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In addition, LEA commissioned a peer review of the application package by URS 
Corporation.  URS submitted two reports and tables with detailed comments and 
proposed revisions to LEA on December 21, 2010.  A copy of the URS reports are 
included as Attachment C.  It is very significant that URS reviewed all of the key design 
assumptions for the landfill design, and made 35 separate findings in its report that they 
were reasonable and in compliance with applicable requirements. 
 
All of URS’s detailed comments were carefully reviewed, and revisions to the application 
package were made as appropriate.  Two tables indicating the action taken in response to 
each URS comment/proposed revision were submitted to LEA and were considered when 
making its complete and correct determination.  A copy of those tables are included as 
Attachment D. 
 
The combined efforts of LEA, URS and the applicant produced a very high quality 
permit application, fully sufficient for purposes of LEA review and action on the pending 
application. 
 
In order to facilitate review and response to the February 23, 2011 comment letter, it has 
been broken down into specific issues and bracketed, similar to the process in preparing 
responses to comments to a Draft EIR.  A copy of the bracketed letter is included as 
Attachment E, and responses are set forth below. 
 
Subsequent to submitting this comment letter to LEA, Procopio filed an appeal of LEA’s 
complete and correct determination, and submitted a statement of issues.  That submittal 
is included as Attachment F.  In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 
44310(a)(2), LEA submitted its response to the statement of issues.  The LEA’s response 
is included at Attachment G. 
 
In light of the fact that some of the comments in the February 23, 2011 comment letter 
were not included in the statement of issues, GCL believes that the Pala Band is 
precluded from raising these issues at a later time for failure to exhaust administrative 
remedies. 
 
Since there is considerable overlap between the comments in the February 23, 2011 
comment letter and the statement of issues, this response will rely on LEA’s response to 
the statement of issues where appropriate, and this will be noted where done. 
 
On March 25, 2011, Procopio submitted a reply to LEA’s response to the statement of 
issues.  A bracketed copy of this letter is included at Attachment H.  On March 29, 2011, 
a member of the solid waste hearing panel recused himself due a concern with a potential 
conflict of interest, and the appeal hearing did not take place.   
 
This response will also respond to comments included in Procopio’s March 25, 2011 
reply. 
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I. Response to February 23, 2011 Comment Letter 
 
Response to Comment #1 (Legal Standards): 
 
This comment was addressed in LEA’s response to the statement of issues, in Response 
to Issue #1. 
 
Response to Comment #2 (Type of Permitted Waste): 
 
The 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report for the landfill project (“2003 Draft EIR”), 
p. 3-31, provided that the Gregory Canyon Landfill would accept non-hazardous solid 
wastes and inert wastes for disposal.  In turn, the definition of “solid waste” in Public 
Resources Code §40191 broadly includes all putrescible and non-putrescible waste, and 
more specifically ashes and vegetative or animal solid matter, and other materials as 
discussed in the JTD, at p. B.1-5.  This would include all of the items checked on Part 2.E 
of Form E-177.  There is no conflict with the CEQA documents. 
 
Response to Comment #3 (Daily Disposal): 
 
The comment concedes that the information in Part 3.B.1.a relates to other wastes, but 
fails to recognize that the acceptance and use of processed green material (PGM) is for 
alternative daily cover (ADC) and not for disposal of waste.  Also, the truck trips for 
delivery of PGM would count against the daily and hourly trip limits set forth in MM 4.5-
3 and MM 4.5-4, included as Appendix D-2 of the JTD. 
 
Response to Comment #4 (Landfill Capacity Survey): 
 
The required CADD drawings were part of the complete and correct permit application, 
in Attachment SWFP-B. 
 
Response to Comment #5 (Status of Current Permits): 
 
The first portion of this comment relates to the regulatory process at the San Diego 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  The March 1, 2005 complete and 
correct determination by the RWQCB remains current, and has not been rescinded.  The 
fact that the JTD has been subsequently revised does not rescind RWQCB’s 
completeness determination.  27 CCR §21710(a)(4) provides procedures for notification 
of changes to RWQCB, but does not provide for the automatic or inferential rescission of 
a prior complete and correct determination. 
 
