | .55 ) K 4
10:39 148—_—_- @147.8"; SANDSTONE (SW), trace fines; mostly fine
10:55 150 sand; some medium to coarse sand; wet; frlable
B 94mm 2375 (10) 152+ @151.5"; possible gravels and cobbles; no recovery in
= o L core barrel.
) iy .
E 154+ : | @152} gravels in return
g Grab o4 SRR .
g 156 ] SANDY SILTSTONE (ML); with minor gravels.
Z r O
Z
'% 158— SANDSTONE (SW); grayish green as above; trace
3 - gravels.
5 Grab m 160 —
2] COMMENTS: C.
é © NS LOGgED sy Paul Chang
g CHECKED BY DATE
w

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



the (P group | EXPLORATORY

EMCON/OWT Solid Waste Services BORING LOG

SITE NAME AND LOCATION DRILLING METHOD: DRILLING CONTRACTOR: BORING NO. ‘
Chiquita Canyon Landfill ARCH/Direct Air Water Development Corp. DW-21
Valencia, California . rG: Dresser T70W | operatoR: , pr—

_¥_ = Static Water Levels _Z.= First Encountered Water | SAMPLING METHOD: . ) 5QFS5
PROECTNO. 792038 T Grab/94mm Core CRILLING
SURFACE CONDITIONS: BOREHOLEDIAMETER: 1] 2/4" /10 3/4 ] e vy

' , BOREHOLE DEPTH: DRILLED DEPTH: ] 82.5" 07:30 13:45
LOCATION: ) WATER LEVEL 66.4 -
- DATE DATE
| EAST  6366722.9128 ~ NORTH 1977818.9277 DATE 13:00 11/03/99 | 11/05/99
DATUM * MSL ELEVATION (FT.MSL) 985.70 | TimEe 11/4/99 | - -- , ,
TIME | ¢ |rec Le| 1 2 | pepTH GRAPHIC |
I Rt it v %’ 2 D(i—r_) BE | Loc . DESCRIPTION
<@
- . . A > B A
13:45 . ‘ ' 160 sandstone contimies; with minor gravels.
Grab
Grab
SANDY SIETSTONE (ML), grayish olive green
(5GY 3/2); mostly clays; minor fine to medium sand; hard;
slow drilling. '
@179'; more sandy; 35% fine to medium sand.
184 T ‘ TOTAL DEPTH OF BORING: 182.5'
1 " | TARGET DEPTH REACHED
g -
E —
E —_
8 -
5 4
& 1
=
.2 1
g
o
= MMENTS: . Qa/QC -
2 co NTS: . LOGgED sy Paul Chang
z CHECKED BY DATE
2
m

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



PIEZOMETER DETAILS 1.
PROJECT NUMBER_976-04.02 PIEZOMETER NO. PZ-1 Qz
\ %/ PROJECT NAME _Chiquita Canyon Landfill - VMP TOP OF CASING ELEV. __ 96858 fL %
Emc@ ﬁ LOCATION Los Angeles County GROUND SURFACE ELEV._9%66 ft ?g
associates \WELL PERMIT NO. LA County DHS. 522/91 DATUM MSL S
INSTALLED BY L: Rainey INSTALLATION DATE _3/1681 ‘%
E3
TOC (Top of casing) %
Steel protective £
casing (Std.) 8
EXPLORATORY BORING e
--%— a. Total depth 512 nia
b. Diameter 10 in
T Drilling method Hollow Stem Auger ¥
=
WELL CONSTRUCTION 8
€ e d == h c. Total casing length 96 #.|5
Material _ Schedule 40 PVC
d. Diameter 2 in.
e. Depth to top perforations 369 #,
a| ¢ v {. Periorated length 19.8 %
0 T | Perforated interval from_36.9  to_ 56.7 . a
_Z.—‘ sl pRe] A Pertoration type_Machine Slotied
Perforation size __0.020 inch
7] g. Surface seal 30 f
. Material___Concrete
. h. Backfill 25 |
f ] i Material  Cement/Bentonite _%
R i. Seal 24 #l|&
E Material  Benionite Chios
j. Gravel pack 22.3 ft
g Gravel pack interval from_34.9 _to__ 572
2‘ Material  Lonestar #3 Sand
; k. Bottom sealfil N/A .
= Material 4 o
g . Casing stickup 24 n g
é m. Protective casing diameter 12 in. 529
3 L : J i=
Printeg on Recvyclea Paoer

For use with report dated 07/26/2008; RTF job number 2002-036-01



;
LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING 1
PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02 _ BORING NO. PZ-1
PROJECT NAME Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE 1OF7
BY K Johnson/L RainefDATE  5/16/91 SURFACEELEV. ~566 ft.
Core Coze Coze ‘ | 0§ rLITRO~ WELL
Q@ iz tw
Box  |Reoovary| FRaa Zug | F | o |eraraic] DESCRIPTION DETAIL
SWm | Fulg
Eq a W E coLual
§ at top| (Ee/ft) | ¢ at wop g3a Q"‘gm
1 o7
i FILL: sand (SP-SM), dark grayish brown (10YR N
i 4f2); 10% nonplastic fines: 75% fine sand: 15% o1
medium sand; trace gravel: rootlets common: dry. 1
2.6/2.6 2 | @ 4.5": same. E
- 5 E
i @ 5.5": light yellowish brown (10YR 6/4); 10 to E
B 15% nonplastic fines: 85 to 90% fine sand: trace =
mediurm sand: trace fine gravei: subrounded: =
B styrofoam debris. =
1.5/2.3 3 i @ 7": light gray (2.5Y 7/2); 100% fine sand: trace = _:'—_z
= mica; very well soried: damp. = =
- @ 8" light yellowish brown (10YR 6/4): 90% fine I E
i sand: 10% medium sand; trace coasse sand; loose: ElE
dry. 55
N @ 8.5'. pale yellow (5Y 7/4). ERE
0.772.0 4 @ 9': sand (SW), pale yellow (5Y 7/4Y, 20% fine ._—_:— =
i sand: 50% medium sand: 20% coarse sand: 10% = 5
gravel: damp. SRS
10 = =
’ REMARKS T ,
Boring drilled using hollow-stem aiger equipment to the total depth explored. Comtinuous coving perionned io totel
depth using a 2. (LD.) 5-foot long split spoon samopler ed d ahead of the sugers 2a drilling progressed.
Subsequently, a 77 (0.D.) piezometer wes inatalled. Soil and rock colors bezed on the Munszil Soil Coler Chert.
QANQC:
CON
ASSOCIATES : N

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING |

PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02 BORINGNO.  PZ-1
PROJECT NAME Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE 20F7
BY K Johnson/L RaineATE  5/16/91 SURFACE ELEV. ~966 ft.
] '
Core Coxe Core a « i . 0 | LrrrOo- WELL
Boz | Racowery| Raa %EE’, E'u‘_ :.1: crapEIC] DESCRIPTION pezar|
843 | i | | couma
$ at wop| (£t/ft) | § ec ceop g3 |9x 4%

SAND (SP), light yellowish brown (2.5Y 6/4); 85%
fine sand: 15% medium sand; trace mica: medium
£rains are quUASTZOSe.

2.072.5 5

3

@ 12': 100% fine sand: very well sorted.

@ 12.5": trace nonplastic fines: 85% fine sand: 15%
medium sand.

i Wnlululn,nln‘ulu'mulnln,ulu‘um|u‘u,n'||lm|l.hlulmlu,h

SILTY SAND (SM), light olive brown (2.5Y 5/4);
20% noaplastic fines: 80% fine sand: damp.

SAND (SP), light olive brown (2.5Y 5/4); 60%

1.772.5 6 fine sand; 40% medium sand: damp.

SAND (SW), light yellowish brown (2.5Y 6/4); 5%
nonplastic fines: 50% fine sand: 25% medium
sand: 20% coarse sand: angular to subrounded:
damp.

@ 17" gravelly lens containing 60% gravel: gravel
is subrounded whitish quartzite, grayish brown
granite, and black schist.

@ 17.7": light olive brown (2.5Y 5/4); 30% fine

L sand: 40% medium sand: 30% coarse sand: loose.

, \@ 17.8": biotite granite gravel encountered. : Is

2.02.5 7

SANDSTONE (SAUGUS FORMATION), light
brownish gray (2.5Y 6/2); 90% fine sand: 10%
: medium sand: micaceous: low to moderate
1.773.0 8 o hardness.
20 ) @ 18.5": light olive brown (2.5Y 5/4). 15% fine -

IR T

il bl

UV

REMARKS
Boving drilled uaing hollow-seem sager equipment to the total depth exuloved. Continzous coring performed (o total
dwth usag 2 2.5° (LD.) 5-foot long split sposn sempier edvanced ahsad of ths eugera as drilling progreseed.
ESOReT .ZOD)WWMM Soil and rock colors beszd ca the Muasail Soil Color Chart.
QA/QC // PR, 2 Printea on Recvciea Facer
QLN 07/26/2006; RTF job nimber 2002- 036 01

EBIC

For.use



[ ey
LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING |
PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02 BORING NO. PZ-1
PROJECT NAME Chiguita Canyon Landfill PAGE 30OF7
BY K Johnson/L RaineDATE 5M16/91 ‘ SURFACE ELEV. ~966 ft.
Jl ol IR T L 1 | e
24 Zug | FI | < |erawric] DESCRIFPTION DETATL{
2ag | liz | E|comm
3¥igZi¢
$ et top| (fe/2v) | st vop§ O° | M|

sand: 70% medium sand: 15% coarse sand: loose. =
@ 18.75": gravelly lens encountered. E
@ 20.5": 55% fine sand: 20% medium sand: 10% =
coarse sand; 15% gravel; gravel and coarse sand =
is subangular to subrounded granite and =
metamorphic rock: low hardness: damp. =
@ 21.5": 45% fine sand: 25% medium sand: 25% =
coarse sand; 5% gravel. | =

1.5/2.5 9

Nl

@ 23": light yellowish brown (25 6/4); 909 fine
sand: 10% medium sand.