This comment also claims that certain information related to federal permitting processes 
was inaccurate.  None of this information was material to LEA’s review of the 
application, or compliance with applicable requirements for a SWFP.  Moreover, the 
information alleged to be inaccurate did not relate to the “parameters of the solid waste 
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facility,” which is the definition of “correct” in 27 CCR §21563(d)(2).  The defect alleged 
in this comment is trivial and non-substantive. 
 
Response to Comment #6 (Fire Protection): 
 
For purposes of LEA’s complete and correct determination, Gregory Canyon was 
required to demonstrate compliance with Public Resources Code §44151 (setback) and 
27 CCR §21600(b)(8)(B) (burning waste and landfill fires).  That demonstration was 
made, and was not challenged in the comment.  Gregory Canyon provided additional 
information describing the likely arrangements for fire protection service and response to 
wildfires, in Section B.5.3.5 of the JTD.  The fire authority providing fire service would 
be responsible for verifying compliance with applicable provisions of the Consolidated 
Fire Code. 
 
Response to Comment #7 (CEQA Compliance): 
 
This comment was addressed in LEA’s response to the statement of issues, in Response 
to Issue #3. 
 
In addition, Gregory Canyon will be required to obtain all other permits required under 
applicable law for construction, operation and closure of the landfill.  However, that is 
not related to the SWFP. 
 
Response to Comment #8 (PCPCMP): 
 
This comment was addressed in LEA’s response to the statement of issues, in Response 
to Issue #2. 
 
Response to Comment #9 (Conceptual Design): 
 
This comment was addressed in LEA’s response to the statement of issues, in Response 
to Issue #9. 
 
Response to Comment #10 (Other Permits): 
 
Table 5 was never intended to provide the final and exact listing of all required permits 
and approvals.  It is identified as a “Summary of Permits.”  The JTD, at p. B.2-5, 
identifies other required permits.  Gregory Canyon will be required to obtain all permits 
required under applicable law for construction, operation and closure of the landfill.  
Those may change over time.  The defect alleged in this comment is trivial and non-
substantive. 
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Response to Comment #11 (Temporary Construction Storage): 
 
The use of the temporary storage yard has been analyzed in Hagmann (2011), Air 
Quality, Health Risk and Noise Technical Memorandum, and those impacts were found 
to be less than significant.  In addition, operation of the temporary storage yard will be 
subject to construction-related mitigation measures related to protection of biological 
resources, set forth in the FEIR, such as exclusion fencing for arroyo toad.  Those 
mitigation measures where determined to reduce construction-related impacts to 
biological resources to less than significant.  This portion of the FEIR was neither 
challenged nor overturned by the courts.  Gregory Canyon recommends that a permit 
condition be included incorporating these measures into the operation of the temporary 
storage yard.  Gregory Canyon recommends that full discussion of potential impacts from 
the use of the temporary storage yard be included in LEA’s CEQA Section 15162 
Findings, should it render a project approval. 
 
Response to Comment #12 (Inclement Weather): 
 
This comment was addressed in LEA’s response to the statement of issues, in Response 
to Issue #5.  In addition, Gregory Canyon has reviewed its property records and 
confirmed that is also has an access easement from Couser Canyon Way to the southern 
end of the landfill, which would provide a second alternative access for emergency 
purposes to that discussed in LEA’s Response to Issue #5.  The property description for 
this second access is set forth in Attachment SWFP-A on the permit application (Parcels 
12 and 13). 
 
Response to Comment #13 (Alternative Daily Cover): 
 
The comment feigns surprise at the fact that processed green material (PGM) would be 
used for alternative daily cover (ADC), but fails to note that every prior version of the 
JTD over the past several years and the 2003 Draft EIR (p. 3-31) provided for the use of 
PGM as ADC.  There is no change to the project.  The additional detail provided in this 
version of the JTD responds to recent requirements promulgated by CalRecycle, 
primarily designed to assure that PGM would not be overused in an attempt to overinflate 
diversion percentages.  Also, see response to comment #23 for a discussion of the refuse-
to-cover ratio. 
 
Response to Comment #14 (Leachate Collection and Removal): 
 
This comment was addressed in LEA’s response to the statement of issues, in Response 
to Issue #10.   
 
Response to Comment #15 (Leachate Volumes): 
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Leachate collection and treatment is undertaken for the purpose of protection of waters of 
the state, and falls within the regulatory authority of RWQCB. 
 
The JTD, at p. B.5-4, states in detail the design basis for the LCRS.  The peak leachate 
generation was calculated using the HELP3 model assuming a rainfall year of 34.8 
inches, substantially larger than the 25 inches mentioned in the comment, and the peak 
leachate generation rate formed the basis for the design of the LCRS. 
 
Response to Comment #16 (Analysis of Potential Impairment to Groundwater): 
 
This comment was addressed in LEA’s response to the statement of issues, in Response 
to Issue #7.   
 
Response to Comment #17 (Groundwater Monitoring Well Locations): 
 
This comment was addressed in LEA’s response to the statement of issues, in Response 
to Issue #6.   
 
Response to Comment #18 (Stormwater Permitting): 
 
Storm water management relates directly to protection of waters of the state, and falls 
within the regulatory authority of RWQCB. 
 
Attachment SWFP-D of the permit application and Attachment F of the SWPPP 
(Appendix D-1 of the JTD) both noted that the Notice of Intent to obtain coverage under 
the NPDES general storm water permit was submitted, and the WDID recertified, in 
September 2010. 
 
Response to Comment #19 (Estimated Corrective Action Cost): 
 
This comment was addressed in LEA’s response to the statement of issues, in Response 
to Issue #7.   
 
Response to Comment #20 (Dust Control): 
 
Potential releases of contaminants relates directly to protection of waters of the state, and 
falls within the regulatory authority of RWQCB. 
 
The comment fails to note that this issue was previously raised in the CEQA litigation 
and rejected by both the Superior Court and Court of Appeal. 
 
The crux of commenter’s argument made in its briefs filed in the CEQA litigation is that 
monitoring for certain constituents of concern (COC’s) is infrequent, and may only be 
done every five years.  This claim fails to grasp the monitoring program for the landfill 
by continuing to blur the distinction between Appendix I and Appendix II COC’s.  The 



Mr. Jack Miller, Director 
May 3, 2011 
Page 7 
 
JTD, at p. B.5-14 – B.5-15, provides that background sampling will be undertaken with 
respect to the full suite of COC’s.  Once that data is analyzed, the constituents detected in 
background samples or most likely to be released are identified and analyzed quarterly.  
These are known as the Appendix I COC’s.  The remainder are classified as Appendix II 
COC’s and analyzed every five years. 
 
Constituents can be added to the Appendix I list in one of two ways.  The first is based on 
sampling of new background monitoring wells.  The second is through constituents 
identified through annual composite sampling of the LCRS, as provided in the JTD, p. 
B.5-16, or from grab samples taken if liquid is observed during routine monitoring of the 
leachate storage tanks, as provided in the JTD, p. B.5-3.  See response to comment #25. 
 
Since any contaminants that might be released through the liner would initially pass 
through the LCRS, there is no likelihood that an undetected contaminant would be 
released though dust control operations.  The comment does not allege that quarterly 
ground water monitoring is “infrequent.”   
 
Also, the comment does not recognize, even though the courts did, the virtual 
impossibility of any release of contaminants through the liner system. 
 
Finally, since the above information is contained in the JTD, the comment’s assertion that 
this was not discussed in the JTD is incorrect.   
 
Response to Comment #21 (Fire Control): 
 
This comment was addressed in LEA’s response to the statement of issues, in Response 
to Issue #8.   
 
Finally, the measures set forth in the JTD are fully enforceable through the SWFP.  
Standard Condition 15 of the SWFP lists other approvals that condition the operation of 
the landfill, and it is expected that the JTD will be included, as was done in the 2004 
SWFP. 
 