@ 23.5": light olive brown (2.5Y 5/4); 10%
nonplastic fines: 90% fine sand: micaceous;
rounded grains; low hardpess: dry.

© -l @24 light yellowish brown (2.5Y 6/4); 10%

2.073.0 10 P nonplastic fines; 85% fine sand: 5% medium sand:

oE well cemented.

by A R AT T

ihh

@ 25.5": SILTY SANDSTONE. light olive brown
(2.5Y 5/4); 30 to 35% nonpiastic to
low-plasticity fines: 65 to 70% fine sand: trace
medium sand; medium grains are rounded quartz:
damp.

@ 26": SANDSTONE, light brownish gray (2.5Y
6/2); 30% fine sand: 35% medium sand: 15%

‘ coarse sand: 20% fine gravel; gravel is

1.6/2.0 11 R subangular to subrounded: sand consists of

i quartz, feldspar, and mafic grains: friable.

@ 26.5": SILTY SANDSTONE. light olive brown
(2.5Y 6/4); 25% low-plasticity fines: 65% fine
sand: 10% medium sand: trace coarse sand and
gravel: mineralogy as above.

@ 27.9': SANDSTONE, light olive brown (2.5Y
5/4); 20% fine sand: 70% medium sand: 10%
1.8/2.5 12 coarse sand: angular to subrounded siliceous and

10 . felsic clasts: loose: dry. :

i
v,h‘ul.hhl,lnlll.IlhlIhhl.hhl,hlnhhhhhhl.hlll,hhl.hhl.llhl.Ilhl.hhl.hhl.hhl‘l|hl,hhllhh|,||In,mu,hl.g,ﬁﬁmﬂ.m,h|,||l||.h|||.||h|.hllt.hhl.hhh

jili liu‘u,u'|l|n';l|h'1I;n'n,hhltlr'lhh‘ﬂ;h'll.h'tllh'mIl'lqhhl,n'sllll'n!ll:hhh'u{in‘

REMARKS

Boring drilled asing holl t= BUEST eqUIp to&mmldewhupmc«ﬁmamgmmmﬂ
dapthsaaaau‘ (w)s-(oamupmmmmmmmam segers es drilling progressed.

Subess “/ 82" (O.D.) piszometer wea mstalled. Soil and rock colors bassd on the Murssil Soil Coler Chert.

Q AIQCi 5% /:44,._.1‘. 7 Frintea on Racvciea Paper
For use wkm dﬂb&mze/zoos RTF job némber 2002-036-01




PROJECT NAME

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING
PROJECT NUMBER  976-04.02

BY K Johnson/L Raine®DATE  5/16/91

BORING NO. PZ-1

Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE 40OF7

SURFACE ELEV. ~966 ft.

Corze Core

10 at rop| (£r/2%)

Racovery Run

Core l

GROUND
WATER
LEVELS
DEPTH

IN FT
SAMPLES

¢ at top

LITRO~
CRAPHIC
COLUMN

DESCRIPTION

DETAIL}

2.072.5

2.212.6

2.02.5

13

14

15

16

'
R
1

’\ 512); 20% low-plasticity fines; 80% fine sand:

@ 30.2": SILTY SANDSTONE, browfiish gray (25Y
512); 25% low-plasticity fines; 75% fine sand;
slight iron oxide stain: massive: damp.

@ 30.5°: trace fine gravel.

@ 31.5": 30 to 35% low-plasticity fines: 65 to 70%
fine sand: trace coarse sand and fine gravek:
0.75"-wide iron oxide stain bands: low hardness.

@ 32': white (2.5Y 8/2); 15 to 20% nonplastic to
low-plasticity fines: 80 to 85% fine sand: black
specks in sand.

@ 32.5": SANDSTONE, light yellowish brown (2.5Y
6/4); 10% nooplastc fines; 90% fine sand:
micaceous; loose; damp.

@ 33.6": SILTY SANDSTONE, grayish brown (2.5Y

moderate hardness; dry.

SILTSTONE (SAUGUS FORMATION), light
yellowish brown (2.5Y 6/4); 80% ncaplastic to
low-plasticity fines: 20% fine sand: moderate

e e w - - . - wn e - . e e e e e e = e .

SANDSTONE (SAUGUS FORMATION), grayish
brown (2.5Y 5/2); 100% fine sand: micaceous;
massive; friable: damp.

@ 37.5": SILTY SANDSTONE. light brownish gray
(2.5Y 6/2); 25% nonplastic fives; 75% fine sand:
loose to friable; damp.

@ 38": SANDSTONE, light brownish gray (2.5Y
6/2); 100% fine sand: friable: damp.

@ 38.5": gravelily lens encountered.

@ 38.7": SILTY SANDSTONE, olive brown (2.5Y
4/4Y; 20% low-plasticity fines: 80% fine sand:
trace medium sand: finely laminated with layers

' bardness: dry. .

L T T

T AT T T T T

T AT AT IRIIRA1LARAA11011) e—

40

of dark mireral graios. g

For use

WiE

Boing drilted using hollowswem nuger equipment to the total deth explored. Continecas coring performed to total
depth using a 2.3 (LD.) S-foot long split spoon sempier edvenced aisad of the sugers &= drilling progressed.

Submemsy. a2" g.l).) piezometer was insalled. Soil and rock colors bused on the Munesil Soil Color Chert.
~036-01 .

FabO T i 07/%8(%,

Pnntea on Recycied Paoer
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PROJECT NUMBER
PROJECT NAME
BY K Johnson/L Raine®DATE

LOG OF EXPLORATOHY BORING

976-04.02

BORING NO. PZ-1

Chiguita Canyon Landfill PAGE 50F7

5/16/91

SURFACE ELEV. ~966 ft.

Core
Bex

¢ st top

Core

(£e/2%)

Coze

Racovery Rog

$ at top

GROUND
WATER
LLEVELS
DEPTH
IN FT.
SAMPLES

LITRO-
GRAPRIC]
COLMRS

DESCRIPTION DETAIL

For use

22725

235725

3.012.5

25125

17

18

19

20

@ 39.8": quartze gravei clast encountered.
@ 40’: massive; low bardness.

1@ 415" low hardness.

CLAYSTONE (SAUGUS FORMATION), brown
(10YR 5/3); 100% medium plastcity fines: wace
mica: finely laminated just below upper contact;
damp.

CLAYEY SANDSTONE (SAUGUS
FORMATION), dark grayish brown (2.5Y 4/2);
20% low-plasticity fines: 80% fine sand;
micaceous: moderate hardness: trace limonitic
staining; damp.

42.75: trace medium sand.

CLAYSTONB (SAUGUS FORMATION), browa ! '
(LO0YR 573): 100% low-plasticity fines: friable; |
dry.

CLAYEY SANDSTONE (SAUGUS Ny
FORMATION), dark grayish browa (2.5Y 4/2);
30% low-plasticity fines: 70% fine sand: moderate
hardpess: damp.

@ 44’: SILTY SANDSTONE., yellowish brown

(10YR 5/4). 20% noaplastic fines: 80% fine sand:

trace mica: minor iron oxide staining; friable to

low hardness: damp.

——

r

SANDY SILTSTONE (SAUGUS FORMATION),
' yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) to pale brown
i (10YR 6/3); 65 to 70% conplastic to
low-plasticity fines: 30 to 35% fine sand:
massive: low hardness; damp. i

1

SANDSTONE (SAUGUS FORMATION), light 1

. olive brown (2.5Y 5/4); trace fines: 100% fipe [
sand: massve: minor iron oxide staining; friable |
to low hardness: damp. i

I]II[HIHHllllllu1mlnli‘lHIljml1!lllmmllmmuuuull]Hlll‘IIINIIIIHH‘I'I' [T T C T T T

50

ViR R

REMARKS

Boring drilled using hollow-swem euger equipment to dw total devth explored. Continwoes coring performed to total

depth using a 2.5° (1D.) 5-foot long split ¢
Sebseguomiy, 8 2°

R 07/28/‘3’%c

Job number

ed i ahead of U engers e driiling progreased.

.D.) pizzomteter wes installed. Sonlameedm&aﬁmﬂsMnmllSmlColelm

Printea on Recvciea Faper




[ LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING )

PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02 BORING NO. PZ-1
PROJECT NAME Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE 60OF7
BY K Johmson/L RazineDATE  5/16/91 SURFACE ELEV. ~966 ft.
Core Coze ! Core Qg0 l T ' g LITHO- . WELL
Box  |Racovery| Ran Zug | L | 2 jerarmic DESCRIPTION : DETATL
, g’&a %z % coLua
3 05| @
¢ at top| (fr/fe) |dac vep) OT | "H |

SILTSTONE znd SANDSTONE, INTEREEDDED
(SAUGUS FORMATION), thinly interbedded.:
micaceous: fow hardpess: damp to moist:
SILTSTONE: olive (5Y 3/3); 100% nonplastc fines. |
ANDSTONE: olive gray (5Y 5/2); 5% nonplastic
fines: 95% fine sand.

i
|

e JC.{}l.D,..... .

3.02.0 21 .. . -| CLAYEY SANDSTONE (SAUGUS
Lo FORMATION), olive (5Y 5/3); 40%
low-plasticity fines; 60% fipe sand; micaceous;
caliche: low hardness: moist
@ 49.5": SANDSTONE, gray to light gray (5Y 6/1);
100% fine sand: very well sorted; trace mica;
damp.
@ 50.5': static ground-water level measured
5/15/91.
@ 51': trace iron oxide staiming.
@ 52': olive (5Y 5/4); 10% ponplastic fines: 90%
fine sand: micaceous.
@ 52.5': olive gray (5Y 5/2); 100% fine sand: : -
bedding inclined 30 degrees from horizontal, 4vw >0
@ 53': ground-water level first measured on
5/15/91. :
@ 53.3": SILTY SANDSTONE, olive (5Y 5/3); 20% {' A
non-plastic fines: 80% fine sand.
@ 54.5': SANDSTONE, light olive gray (5Y 6/2); ) i
5% nonplastic fines: 95% fine sand: trace iron ( R
oxide staiming; friable; damp.

3.6/2.5 22

i
I I
T T T EET T T

55.2": stong iron oxide staining. !
@ 55.8": SILTY SANDSTONE, light gray (5Y 7/1);
25 to 30% nonpiastic to low-plasticity fines; 70
to 75% fine sand; low hardness; dark gray streaks
on core: damp.

YSTONE (SAUGUS FORMATION), olive
brown (2.5Y 4/4); 100% low-to
medium-plasticity fines; trace fine sand: )
friable: dry. ' l

56.5": SANDY CLAYSTONE. 70 to 75% low- to !

60

REMARKS

Boring drilted using hollow-stem suger equipment to the total devth expiored. Consinwous coring performed to total
depm wamg a 2.3° (LD.) 5-foot long spiit speon sampier edvanced ahsed of ths augers & drilling progreszed.

Printed on Recycieg Paper
For use




LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING |

PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02 BORING NO. PZ-1
PROJECT NAME Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE 70F7
BY K Johnson/L RaimesDATE  5/16/91 SURFACE ELEV. ~966 ft. -
i
Coze Coze Corea "n i
O 0 . LITHO- WELL
Boz |Resavery{ Rum %Eﬁ EE " ararazc DESCRIPTION DETAIL]
| 8eg | iy | £ |cormm
3 05| <
¢ st top| (fE/f%) | $ at vop §f O Hle

medium-plastcity fines; 25 to 30% fine sand;
micaceous; low hardness: damp.

'BOTTOM OF BORING: 572 FEET.
TARGET DEPTH ATTAINED.

70

For use Wi

Boving drilled using hollow-gtem auger equipment to the total depth expiored. Camnmgperfmmd o total
d@thumgau'(w ) 3-foot long split suoon samvier edvenced ahead of the augers es drilling progressed.
O.D)pmwmmlbd. Soil and rock colors bassd on the Menseil Soil Color Chart.

Prnrea an Recvcrea Faper




(" ]
PIEZOMETER DETAILS 1.
PROJECT NUMBER_976-04.02 PIEZOMETER NO. PZ-2 Lz
: J  PROJECT NAME _ Chiqua Canyon Landfill . VMP__ TOP OF CASING ELEV. 976021t £
E@ﬁ LOCATION _Los Angeles County GROUND SURFACE ELEV._9T3 ft 5
associates WELL PERMIT NO. LA Countv DHS. 52291 DATUM MSL S
INSTALLED BY L.Rainey INSTALLATION DATE _5/1691 §
: E2
TOC (Top of casing) 5
Steel protective ?—é
casing (Std.) 3
% @ a. Total depth g9 &
T i b. Diameter 10 in.
Al Drilling method __Hollow Stem Auger «
A b3
WELL CONSTRUCTION 8
¢ —=1d == h c. Total casing length 615 t.i8
: Material  Schedule 40 PVC
d. Diameter ' 2__in
e. Depth to top perforations 472  #.
a| ¢ g 1. Perforated length 194 {3
% 70 4 L Perforated interval from__472_ to_66.7_ f. |©
B A A Perforation type__Machine Slorted
4 Pertoration size __0.020 inch
g. Surface seal 48 .
Material___ Concrete
h. Backfill L7 f &
Material  Cement/Bentonite ' _§
i. Seal 9.1 fls
Material  Bentonite Chips
j. Gravel pack 223 fi.
2 Gravel pack interval from_45.6 _to_67.9  f.
:' Material  Lonestar #3 Sand
P k. Bottom sealfl NA
’E Material ; 5
3 | Casing stickup 26 13
g ' DU B—— m. Protective casing diameter 12 ini3
H\ yi

. Printea on Recyclea Paper
For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING |
PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02 BORING NO. PZ-2
PROJECT NAME Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE 10F7
BY K Johmson/L RainefDATE  5/16/91 SURFACEELEV. ~973 ft.
Core Coro Coze Qg¥ | m LITRO- FELL
Box Recovery Ran gmd ,_.E 1 lcanprIc DESCRIPTION DETAIL]
ariantia :
eln | Uz | §|O
6 ax wop| (fe/ft) {f et vopd O @
1 o |
i FILL sand (SP), olive (5Y 5/3); 75% fine sand: B
20% medium sand: 5% coarse sand: trace fine o 17
i gravel: abundant rootlets: {oose; dry. o 17
i @ 3'": damp. - :
L : o
szo | 2 [ S z| 2
i o SILTY SAND (SM), light vellowish brown (2.5Y
i _ 6/4); 20 to 25% low-plasticity fines: 75 to 80%
fine sand: race medium sapd: rare fine gravel;
i I gravel is subangular to rounded: mica flakes;
1.772.5 3 A damp.
B T @ 7.5": pale olive (5Y 6/4); 20% nonplastic fines;
i | 80% fine sand.
1.6/2.5 a4 | T
10
REMARKS -
Beving drilled using hollow-stom auger equipnent to tha totel depth explored. Comireses cormg performed to tota
depth waing a 25" (LD.) 3-foot long eplit-croca sampler edvanced ahsed of the aagerm =3 drilling progressed.
Sebesgeentty, 8 2° (0.D,) piezometer wea msemiled. Soil end rock colors besed on the Manssil Soil Color Chart.
QARC:_ L2
_f

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



e
LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING |
PROJECT NUMBER  976-04.02 " T BORINGNO.  PZ2
PROJECT NAME Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE 120F7
BY K Johssow/L RaineyDATE 5/_16/91 SURFACE ELEV. ~973 ft.
Core Cox'n' Cora nm @ \ - m LITEO- WELL
Boz |Recovery Run Suig | FIL | 3 |orarrc DESCRIFTION DETAIL
» g8 laltia
gl | Wz | T
$ ax top| (Ze/£%) | ¢ at top g3 ! o5 . %
i ] @ 11': light olive brown (2.5Y 5/4); 15 to 20% ERE
i ] low-plasticity fines; 80 to 85% fine sand: trace = 5]
medium sand to fine gravel: rare white calcareous = =
i I REAE: nodules (0.2"-diameter); coarse sand and gravel SE=
1.572.5 5 TiF are subanguiar and granitic: mica flakes: damp. = =|
=l =
2025 | 6 | ] z| E
— 15— = ;:
| @ 15.25": 15% oonplastic fines; 75% fine sand: 10% = E
i medium sand. Z|
! _ L)l @ 1675 dark brown clayey chips observed. ERES
2.02.5 7 ‘ AT T T oo m o T = =]
B 1 SILTY SANDSTONE (SAUGUS FORMATION), = £
N ] light olive brown (2.5Y 5/4); 15% nouplastic =| £
fines: 85% fine sand: abundant caliche: low to = =
i | moderate hardness: damp. = E]
@ 17.75": SANDSTONE, light gray (5Y 7/2); 100% =| E]
i | five sand: loose; damp. =| =
@ 19': light brownish gray (2.5Y 6/2); 90% fine =| =
I ] sand: 5% medium sand: 5% coarse sand. =| =]
24725 8 -;_ =
20 = =
REMARKS ;
Boring drilted using hollow-stzm anger equipment to the total devth expiored. Continsoen coring performed to total
dapth using 8 2.5° (LD.) 5-foct long spiit-spoon sampier sdvenced ahoed of the suger e drilling progressed.
) ) piezometer wes matalled. Sail and rock colors besed on tha Mueessil Scil Color Chart

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01
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LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING |
PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02 BORING NO. PZ-2
PROJECT NAME Chiguita Canyon Landfill PAGE 30F7
BY K Johnson/L RainedDATE  5/16/91 SURFACEELEYV. ~973 .

Coza Coxa Core

Boxz Recovary Rumn

LITHO- WELL
CRAPRIC) DESCRIPTION DETAIL
CoLtRal

GROUND
WATER
LEVELS
DEPTH
IN FT.
SAMPLES

§ ar ctop| (fe/fR) | § at Top

@ 21': thin (0.1"-thick) black horizontal laminae
observed.

CLAYSTONE (SAUGUS FORMATION), brown
(10YR 5/3); 100% medium-plasticity fines: trace
fine sand: trace mica: mottled with dark grayish
brown blotches: friable.

@ 22.2": SANDY CLAYSTONE, dari yellowish
brown (10YR 4/4); 80% low-plasticity fines: 20%
fine sand; low hardpess: damp.

23725 9

@ 23.5": CLAYSTONE, dark brown (7.5Y 4/4);
100% low- to medium-plasticity fipes: caliche
present on undularing bedding surfaces: damp.

10 @ 24.5": SANDY CLAYSTONE, dark yellowish
brown (10YR 4/4); 70% low- to
medium-plasticity fines: 30% fine sand: trace
medium sand: minor iron oxide staining; mica
flakes: friable: damp.

1.92.5 11

SANDSTONE (SAUGUS FORMATION), olive
gray (5Y 5/2); 100% fine sand: low hardness:
damp.

@ 28.2": SILTY SANDSTONE, yellowish brown
(10YR 5/4); 15% nonplastic fines: 85% fine sand.

@ 28.9': pale olive (5Y 6/3) sandstone lens; 100%
fine sand.

22125 12 B _' @ 29.5": pale olive (5Y 6/3); 109 nonplastic fines:
130 ' 85% fine sand: 5% medium sand: friable.

REMARKS .

Bering drilted asing hollow-stem euger equipmment to tha total depth explored. Comineous coring performed to wal

ée?ﬁwmgau'(LD)5-&:@!«!3wllmmmmmﬁafwumsﬂmmmm
sguomtly, a 2° (O )pwwnmlbd. Sail and rock colors bazsd oa ths Munssil Soil Coler Chart.

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-U1



PROJECT NUMBER
PROJECT NAME
BY K Johnson/L Raime®DATE

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

1

976-04.02
Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE

516/91

BORING NO.