Response to Comment #22 (Design Features): 
 
The comment once again raises the issue of the use of “conceptual drawings” in the JTD.  
See LEA’s Response to Issue #9. 
 
Construction of the perimeter storm drains (PSD) would be accomplished through 
excavation of the foundation, followed by installation of the PSD.  URS reviewed the 
proposed storm water management system for the landfill, and found at p. 2-4 that “the 
perimeter storm drain (PSD) system consisting of a reinforced concrete trapezoidal 
drainage channels placed around (outside) the refuse footprint and earthen berms to divert 
run-on from adjacent slopes and the up-canyon areas of the undisturbed footprint into the 
perimeter storm drains is appropriate for the site”, that “the phased construction of the 
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PSD moving up canyon as the landfill is developed is reasonable”, and that the 
“discharge and percolation area appears to be adequately sized and the energy dissipaters 
proposed are typical”. 
 
Response to Comment #23 (Material Availability): 
 
Numerous prior versions of the JTD indicated that with the use of ADC, a refuse-to-cover 
ratio of 7:1 would be expected, and this conclusion has never been challenged previously.  
This version of the JTD, at p. B.4-18 – B.4-19 and C.2-2 – C.2-4 provides a detailed 
discussion on soil balance, and a rationale as to why a slightly larger refuse-to-cover ratio 
of 7.5:1 would be expected.  The site engineer, with working experience at many landfills 
in the state, reports that it is widely recognized that 9:1 to 10:1 refuse-to-cover ratios have 
been achieved in California, therefore, a 7.5:1 refuse-to-cover ratio in reasonable and 
achievable.  The specific measures identified at p. C.2-4 included the use of fill 
sequencing to reduce cover needs, ADC and reuse of materials from demolition of the 
former dairy operations.  The impact of improved fill sequencing, which is a technique 
that is becoming standard in the industry, is that it will reduce the areas requiring 
intermediate cover, which in the case of Gregory Canyon would be a soil intermediate 
cover (JTD, p. B.4-17). 
 
The URS report at p. 2-2 concluded “[t]he soil deficit at the site can be managed using 
the alternative daily cover (ADC) strategies in the JTD and these ADCs have been 
successfully used at other facilities. 
 
Response to Comment #24 (Stockpile/Borrow Area) 
 
Storm water management relates to protection of waters of the state, and falls within the 
regulatory authority of RWQCB. 
 
The JTD at p. C.2-5 – C.2-6 provides a detailed discussion of the storm water control 
measures that would be undertaken, which is adequate for SWFP purposes.  In addition, 
the SWPPP (Appendix D of the JTD), includes a discussion of the borrow/stockpile areas 
and a series of measures for achieving storm water control at p. 3-2 – 3-3, 3-6 and 5-4 – 
5-18. 
 
Figure 3 and Plate 1 of the Habitat Restoration and Resource Management Plan 
(Appendix I-3 of the JTD) include an aerial photo that depicts the location of the existing 
drainages. 
 
See LEA’s Response to Issue #4 for a discussion on protection of the County Water 
Authority Pipelines. 
 
Response to Comment #25 (Leachate Generation): 
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Leachate collection and treatment is undertaken for the purpose of protection of waters of 
the state, and falls within the regulatory authority of RWQCB. 
 
The JTD, at p. B.5-2, provides a detailed description of a LCRS that meets federal and 
state requirements.  The LCRS was designed to collect and remove a minimum of twice 
the anticipated maximum daily volume of leachate generated from within the refuse 
prism, as well as maintain less than a 30-cm (12-inch) depth of leachate over the 
composite liner system.  The maximum leachate volume was calculated using the HELP3 
model assuming a rainfall year of 34.8 inches, substantially larger than the 25 inches 
mentioned in the comment, and the peak leachate generation rate formed the basis for the 
design of the LCRS. 
 
As noted in response to comment #20, annual monitoring of the leachate would be 
primarily utilized to identify additional COC’s to add to the Appendix I list of COC’s for 
groundwater monitoring.  In addition, grab samples of leachate will be taken if liquid is 
observed during monitoring of the leachate storage tank (JTD, p. B.5-3).  Collected 
leachate will be taken off-site for treatment, and the grab sampling would provide the 
information required for waste characterization purposes, to assure proper 
treatment/disposal (JTD, p. B.5- 3). 
 