SURFACE ELEV.

PZ-2
4QF7
~973 ft.

Coze
Bexz

¢ at top

Core

(fe/£%)

Recovery| Run

Coza

QROUND
WATER
LEVELS

§ at top

DERTH
IN FT.

SAMPLES

CRAPHIC]
coLmad

LITHO- | -

DESCRIPTION -

1.5/2.5

2.4/2.5

1.972.5

2.9/2.5

13

14

15

16

40

@ 29.7": 0.25"-1hick weakly cemeanted tablets
observed.

@ 31.5": 100% fine sand lens.

@ 32': moderately weathered granite cobble lodged

CLAYSTONE (SAUGUS FORMATION), dark
brown (7.5Y 3/2); 90% medium-plastcity fines:
10% fine sand; trace fine gravel; motiled; low to
moderate hardness: damp. _

@ 33.8": bedding observed incliped at 20 degrees
from horizontal.

SANDSTONR (SAUGUS FORMATION), light
gray (2.5Y N7); 100% fine sand: moderate
hardness: damp.

@ 34.1': CLAYEY SANDSTONE. olive gray (5Y
5/2); 30% low-plasticity fines; 70% fine sand:
damp. )

@ 34.2': SANDSTONE, olive (5Y 5/4); 100% fine

~ sand: low hardness; damp.

@ 34.5": SILTY SANDSTONE, light olive brown
(2.5Y 5/4); 20 to 25% low-plasticity fines: 75 to
80% fine sand: trace mica; friable to low
hardness, with low hardness portions more
micaceous; iron oxide staining; damp.

@ 34.9": pale olive 1"-thick beds observed.

@ 36’: moderate yellowish stining; friable.

@ 36.3": SANDSTONE, olive gray (5Y 572); 5%
low-plasticity fines: 95% fine sand: damp.

@ 36.5": SILTY SANDSTONE, light olive brown
(2.5Y 5/4); 30% low-plasticity fines: 70% fine
sand: trace fine gravel: massive; damp.

37.5": SANDSTONE, gray (5Y 5/1): trace fines:

,hhl.hhl.I|hl,hlll.hhl.hhl,hhl.hhl.I:hl.llhhhhI.hhl.hhl.hhl,hh!,h||l.hlnl,h‘ll.hh!.hhl,hhhilhl,llhl,hhhIlhl.hhl.hhhhllhIlhhll'lh
I!|‘ll‘ll‘I!|l|‘Il,lI‘ll!ll‘|I|l|lllgll‘l’;lllIl|li‘lhH'I|||I'|ll|l‘ll‘l!'||1!|‘|l|ll'll|h‘||;!|]IIIH'M‘ll;mll||I‘ll,h‘!||lll1l|||‘llﬂl‘lhmlllmﬂlh

EMCON

\_ ABSOCIATES

REMARKS

Boring drilled using hollow-ctem anger equipment to tha total depih enplored. Comineous coring periormed to total
depth using a 2.5 (LD.) 3-foot long split-epoon sampier edvanced ahead of the augers es drilling progressed.

Sebuegzently a 27 (
QAMQC:

.) piezometer wes mstsiled. Soil and rock colors based oa the Menssil Seil Coler Chart.

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01
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PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02
PROJECT NAME

BY K Johosow/L ReinesDATE  5/16/91

Chiguita Canyon Landfill

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

BORING NO.
PAGE
SURFACE ELEV.

PZ-2
50F7
~973 ft.

Core Corxae

LITHO-

Boxz GRAPHIC]

Raaovery

GROUND
WATER
LEVELS
DEPTH
IN FT.
SAMPLES

¢ at top| (ft/gt) | ¢ at top

DESCRIPTION

2.6/2.5 17

24125

18

2.8/2.5 19

25725 20

T 100% fine sand: friabie: iron oxide stawmning;
damp.

@ 38" : 5% fines.

@ 38.5": light olive brown (2.5Y 5/6); 10%
low-plasticity fines: micaceous; song iron
oxide staining. ‘

SANDY CLAYSTONRE (SAUGUS FORMATION),
light olive brown (2.5Y 5/4); 85 to 90%
medium-plasdcity fines: 10 to 15% fine sand:
mica flakes: friable: damp.

39.8': CLAYSTONE, grayish brown (2.5Y 5/2);
95% medium-plasticity fines; 5% fine sand;
massive: low hardness: damp.

I T T L L T T

SANDSTONE (SAUGUS FORMATION), olive
(5Y 5/3); 10% low-plasticity fines: 90% fine
sand; trace medium sand: low hardness.

@ 42°: SILTY SANDSTONE, light brownish gray
(2.5Y 6/2); 35% nonplastic to low-plasticity
fines; 65% fine sand: micaceous; low to moderate
hardness: damp.

SILTSTONR (SAUGUS FORMATION), light olive
brown (2.5Y 5/4); 100% nonplastic fines: low t0
moderate bardness: damp.
@ 43.1": olive gray (5Y 4/2).

SANDSTONE (SAUGUS FORMATION), olive
gray (5Y 5/2); 100% fine sand; low to moderate
hardoess: damp.

@ 44.4': SILTY SANDSTONE, olive brown (2.5Y
4/4); 20% nonplastic fines; 80% fine sand;
micaceous: caliche veins: low bardness: damp.

@ 44.5": SANDSTONE, light yellowish brown (2.5Y
6/4); 100% fine sand: low hardness; caliche;
damp. )

from 46.1" to 46.5: non-indurated zone.

@ 46.5": whitish color: calcareous.

@ 47': CLAYEY SANDSTONE. olive gray (5Y

Auhihgudignbgbigadng il il

Il

T g T T e e

[T

50

REMARKS

Boring drilled using hollow-ctzm asger equpment to ths totl depth exploved. Continssus cormg periormed to touIl
depih ueing a 2.5 (LD.) 5-foot long eplit-spoon sampler edvenced aheed of the auger e drilling progressed.
.D.) piezometer was metalied. Soil and rock colora bazed on the Munssil Soil Color Chart.

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



PROJECT NUMBER
PROJECT NAME

976-04.02

" BY K Johnson/L Raine®ATE  5/16/91

Chiquita Canyon Landfill

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

" "BORING NO.
PAGE
SURFACE ELEV.

PZ-2
60F7
~573 fi.

Core }
Racowary

Core Cora

Ron

LITHO-
CRAPHIC
COLUMN

Box

GROUND
WATER
LEVELS
DEPTH
IN FT.
SAMPLES

§ at top| (£e/£%) | 6 at top

DESCRIPTION

DETAILY

[ 42}, 20% medium-plasticity fines: 80% fine

2.6/2.5 21

23725

22

1.8/2.5 23

i

1.872.5 24

sand: moderate hardness; damp; mottied.

@ 47.6’: SANDSTONE, brown (10YR 5/3); 100%
fine sand; mottled with limonitic staining;
moderate hardness; moist.

@ 48.9": SILTY SANDSTONE., brown (10YR 5/3);
25% noaplastic to low-plasticity fines: 75% fine
sand: trace medium sand: {ow to moderate
hardness: damp.

SANDY MUDSTONB (SAUGUS FORMATION),
olive brown (2.5Y 4/4); 75 to 80% low- to
medium-plasdcity fines; 20 to 25% fine sand;
trace mica: slight iron oxide staiming; friable;
damp.

SANDSTONRE (SAUGUS FORMATION), light
olive brown (2.5Y 5/6) and gray (10YR 5/1)
mottled: 100% fine sand: trace rounded quartzose
medium to coarse sand: trace mica: iron oxide
staining; damp.

@ 51.5": imense iron oxide staining.

@ 52': low hardness: moist.

@ 52.9": yellowish brown (10YR 5/8).

@ 53.3": 9% fine sand: 10% medium sand.

@ 53.9": SILTY SANDSTONE, light olive brown
(2.5Y 5/4); 30% nonplastic fines; 70% fine sand;
micaceous: minor caliche; low to moderate
hardpess; damp. '

@ 54.5": SANDSTONE, olive gray (5Y 5/2). 80%
fine sand: 20% medium sand: race coarse sand:
low to moderare hardness: wet due to water
added to borehole by drilless.

@ 59.6": ground-water level measured on 5/15/91.

T T T T T T LT T T

60

REMARKS

EM

| ASSOCIATES

Boring drilled uaing hollow-stem auger equipment to the w1al degth exélomd. Contineous coring perfonmed (o total
depth wamg @ 2.3° (LD.) 5-foot long split-apoon sampler edvanced aheed of the augers a3 drilling progressed.

Subsequemiy, 3,2°40.D.) piczomster wes installed. Soil and rock colors bezed on the Munssil Soil Color Chart.
QARQC:

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



p
LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING |
PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02 BORING NO. PZ-2
PROJECT NAME Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE 7OF7
BY K Johosom/L RaineATE  5/16/91 SURFACE ELEV. ~973 fi.
Core Core Cora 0 { vrrEo~- WELL
Box Racovery Run %E 3 Ty | W
5 i i [ L J [GRAPBIC] DESCRIPTION DETAILI
RUiol g
B3@ | Wz | 2| owm
¢ at top | (££/f%) | ¢ at top o3| 9% %
i @ 61": 75% fine sand: 20% medium sand: 5% coarse 3
sand; subrounded felsic clasts; moisi. g
L.772.5 25 = 2+ | @ 62": first encountered ground water during =
1 : drilling; 60% fine sand: 30% medium sand: 10% —
B ' coarse sand. : %
i @ 63": grayish brown (2.5Y 5/2) to olive (5Y 5/3); -
45% fipe sand; 45% mediom sand; 10% coarse |
i sand; trace fine gravel; rare smail cobbles: =
subangular to subrounded quariz, felsic, and =
¥ mafic grains; friable; wet;
@ 64.2": coarse gravelly lens encountered: no R=E
i recovery to total depth of boring. -
— 65 =
i ] k=
I ] BOTTOM OF BORING: 67.9 FEET.
i ] TARGET DEFTH ATTAINED.
70
REMARKS .
Boring drilled asing hollow-gtem suges equipment to the total depth explored. Continuous coring performed (o total
depth ssing a 2.5 (LD.) 5-foct long split-opoon sanvpler edvanced aheed of tha sugers es drilling progressed.
Snmﬁ. 02" {D.D.) piczometer wes imstalled. Soil and rock colors based on the Manssil Soil Color Chart.
o QARIC: g ,@444.4_.
EMCON 7
ASSOCIATE

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01




PIEZOMETER CONSTRUCTION DETAIL
PROJECT NUMBER_20976-001.041 BORING/WELL NO.____PZ-3
PROJECT NAME;___ Chiquita Canyon Landfill TOP OF CASING ELEV. _1103.62
LOCATION; Los Angeles County, CA GROUND SURFACE ELEV. 1100.63
Efﬁi@ WELL PERMIT NO. _Approved 2-9-96 DATUM:; Mean Sea Level
DRILLER: Valley Well Drlling INSTALLATION DATE 1-31-96
TOG (Top of casing) EXPLORATORY BORING
I I_ : | a. Total depth 1000 fi.
cS;;eff;n('gttzc;we b. Diameter S
Dnllmg method___Au:.RQtaI \'s
I c. Total casmg Iength 1033 .
{ Material Schednle 40 PVC
. Diameter D297 ijn. OD _238 in.
e. Depth tolop perforations 326 ft.
f. Perforated length 404 1,
e = d - h Perforated interval from-32.6__ to 1000 ft.
Perforation type Machine-slotted
Perforation size 0.P-inch
g. Surface seal —=l5 . ft
Seal interval from 0 to—=ld _ ft
i Material — Concrete
h. BackfilVAnnular Seal 383 ft.
Bacldill interval from —=L3 __to 400 fi.
Material Bentonite Grout
i. Seal —1_ ¢
Seal interval from 40— to—L i,
P Material . Medium Bentonite Chips _______
E j. Fiter pack 43 .
é Filter pack interval from 37 to 100 _ ft.
) Material . Lonestar #3 Sand
g'“ k. Casing stickup —_—33 . ft
% l. Protective casing diameter —8 in.
:
| |
g ¥
3
2
f:vaém::xéued by: M. Kuncir
Gheckad By: Date: J

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01




LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER: 20876-001.041 WELL NO.: PZ-3

PROJECT NAME: Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE: 10f 3

BY: Mark T. Kuncir sAaTe: 01/30/88 SURFACE ELEVATION: 1100.83 MSL

=
PID  |PENETRA srounn|oepTH| 4 o
- 8| %2
READING | TION |RECOYERYIwater| IN 12| &3 DESCRIPTION RgtL
{ppm) | (blows/8") LEVELS| FEET = =] 8
- 1 |- SAUGUS FORMATION (Qs): O TO 100 FEET

- { [~ 7{ ‘- SANDSTONE: cale olve 'S7 5/3i; 35% fine 5and: 5%
L 4 |-- ] meawm zana: irace coarse sand; trace fine gravel up
B i . *n 2% oncnon driameter: zand s supangular: gravel s

..Dangular to subrounded; aamp.

]
=

a S |

gt 5

= - <;;’0,(): 2 i2 tt: gravel and cobble-size clasts.
(-4
o,

L 4 )
100.0
- 1 Pl
ber
< — 20— E 3 20 it sand s subangular tn subrounded.
6.1 — 30 K . 3 30 it 85% fine sand; 0% medium sand: L Suai €
: » A e sand; trace fine gravel up to 0.25 inch in diameter;
i | -zna =nd raver are angular to supbrounded; Camp.
B 7 T
- — 0.0.900
.50
= - 'Q%OG @ 36 ft.: gravel and cobble-size clasts.
L . L)
60.0600
- - A ,_‘;(
u.—_‘g‘. .

40

REMARKS

Orilled by Valley Well Driling using a Failing 1500 rig and air rotary drilling method. Hole diameter is 8 inches. Grab
samples were collected for logging purposes at 10-foot intervais. The boring was completed as a 2-inch diameter,
PVC piezometer set at a total depth of 100 feet.

EMCON
\

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



PROJECT NUMBER: 20978-001.041 WELL NO.: PZ-3
PROJECT NAME: Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE: 2 of 3
3Y: Mark T. Kuncir OATE: 01/30/88 SURFACE ELEVATION: 1100.83 MSL
T T &
PID  |PENETR - I5ROUND|DEPTH| & iz
A~ <X
reaomvg | tion  [RECOYERYlwatER| I | 52 DESCRIPTION R
wpm) {blows/6") LEVELS| FEET at) %8
=
jor}
< R SANOSTONE: Zale sive <51 4. 3. tih =2 13na 24
I~ N I A magium tand; )% coarse sand; trace ' re IT3vel LT i)
r n L * 28 .nch o cnameter; 1.3nd 5 ssCanqular t T osubreunded:
- . S ; ;ravel 1s angular to sybrounded: Iamp.
o — 501 o] T8 00% ne sandr 2am.
<1 B 60 & .
S 4. -0 80t 90% fine sana: 10% mecium sand and coarse
L 4 . 1and; trace nne gravel up to 0.5 inch n Z:ameter:
L 1 b subanguiar: <amp.
- - o 3 A4 ft: Tncrease i 501 MoIStLre.
g oo2/es | e
- g“"”‘“ 4 S| 269 ft. nrst groundwater encountered.
< — 70— @ A 2 7o dveo?%onon e iow-giastcity mnenl [Lh fnz 1Ind
L A P -race medwum and coarse sand; subangular.
" - 1z
1 for.o PEBBLY SANOSTONE: chive (5Y 5/4); trace nnes: 20%
B '0‘?.6:9.' ~ne sand; 40% medwum sand; 20% coarse sand; 20% fine
o 1 oo sravel up to 0.5 inch in diameter:; sand s angular to
B 4 ool subangular; gravel i1s angular to subrounded; wet.
"0 .0 . .
o T 0.-70: "
80 X o
REMARKS ’
Drilled by Valley Well Drilling using a Failing 1500 rig and air rotary driling method. Hole diameter is 8 inches. Grab
samples were collected for logging purposes at 10-foot intervals. The boring was completed as a 2-inch diameter,
PVC piezometer set at a total depth of 100 feet.
\. J

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01



LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER: 20878-001.041 . WELL NO.: PZ-3
PROJECT NAME: Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE: 3 of 3
BY: Mark T. Kuncir DATE: 01/30/98 SURFACE ELEVATION: 1100.83 MSL
=
PID  |PENETRA GROUND|DEPTH| 3 F
- Gl %z
reaning | Tion (RECOVERYIwater| v 12| &3 DESCRIPTION el
{ppm) | (biows/6") LEVELS|FEET| X | 28
E
g |

PEBBLY SANDSTONE.

X

L
©
o

1

=Y

LI Y
Y

= 4 F N L SANOSTONE: ofive (5Y 5/4); trace fines: 90% fine sand;
. 10% medwm sand to coarse sand; angular to
zybrounded: wet.

l T
5
i
X

B i L BOTTOM OF BORING: 100 FEET
TARGET DEPTH REACHED

120

REMARKS

Orilled by Valley Well Drilling using a Failing 1500 rig and air rotary drilling method. Hole diameter is 8 inches. Grab
" samples were collected for logging purposes at 10-foot intervals. The boring was completed as a 2-inch diameter,

PVC piezometer set at a total depth of 100 feet.

LEMCCJN

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01




PIEZOMETER CONSTRUCTION DETAIL h

PROJECT NUMBER___20976-001 041 BORING / WELL NO. PZ-4
PROJECT NAME: Chiquita Canyon Landfill TOP OF CASING ELEV. 1104.71

LOCATION:; Los Angeles County, CA GROUND SURFACE ELEV._1101.71
gm@@ﬂ WELL PERMIT NO. Approved 2:9-96 DATUM; Mean Sea Level
DRILLER: Valley Well Drilling INSTALLATION DATE __1.29-95

700 (ep ot s '~ EXPLORATORY BORING

m a. Total depth 1600 i
lﬁ =] Steel protective ; % in.

casing (Std.) b. Diameter
9 Dnlhng method_____Air Rotary

c. Total casmg length 13722 .
Material Schedule 40 PVC
d. Diameter ID_207 jn. OD _238  in.
e. Depth tofop perforations 938 it
f. Perforated length 404 1t
€ - g h Perforated interval from_968 _to_1372_ ft.
Perforation type_______Machine-slotted
Perforation size 002-inch
d. Surface seal Ll ft
Seal interval from 0__to_=L5 ft.
_%_ Material Concrete
| i h. BackiilVAnnular Seal I8 ft
-% Backiill interval from _~15_to_795 _ ft.
Material Bentonite Grout
i. Seal
Seal interval from 795 to—20 ft.
Material _______ Medium Bentonite Chips
. j. Filter pack 30 __ it
l Filter pack interval from __90__to 140 _ ft.
Material Lonestar #3 Sand
k. Bottom sealfill 20 ft.

Sealfill mtervahr mBen%%oyﬂﬂm ft.

Material Lonestar #3 Sand
|. Casing stickup 30 __ .
m. Protective casing diameter —8 in.

105 o

| 1

Rev. 5/10/96

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
Lea
-
-

; Yoo L_k
1D

Well Instalied by: M. Kuncir
Checked By: Date:

AMISC-WELL DETAILS\CCL-DW-14:pdc

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01




PROJECT NUMBER: 20976-001.041
PROJECT NAME: Chiquita Canyon Landfill

BY: Mark T. Kuncif DATE: 01/28/98

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

WELL NO.: PZ-4
PAGE: 1 of &
SURFACE ELEVATION: {01.71 MSL

Q
sRoUND|DEPTH| 4 &g
PID  |PENETRA- UN ]
READING | TION “Eﬁ?,‘,’ﬁf” WATER| IN (& | 3 DESCRIPTION oL
(ppm) | (Dlows/6") LEVELS|FEET| 3| 23
z
]

|
e e

B ,']
U gl
-,

a - vo-:&;‘.‘:.-'

3 B 20—@

26 - g

< I ¥

SAUGUS FORMATION (Q@s): O TO 1680 FEET

SILTY SANOSTONE: v2ry pale crown (i« 3 A/di 0%
nan-plastic nnes: 70% fine sand: 2% mecwum o toarse
.o .0 anaguiar: 23amp.

n

SANDSTONE:; cale veilow 15Y 220 S% rer oo
svi-rjasticity fnes: 95% fne 230Gl racE Taqum 1Endl

Jamp.