Response to Comment #26 (Leachate Control and Recovery System): 
 
This comment was addressed in LEA’s response to the statement of issues, in Response 
to Issue #10.   
 
Response to Comment #27 (Landfill Gas): 
 
The discussion in the comment is misleading, in that it fails to acknowledge that three 
methods for treating/disposing of landfill gas condensate are provided in the JTD at p. 
C.2-14.  The methods are incineration in the flares, treatment on site, or off-site 
treatment/disposal.  The selection of the methodology to be used would be based on part 
on the analyzed constituents in the landfill gas condensate.  There was adequate 
information for purposes of a complete and correct determination  and permit action by 
LEA. 
 
Gas condensate generated at a non-hazardous landfill is typically non-hazardous.  
Authority to incinerate gas condensate in the flares, and conditions on that activity, would 
be included in the Permit to Operate issued by SDAPCD. 
 
Any permit requirements related to the landfill gas flare fall with the regulatory authority 
of SDAPCD. 
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Response to Comment #28 (Hydrology): 
 
This comment was addressed in LEA’s response to the statement of issues, in Response 
to Issue #4.   
 
The discussion in the JTD at p. C.2-17 accurately states the current situation.  The 
existing aqueduct pipelines may be protected or relocated in accordance with the terms of 
an agreement between Gregory Canyon and San Diego County Water Authority (see MM 
4.1-3, 2003 Draft EIR, p. 10-9). 
 
Response to Comment #29 (PSD Channel System): 
 
Storm water management relates to protection of waters of the state, and falls within the 
regulatory authority of RWQCB. 
 
The discussion in the comment about the PSD being designed for “sheet flow” is 
unsupported.  There is no such discussion in JTD Section C.2.8.3.2.  The PSD is designed 
to capture all flows from outside of disturbed areas. 
 
A response to the comment letter submitted by Dr. Richard Horner to RWQCB and 
attached to the February 23, 2011 comment letter is included in Attachment I. 
 
The URS report, at p. 2-3 – 2-4 concluded that “[t]he drainage control system designed 
for 100-year, 24-hour storm event run-off volumes complies with the regulatory 
requirements and is reasonable for the site”, that “[t]he estimated run-off values 
calculated based on the San Diego County Hydrology Manual (2003 version) in 
conjunction with computer software developed by Advanced Engineering Software 
(AES) is appropriate”, and that “[t]he hydrologic analysis conducted using the Rational 
Method Computer program (in accordance with the San Diego County Hydrology 
Manual Criteria) to determine the peak flows discharged from the Gregory Canyon 
watershed under pre- and post-developed conditions is reasonable for the project”. 
 
Response to Comment #30 (Storm Water Desilting Basin): 
 
This comment was addressed in LEA’s response to the statement of issues, in Response 
to Issue #11.   
 
Response to Comment #31 (Landfill Construction Phasing) 
 
The comment again raises the issue of “conceptual design”.  See LEA’s Response to 
Issue #9. 
 
The scope of information required by 27 CCR §21600(b)(8)(I) is a traffic control plan for 
the site itself. A series of measures is set forth in the JTD and p. B.5-43 – B.4-44 for the 
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purpose of ensuring that traffic flow into, on and out of the site minimizes interference 
and safety problems for customers and for traffic on adjacent and adjoining public roads.  
This meets the requirements of Title 27.  The JTD, at p. B.5-44, also notes that mitigation 
measures related to traffic are set forth in Appendix D-2, Table 10-1 of the JTD.  
Consistent with the 2004 SWFP, it is expected that the SWFP would provide the 
enforcement mechanism for all CEQA mitigation measures and project design features. 
 
The URS report at p. 2-2 concluded that “[t]he site-specific traffic control measures are 
more robust than typical and should minimize traffic impacts. 
 
Response to Comment #32 (Liner System Development): 
 
Design and construction of the liner system relates to protection of waters of the state, 
and falls within the regulatory authority of RWQCB. 
 