320 ‘bt shve gray (TY FITY trace
“:ne =3nd: trace medium and coarse sand: ‘race nne
sraver up to 0.25 inchn diameter: sand : 2nquiar o
subrounded; 3ravel 1s subanquiar: gamp.

T mes; 09

@ 30 ft.: hght gray (5Y 7/2).

228 L SANDY CLAYSTONE: olive gray (5Y 5/2): 35% low to

meaum-plastcity tines; 15% fine sand; damp. -

slasticity fines; 70% fine sand; 0% mediwum sand: 5%
-oarse sand: trace fine gravel yp to 0.5 nchin
iameter; subanqular: damp.

40

REMARKS

EMCON
.

Drilled by Valley Well Orilling using a Failing 1500 rig and air rotary drilling method. Hole diamet
samples were collected for logging purposes at {0-foot intervals. The boring was completed as a
PVC piezometer set at a total depth of 133 feet.

er is 8 inches. Grab
2-inch diameter,

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01




LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

\

PROJECT NUMBER: 20978—001.041 WELL NO.: PZ—-4
PROJECT NAME: Chiquita Canyon Landflll PAGE: 2 of §
BY: Mark T. Kuncir DATE: 01/28/98 SURFACE ELEVATION: 1101.71 MSL
Q
PID PENETRA IGROUND|OEPTH & gz
- <X
ReaDING | Tron  [RECOVERY[warer) N 12| &3 DESCRIPTION omELL
(ppm) | (blows/8") LEVELS| FEET = 28
=
o
= CLAYEY SANDSTONE.
5 1 L SILTY SANDSTONE: pale oive (5Y 6/3); 20% 1w (c
- B ~epgium-plastic:ity iines; 50% fine sand; 0% medium
L - -ana; £°% coarse £and; 5% fhne gravel up o L.0S .ncnan
i i Siamerter: supangular; damp.
<1 — 50
N 1 LZ= .'ﬂ“ SANDOSTONE: ight olive gray (5Y 8/3); trace tines; 95%
- . fine sand; trace medium and coarse sand: trace fine
" | V. gravel up to 0.25 inch in diameter; sand 1s subangular
<0 to subrounded: gravel 1s subangular; damp.
« - R)
< — 70— = 17T ‘e:ngnt chive gray (5Y 6/2); 10% low-plasucity
L *N A fines; 90% fine sand: damp.
80
REMARKS
Orilled by Valley Well Drilling using a Failing 1500 rig and air rotary drilling method. Hole diameter is 8 inches. Grab
samples were collected for logging purposes at 10-foot intervals. The boring was completed as a 2-inch diameter,
PVC piezometer set at a total depth of 133 feet.
EMCON
,

For use with report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01




~
LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING
PROJECT NUMBER: 20878~001.041 ‘WELL NO.: PZ-4
PROJECT NAME: Chiquita Canyon Landfll PAGE: 3 of §
BY: Mark T. Kuncir DATE: 01/29/88 SURFACE ELEVATION: 1101.71 MSL
g
W X
PID  |PENETRA- GROUND|DEPTH| W | S E WELL
Reaping | Tion  |FECOVERYIwater| v 12| &3 DESCRIPTION oL
(ppm) | (blows/6") LEVELS) FEET | = 28
=
]
< i 1 SANDSTONE.
L { [:2F] SILTY SANDSTONE: "gnt dhve tozwn _.Z-
I non 0 low-Dpiasticity fines; 80% *.ne sznar ¢
L
<{ —
: i - lcw-piasticity fines; 90% fine sand; trace medium and
ccarse sand; subangular to subrounded: moist.
B 1 - - 297 ¢ Increase in soil moisture.
<1 — 100 &
: z ovso/es :
L 4
< - "o X S DT ornionve gra, (ST 5/2)0i03% ing 2anal vale
L ,1 .t ’ medium sand; moist.
20—kl
REMARKS
Drilled by Valley Well Orilling using a Failing 1500 rig and air rotary drilling method. Hole diameter is 8 inches. Grab
samples were collected for logging purposes at 10-foot intervals. The boring was completed as a 2-inch diameter,
PVC piezometer set at a total depth of 133 feet.
EMCON
. y

For use With report dated 07/26/2006; RTF job number 2002-036-01




[ LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING )
PROJECT NUMBER: 20978-001.041 WELL NO.: PZ-4
PROJECT NAME: Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE: 4 of &
BY: Mark T. Kuncir DATE: 01/28/98 SURFACE ELEVATION: 1101.71 MSL
g
PID PENETRA GROUND|OEPTH| m iz
b - < X
Reaoing | Tion  |RECOVERYIwaTeR| IN | 2| &3 DESCRIPTION R
{ppm} | (blows/8") LEVELS| FEET = gg
=
=
<1 B i M .
P SANOSTONE: :2nt onve gray (5Y B/2) £% non to
B 7 P ‘ow-plasucity ~.nes; 35% tine sana: trace medium and
- - S zoarse sand; trace fine gravel; subanquiar; motst.
<1 — 130t -] 2120 tt:ohve aray (5Y 5/2):100% fine sang; trace
L 4 @ P meadium and coarse sand; trace fine gravel up to 0.25
B | inch N drameter; sand 1s subangular to subrounded:
gravel is subrounded; moist.
-Zwmw ]
< — 40— z| - -" ] @140 fr.: trace tines: 50% fine sand: 40% medwum sand;
L . @ r o 10% coarse sand:. angular to subrounded; wet.
= .
< - 150 o] 2150 ft.: 80% tine sand: 30% medwum sana; 10% coarse
B N @ { e sand: subanqular: wet.
160
REMARKS
DOrilled by Valiey Well Drilling using a Failing 1500 rig and air rotary drilling method. Hole diameter is 8 inches. Grab
samples were collected for logging purposes at 10-foot intervais. The boring was completed as a 2-inch diameter,
PVC piezometer set at a total depth of 133 feet.

For us&witTTer. TAEY U7/20/2000, R1T JoD nanioer 2002-U3b-UT



LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER: 20878-001.041 WELL NO.: PZ-4
PROJECT NAME: Chiquita Canyon Landfill PAGE: 50f §
BY: Mark T. Kuncir OATE: 01/20/66 SURFACE ELEVATION: 1101.71 MSL
. .
FID  |PENETRA SROUND|DEPTH| & £z
- Ll %%
reanin | TioN  [RECOVERIwater| v 12| &3 DESCRIPTION gReLL
{ppm) | (Dlows/8") LEVELS|FEET| X | ©3
5 .
i 1 BOTTOM OF BORING: 160 FEET
r -] TARGET DEPTH REACHED
- -4
— 170+
5 A
= -4
— 180—
t— 190
L 4
- 200
REMARKS

Drilled by Valley Well Drilling using a Failing 1500 rig-and air rotary driling method. Hole diameter is 8 inches. Grab
samples were collected for logging purposes at 10-foot intervals. The boring was compieted as a 2-inch diameter,
PVC piezometer set at a total depth of 133 feet.

EMCON

For usé with Teport aated 0772672006, R1F job number 2002-036-01



N GAS PROBE DETAILS
PROJECT NUMBER _ 976-04.02 GAS PROBE NO. GP-1
\@} PROJECT NAME _Chiguita Canvon Landfill-VMP TOP OF VAULT ELEY. __970.78ft
LOCATION _Los Angeles County GROUND SURFACE ELEV. _966 fi
€EMCON oRILLING CONTRACTOR West Hazmat Drilling. fnc. . patyy _ MSL
SOUTHWEST  |NSTALLED BY —L2ura Raincy INSTALLATION DATE 52181
Vault box - '
Probe casing EXPLORATORY BORING
a. Total depth 40.0° #.
b. Diameter 10 in.
1 Drilling method: __ Hollow Stem Auger
g
———Sé—h— GAS PHOB_E CONSTRUCTION
___;ul c. Total Casing Length:
* c, - 20.0 f.
<, 32.0 ft.
I C, 41.5 ft.
Matenai: Schedule 40 PVC
1 ; d. Probe Casing and Tubing Diameter:
: SIS d, Probe Casing __1/2 in.
7/ Z 7 + Material: _Schedule 40 PVC
‘ vad 4 :4 —1 2 d, Teflon® Tube Diameter___1/8  in.(ID)
X e, : 5::32:313 - 174 in.(OD)
;1 e. Depth From Ground Surtace to Prabe Tip:
Y, ey 155 f.
I es 27.5 ft.
2 R 37.0 ft.
f. Probe Tip Length: o 13
g. Surface Seal: 31
—_—x——— Matenial: Concrete
_]Ei h. Soil Backfill: ' 33
y . Seal:
e i 20 g total, from __84 s to_ 104 411.
i i2 20 # total, trom _183 # to_203 p
* C3 : i3 20_#. 1otal, rom__328 . 1o 3438 f.
A —_y Material: Bentonite
b dj J. Gravel Pack:
Tetlon® Tubing 113 total, from _104 s 10 183 4
' J2 220t total from _203 .10 328 ¢
J3-142_# total, from _34.8 s to 394
Material: Pea Gravel ‘
QA/QC ’DDQ ]
.ogged by: 7

kChecked by/date:m LA Note: Drawing not to scale




Rev. 8/5/81

MAC 2 LRjaa

o~ GAS PROBE DETAILS h

PROJECT NUMBER __ 976-04.02 GAS PROBE NO. GP-2
PROJECT NAME _Chiqguita Canyon Landfill- VMP TOP OF VAULT ELEV. _ 985.18ft
LOCATION _Los Angeles County GROUND SURFACE ELEV. _982ft.
DRILLING CONTRACTOR-West Hazmat Drilling, Inc. _~ pATUM MSL
INSTALLED BY —L2uraRainey INSTALLATION DATE /2281
Vault box _
Probe casing EXPLORATORY BORING
T T = a. Total depth . 566 ft.
[ : ﬂ_j—-l:jl; B b. Diameter 10 in.
LT R | R Drilling method:____Hollow Stem Auger
28| Beiet | 19 | o | feutsl e
e s | (97 | R | st B g
setmiate | (44 | Red | Eadhants .
“HEREIET — GAS PROBE CONSTRUCTION
A ES B __vh
Aady —+& -
2142 iq c. Total Casing Length:
= ) Cy 48.5 f.
¥ 64 Js ¢, 57.0 f,
' Material: Schedule 40 PVC
a d. Probe Casing and Tubing Diameter:
N d, Probe Casing 1/2 in.
& Material: _Schedule 40 PVC
i d,, Teflon® Tube Diameter_1/8 _ in. (ID)
- @2 _1/4 _ in. (OD)
e. Depth From Ground Surface to Probe Tip:
Y c, eq 15.5 ft.
[ es 44.5 ft.
2 ey 53.0 ft.
f. Probe Tip Length: LS .
1 g. Surface Seal: 3.0
4 Material: Concrete
_x 3 h. Soil Backfill 45 _ 4.
Y e, i. Seal:
iy =20_ft. total from 95 ft.to_11.5 ft.
" I, ip 20 _ft. total from 190 ft.to_21.0 ft.
C3 ig-20_ft. total, from__480 ft.to 50.0 .
I AN— -y ‘Material: Bentonite
b da j. Gravel Pack:
Teflon® Tubing j4_15_ . total, from 11.5 .10 19.0 +#.
‘ j2.21.0 ft. total from _210 ft.to_48.0 ft.
j 586 __ft. total, from _350.0_ft.t0 36.6 ft.
 OAIC Material:___Pea Gravel
Logged by: JOR.
Lc:hecked by/date: CL {1-12-9) Note: Drawing not to scale PfinfedonﬁecycledPap‘erJ‘




LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING )
PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02 BORING NO. GP-2
PROJECT NAME CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL PAGE 10F6
BY LauraRainey DATE  5/22/91 | SURFACEELEV.  ~981 ft.
Core Core Penetr- 0 | L.1THO- WELL
Qp® .
Run Recovery ation % E' ml E!u—- 3 CRAPHIC ‘DESCRIPTION DETAIL
8’&‘3 'ulsz T | coromm
§ at top | (£ft/ft) | blows/6" G31| B %
1 L7725
i FILL, sand, olive (5Y 5/3); 45% fine sand; 30%
i medium sand; 10% coarse sand; 15% fine gravel;
loose; dry.
B @2.5’: 90% fine sand; 10% medium sand.
i “SICTY SAND (SM), olive (5Y 53, 20%
N nonplastic fines; 80% fine sand; trace fine
gravel; angular to subrounded clasts; loose;
5 I AN AN damp.
2 1.7/2.5 ) 1 @4': 20% nonplastic fines; 70% fine sand; 10%
N 5 SERR: medium sand; trace fine gravel; loose; damp;
SHER micaceous.
i : SAND (SP), gray (5Y 6/1); 100% fine sand; damp. ‘
| @ 6.8": olive (5Y 4/3). i
L ! @ 7’: dark gray (5Y 4/1); contains lenses of black ,'
3 1.512.5 ,  clayey organic material. /
e e e e e e m -
i SILTY SAND (SM), olive (5Y 5/3); 85% fine
i sand; 15% medium sand; trace fine gravel; plastic )
\  refuse. !
\ I
i T SAND (SP), olive (5Y 5/3); 75% fine sand; 15%
i s medium sand: 10% coarse sand; damp .
4 1.2/2.5 _ —_‘iZ‘
10 .Itl.n:::l -------------------------------
REMARKS
Boring drilled using hollow-stem auger equipment to the total depth explored. Core samples were collected in
approximately 2.5-foot long steps continuousty to the total depth explored. Subsequently, a cluster of three soil-vapor
probes w-%ul Soil a/nd 7ck colors based on the Munsell Soil Color Chart.
QA/QC: 1111 Y
EMCON "
\_ ABSOCIATES

Printed on Recycled Paper



LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING )

PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02 BORING NO. GP-2
PROJECT NAME CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL PAGE 20F6
BY Laura Rainey DATE  5/22/91 SURFACE ELEV. ~981 ft.
Core Core Penatr- Qn: ) um_] LITHO- ] WELL
Run  |Recovery) ation Suig | FT | J jeraenic DESCRIPTION DETAIL
nD: '& E‘ % - % COLUMN
§ at top| (ft/ft) | blowa/6" 631 |0k %

SILTY SAND (SM), olive (5Y 5/4); 20%
nonplastic fines; 80% fine sand; micaceous; damp.

SAND (SP), olive (5Y 5/3); 85% fine sand; 15%
medium sand

@ 11.9': olive (5Y 5/4); 80% fine sand; 20% medium
sand.

5 |L0/L5 B @ 12.5’: trace fine gravel.

SAND (SW), brown (10YR 5/3); 35% fine sand;
50% medium sand; 15% coarse sand; trace fine to
coarse gravel up to 1.5" diameter; damp.

6 |2.1/25 — 15—

SAND (SP), olive (5Y 5/3); 85% fine sand; 15%
medium sand: trace fine gravel; damp.

@ 15.8’: thin caliche-filled veins; moderately
cemented; trace fine gravel, rounded, up to 1"
diameter; damp.

@ 16.5': 95% fine sand; 5% medium sand.

7 |14/25 B @ 17.5°: 85% fine sand; 15% medium sand; trace

coarse sand; damp.

SANDSTONE (SAUGUS FORMATION), light
ERN olive brown (2.5Y 5/4); 20% fine sand; 65%
20 Lo medium sand: 15% coarse sand; damp; soft.

REMARKS

Boring drilled using hollow-stem auger equipment to the total depth explored. Core samples were collected in
approximately 2.5-foot long steps continuously to the total depth explored. Subsequently, a cluster of three soil-vapor
probes was | tal So:l lnd rock colors based on the Munsell Soil Color Chart.

QA/QC )V iok e

Printed on Recycled Paper



LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING )
PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02 ‘ BORING NO. GP-2
PROJECT NAME CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL PAGE 30F6
BY Laura Rainey DATE  5/22/91 SURFACE ELEV. ~981 ft.

c K
ore Core Penetr LITHO- : WELL

GRAPHIC DESCRIPTION DETAIL
COLUMN

Run Recovery ation

GROUND
WATER
LEVELS
DEPTH
IN FT.
SAMPLES

¥ at top| (£t/ft) | blows/6"

8 1.6/2.5 @ 19.5": SILTY SANDSTONE, light olive brown

(2.5Y 5/4); 15% nonplastic fines; 15% fine sand,
40% medium sand; 30% coarse sand moderate
hardness.

@ 20.7’: SANDSTONE, light bmwmsh gray (2.5Y
6/2); 50% fine sand; 35% medium sand; 10%
coarse sand; 5% medium gravel; soft; damp.

@ 20.9’: light gray (5Y 7/1); 85% fine sand; 15%
medium sand; moderate hardness.

@ 21.5": olive (5Y 5/4); 95% fine sand; 5% medium
sand; low hardness; damp.

@ 22.5": 75% fine sand; 25% medium sand; low
hardness. ’

9 1.3/25

@ 23.7’: olive (5Y 5/4); 100% fine sand; trace
medium sand; moderate hardness; damp.

@ 24': 15% fine sand; 40% medium sand; 25% coarse
sand; 20% fine gravel; rounded to subrounded
clasts up to 1.5" diameter; low hardness.

10 |15725 — 25—

@ 26': 100% fine sand; micaceous; low hardness.

@ 26.6': moderate hardness.
i ] @ 26.8": 85% fine sand; 15% medium sand; damp;
11 {1.0/2.5 hard.

@ 27.5": 75% fine sand; 25% medium sand.

@ 29': SILTY SANDSTONE. olive (5Y 5/3); 20%
nonplastic fines; 65% fine sand; 15% medium
SR sand: damp: moderate hardness.
30 Gl @ 29.17: SANDSTONE, light olive brown (2.5Y

REMARKS

Boring drilled using hollow-stem auger equipment to the total depth explored. Core samples were collected in

approximately 2.5-foot long steps continuously to the total depth explored. Subsequently, a cluster of three soil-vapor
probes was ingtalled. Soil rock colors based on the Munsell Soil Color Chart.

EMCON OV iz AU

i, ASSOCIATES
e

Printed on Récycled Paper



PROJECT NAME

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02

BY Lauwra Rainey DATE

BORING NO.

CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL PAGE

5/22/91 SURFACE ELEV.

GP-2
40F 6
~981 ft.

Core
Run

Core

& at top | (£t/ft)

Recovery ation

Penatr-

GROUND
WATER
LEVELS
DEPTH
IN FT.
SAMPLES

blows/6"

LITHO~

GRAPHIC| . DESCRIPTION
COLUMN

WELL
DETAIL

12

13

14

15-

1.4/2.5

14125

L3725

2,125

40

5/4);10% nonplastic fines; 50% fine sand; 20%

medium sand; 10% coarse sand; {0% fine gravel,

angular to subrounded; low bardness; damp.

@ 30.4’: 15% fine sand; 65% medium sand; 15%

coarse sand; 5% fine gravel; low hardness.

@ 31.2": white (10YR 8/1); 100% fine-grained
(crushed cobble).

@ 31.3": (light olive brown (2.5Y 5/4), '15% fine
sand; 65% medium sand; 15% coarse sand; 5%
fine gravel; low hardness.