This comment again addresses the issue of the required design detail.  See LEA’s 
Response to Issue #9.  Also, as noted by LEA, detailed designs must be submitted to and 
approved by RWQCB prior to initiating construction.  This issue would be addressed as 
part of final design review by RWQCB. 
 
Response to Comment #33 (Drainage Control Development): 
 
Storm water management relates to protection of waters of the state, and falls within the 
regulatory authority of RWQCB. 
 
The comment fails to note that this issue was raised in the CEQA litigation, but rejected 
by both the Superior Court and the Court of Appeal. 
 
The JTD at p. C.2.23 – C.2.24 includes a discussion of interim storm water management 
features that will provide for the direction of storm water from undisturbed areas to the 
PSD’s at all times, and in particular during the period prior to completion of all phases of 
the PSD’s.  In addition, Figures 21, 22 and 24 in the JTD show the configuration of the 
PSD and interim storm water control measures.  The PSD’s will be fully completed 
during construction of Phase III. 
 
Response to Comment #34 (Floodplain): 
 
This comment was addressed in LEA’s response to the statement of issues, in Response 
to Issue #12.   
 
Response to Comment #35 (Precipitation): 
 
The rationale for providing a range of values was included in the JTD at p. D.3-1, arising 
from the fact there are no long-term precipitation gauging stations in the vicinity of the 
Gregory Canyon site.  The use of a range represented the best available data. 
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As noted in response to comment #15 and #25, the HELP3 leachate generation modeling 
was based on assumed maximum rainfall year of 34.8 inches, and the design of the LCRS 
was based on leachate generation in that maximum rainfall year. 
 
The response to Dr. Horner’s comment letter includes a discussion of on-site 
observations and on-site rainfall data taken during large storm events in the 2009-2010 
and 2010-2011 rain years. 
 
Response to Comment #36 (Geologic Hazards): 
 
This comment was addressed in LEA’s response to the statement of issues, in Response 
to Issue #13.   
 
Response to Comment #37 (Local Hydrogeologic Setting): 
 
This comment was addressed in LEA’s response to the statement of issues, in Response 
to Issue #7.   
 
Response to Comment #38 (Final Cover Construction): 
 
The preliminary final cover design consists of, in part, a two-foot vegetative layer of silty 
sand to sandy silt available from Borrow/Stockpile A.  The specific soil types that would 
be excavated and placed in Borrow/Stockpile A or excavated from Borrow/Stockpile A 
are described at p. C.2-3, and include topsoil, alluvium and colluvium.  Since vegetation 
is currently established on these soil types on the landfill property in the pre-development 
condition, it is reasonable for LEA to conclude that these same soil types would be 
suitable for establishment of vegetation over the final cover. 
 
Response to Comment #39 (Floods): 
 
This comment was addressed in LEA’s response to the statement of issues, in Response 
to Issue #5.   
 
Response to Comment #40 (Emergency Response Notification): 
 
Applicable regulations, at 27 CCR §§21130 and 21132 do not require that a training plan 
be included in the Emergency Response Plan (ERP).  Nonetheless, the JTD at p. E.3-1 
provides that the Site Manager and the Site Safety Officer will be training in emergency 
response procedures, and that the Site Safety Officer will oversee the management of all 
emergency response procedures. 
 
Since the ERP is for use during the post-closure maintenance period, it is not possible or 
realistic to identify the future site engineer as part of the JTD at this time.  The 
qualifications for the site engineer would be the same as those required for certifying the 
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PCPCMP, which would be a registered civil engineer or a registered engineering 
geologist.  The current site engineer is Bryan A. Stirrat, P.E., R.C.E No. C 22631. 
 
II. Response to March 25, 2011 Reply to LEA Response to Statement of Issues 
 
Response to Comment #1 (PCPCMP): 
 
The comment evidences a continued mischaracterization of applicable regulations.  27 
CCR Section 21860 does not, and cannot, bind the RWQCB.  However, that regulation 
simply says what it says – that if RWQCB does not provide notice of incompleteness of 
the PCPCMP within 30 days, the LEA can deem the PCPCMP complete.  The RWQCB 
can undertake its completeness review in any way it deems fit.  Moreover, LEA does not 
have any legal obligation to inform RWQCB of applicable requirements. 
 