@ 33.6": light olive brown (2.5Y 5/4); 40% fine
sand; 25% medium sand; 25% coarse sand; 10%
fine gravel; angular to subrounded.

@ 34.3’: cobbles up to 1.5" diameter.

@ 34.7’: 60% fine sand; 40% medium sand; trace
fine gravel.

@ 36.1’: 50% fine sand; 25% medium sand; 25%
coarse sand.

@ 36.7’: olive (5Y 5/4); 100% fine sand; trace
medium sand; micaceous; moderate hardness.

@ 36.8": SILTY SANDSTONE, dark grayish brown
(2.5Y 4/2); 30% nonplastic fines; 70% fine sand;
modertate hardness; damp.

@ 37': olive (5Y 5/3);20% nonplastic fives; 60% fine
sand; 20% medium sand.

@ 38.7": SANDSTONE, olive (5Y 5/3); 100% fine
sand; micaceous; soft; moist.

@ 38.9’: SILTY SANDSTONE, brown (10YR 5/3);
20% nonplastic fines; 15% fine sand; 45%
medium sand; 20% coarse sand; moderate
hardness: damp.

REMARKS

Boring drilled using hollow-stem auger equipment to the total depth explored. Core samples were collected in
appmximalcly 2.5-foot long steps continuously to the total depth explored. Subsequently, a cluster of three soil-vapor

pmbes was installed. Soil and
Y /s

colors based on the Munsell Soil Color Chart.

Printed on Recycled Paper



LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING A

PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02 BORING NO. GP-2
PROJECT NAME CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL PAGE S50F6
BY Laura Rainey DATE  5/22/91 SURFACE ELEV. ~981 ft.
Core Core Penatr- v
R:n R@c:vnry aZion % x 3 I}: um'l LraHo ' E e
DE i Eu_ é GRAPHIC DESCRIPTION DETAIL
227 |z | £ |commm
¢ at top| (£ft/£t) | blowa/&" g21 |9 % ,
6 (13725 T @ 39.9": SANDSTONE, olive (5Y 5/3); 90% fine
B | sand; 10% medium sand; micaceous; moderate
hardness; damp.
i T @ 41.2": olive (5Y 5/3); 30% fine sand; 40% medium
i ] sand; 25% coarse sand; 5% fine gravel; soft.
@ 41.7": SILTY SANDSTONE, olive (5Y 5/3); 20%
i ] nomnplastic fines; 80% fine sand; micaceous;
moderate hardpess; damp.
u ] @ 42’: SANDSTONE, olive (5Y 5/3); 85% fine
17 1.0/2.5 sand; 15% medium sand; soft; damp.
i ] from 42.5 to 44’: no recovery.
i T @ 44’: SILTY SANDSTONE, olive (5Y 5/3); 15%
N ] nonplastic fines; 30% fine sand; 40% medium
sand; 10% coarse sand; 5% fine gravel; trace
, _ B 45— medium gravel; low hardness; damp.
18 13725 '

@ 44.5’: SANDSTONE, olive (5Y 5/3); 5%

nonplastic fines; 45% fine sand; 35% medium
" sand; 10% coarse sand; 5% fine gravel; trace -

medium gravel; soft; damp.

@ 46.2': olive (5Y 5/3); 5% nonplastic fines; 50%
fine sand; 30% medium sand; 10% coarse sand;
5% fine gravel; trace coarse gravel; moderate
hardness.

@ 46.5’: 40% fine sand; 20% medium sand; 15%
coarse sand; 25% fine gravel; clasts up to 1.5" :

19 |12/25 B ] diameter. '

@ 46.8': light gray (5Y 7/1); 100% fine sand.

@ 46.9’: olive (5Y 5/3); 40% fine sand; 20% medium
sand; 15% coarse sand; 25% fine gravel.

@ 47': SILTY SANDSTONE, olive (5Y 5/3); 20%
nonplastic fines; 60% fine sand; 15% medium
sand; 5% fine gravel; moderate hardness; damp.

@ 48.8": 15% nonplastic fines; 45% fine sand; 20%
medium sand; 15% coarse sand; 5% medium
gravel.

50

REMARKS

Boring drilled using hollow-stem auger equipment to the total depth explored. Core samples were collected in
approximetely 2.5-foot long steps continuously to the total depth explored. Subsequently, a cluster of three soil-vapor
probes was installed. Soil and rock ¢olors based on the Munsell Soil Color Chart.

T4/

QA/QC: ?@Vﬁ u9/

V4

Printed on Recycled Paper



LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

PROJECT NUMBER 976-04.02 BORING NO. GP-2
PROJECT NAME CHIQUITA CANYON LANDFILL PAGE 6QF6
BY Laura-Rainey DATE 5/22/91 SURFACE ELEV. ~981 ft.
Core Core Penetr- . | Ol nITHO- WELL
Run  |Recovery| ation %ﬁg E’u'_ U lerapnic DESCRIPTION DETAIL
4ok |f
g a a W | £ | coma
& at top| (£e/£t) |blowssen | G- | BH | E
20 (1.1225 @ 49.3": 25% nonplastic fines; 25% fine sand; 20%
8 ] medium sand; 15% coarse sand; 15% fine gravel.
from 50 to 51.4’: no recovery.
@ 51.4': SANDSTONE, olive (5Y 5/3); 10%
i T nonplastic fines; 70% fine sand; 15% medium
i ] sand; 5% coarse sand; low hardness; moist.
@ 51.8’: SILTY SANDSTONE, light olive brown
| ] (2.5Y 5/4), 25% nonplastic fines; 75% fine sand;
21 |LIRS micaceous; moderate hardness; moist.

@ 52’: olive (5Y 5/3); 15% nonplastic fines; 50%
fine sand; 20% medium sand; 15% fine gravel.

@ 53.3’: SANDSTONE, olive (5Y 5/3); 30% fine
sand; 50% medium sand; 15% coarse sand; 5%
fine gravel; moderate hardness; moist.

B 35— from 55 to 56.6’: no recbvery.
BOTTOM OF BORING: 56.6 FEET
B ] TARGET DEPTH ATTAINED.
B \
60

REMARKS

Boring drilled using hollow-stem auger equipment to the total depth explored. Core samples were collected in
approximately 2.5-foot long steps continuously to the total depth explored. Subsequently, a cluster of three soil-vapor
probes was inatal oil and rock colors based on the Munsell Soil Color Chart.

QA/QC: LY

Printed on Recycled Paper



G OF EXPLORATORY BORING 4
PROJECT NUMBER: 0876-001038 WELL NO. GP-0
“ROJECT NAME: Chiquita Canyon Landfil PAGE:10of §
8Y: Dan Koning OATE: September 14, 1985 SURFACE ELEVATION: 1080: MSL
i =
PID  [PENETRA-| SAMPLES paommoer' ma| 2
Reaang | Tion | SELECTED fyurep) v |2 | &3 DESCRIPTION oot
(pom) | (Dlowss8™)| .\ Yerc [LEVELS| FEET 3 g S
I 5
0 28 ALLUYIUM: O TO 25 FEET Ihh
a7 L J SILTY SAND WITH GRAVEL (SM): Very paie brown I “ “
2 [10YR 8/4); 20% low plasticity fines: 0% fine sand; 2C
29 medium to coarse sana; 0% gravel up to ! inch in ! H H
o4 - . diameter; sand i1s subangular ana arkosic: dense; ary.
4 CLAYEY SAND (SC): Dark vetlowisn brown (I0YR 4/6);
- . 20-40% meawm plasticity fines: 50-70X fine sana; 10%
28 EREEIN meaium sand; dense; moist; this may represent an
40 44 Y arailic norizon of & soil.
b ~ c
38 — SILTY SAND (SM): Ciive (5Y 5/4); 20X iow plasticity
2 44744 | fnes: 7CX fine sand: 0% medium sanad: subanguiar to
- — s—@CLEE ! subrounded:; very dense; moist.
9 B @ 4.25 ft.: 15% low pIasticity fines; minor coarse sana
= 1 and gravel; clay-rich stringers apout 0.5 incn thick;
" -", moist.
d L . “t1, SAND WITH SILT (SP-SM): Qlive (5Y 5/4); 10% low
8 -1 plasticity fines; 80X fine sand; 5X meaium sana; X%
14 2 coarse sand; subangular to subrounded:; medium cense:
" - 1 {1 | moist.
9 o T 8 7 ft.: 10% low plasticity fines: 80% fine sand: 10%
3 - - ‘J] ! meawm to coarse sand; subangular to subroundeg;
n 11 shgntly morst. PO e o
y L . | SILTY SAND (SM): 35% low piasticity fines; 65% fine
10 \
2 sanda.
3 JBb:-os4 | SILT WITH SAND (ML): Clive (SY 4/4); approx. 3%
8 B fine sanag: very moist.
10 Moisture: ——1 | SAND (SW): Olive (5Y 4/4); 50% fine sana: S0% meaium
13 ns-t' TB----1| sana: supzanquiar; medium dense; moist.
10 AT —t- @ 11.5 ft.: Zome suty sand beds present wnich are 3-4
Rabet - TR L 1! inches thick; the suty sand beds are maist; the
2 vm". EENS L intervening sana s ary.
U AWELTHA] b saND (sP): cive (5Y 4/4); 30% fine sand: 50% meawm
| _sana: 20% coarse sand: supangular; siightly moist.
Mot 1. 15— SILTY SAND (SM): Dense: moist.
3 W55’ L @ 15 ft.: Moist.
n ~a
25
14
- ol ISR @17 ft.: Clive (EY4/4); 25% low plasticity fines; 20%
“ SEAE fine sand; 35X medium sand: subangqular: moist.
% L 3l SAND WITH SILT (SP-SM): 10% low plasticity fines; 45%
8 3 fine sana; 30% medium sang; 15% coarse sand. ;
9 ;
20 I 1 Q919 ft: Clive (SY £/4); 10-15% low 