Response to Comment #2 (County Water Authority Pipeline): 
 
This comment disagrees with but does not add anything in substance that was not 
addressed in LEA’s Response to Issue #4. 
 
SDCWA’s position, as expressed at the February 23, 2011 LEA public meeting, is that 
the SWFP require that the Agreement between SDCWA and Gregory Canyon be in place 
“before landfill construction commences.”  LEA has indicated its intention to do that.  
Finally, LEA’s Response to Issue #4 correctly notes that the timing demanded in the 
comment is not necessary.  The pipelines would not be affected until landfill construction 
commences.  An agreement at this stage of the process is not required to protect the 
pipelines, and the comment is ultimately nothing more than a stalling tactic. 
 
Response to Comment #3 (CEQA Compliance): 
 
This comment continues to be adequately addressed in LEA’s response to the statement 
of issues, in Response to Issue #3.  No new information or argument is raised in the reply. 
 
Response to Comment #4 (Lack of Secondary Access): 
 
See response to comment #12 in the February 23, 2011 comment letter, which notes the 
existence of a second secondary access from Couser Canyon Way for emergency 
purposes that does not involve crossing the San Luis Rey River channel. 
 
Response to Comment #5 (Lack of Sufficient Groundwater Monitoring Wells) 
 
This comment continues to be adequately addressed in LEA’s response to the statement 
of issues, in Response to Issue #6.  27 CCR Section 20420(b) provides that the purpose of 
the detection monitoring system is for “detecting, at the earliest possible time, a release 
from the Unit.”  Without waste, there is no release possible.  As a result, the timing for 
installing the monitoring system is prior to waste receipt, not prior to a complete and 
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LEA comments on the Draft September 2010 permit application package

# Section Page Comment Response

1 GCL Cover Letter Should have one verifying the complete submission. To be provided.

2 BAS Cover Letter 4 Water course alternative permit, should be alteration Text of letter corrected.

3 Application Form All Left side with hole punch, either tab over on electronic 

form or place into a protective sheet to ensure all the 

information is intact and readable

Printed new copy which has been inserted into plastic sleeves 

with hole-punch.

4 Application 1 Tab over for 1) Physical Address and

Part 2  B.1.2 2)  Lat and Long to make room for hole punch

5 Application 1

Part 2

B.1.2

6 Application 1

Part 2  B.1.2

7 Application 1 Agricultural box is now checked.

Part 2  E.1

8 Application 1 Ash box is now checked.

Part 2  E.3

9 Application 

Part 2  E.5

1 Compostable material is now checked and green material has 

been specified.

10 Application

 Part 2  E.8

1 Dead Animals is not marked, however the JTD states that 

animal solids will be accepted for disposal.  This box needs 

to be checked.

Dead Animals box is now checked.

Ash box is not checked, the JTD does discuss the 

acceptance of ash for disposal.  This box needs to be 

checked.

Compostable Material is not checked as a waste to be 

received.  The JTD does not specifically state that 

compostable materials will not be received for disposal.  If 

there are any compostable materials received for disposal 

then this box needs to be checked.

Printed new copy which has been inserted into plastic sleeves 

with hole-punch.

2) Lat and Long add note that this is for the center of 

waste footprint

Noted that Lat and Long are for the “approximate center of the 

project.”

The latitude and longitude used for the landfill is not 

consistent with the latitude /longitude used in other 

agency permits for the same landfill area

The Lat and Long have been revised to be the same as that 

reported for the 404 Permit Application.

Agricultural material is not checked; however the JTD lists 

manure and animal solids as a waste stream accepted for 

disposal.  If this is correct, this box needs to be checked.
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LEA comments on the Draft September 2010 permit application package

# Section Page Comment Response

11 Application 

Part 2  E.14

1 The Tires box has been checked, this is specifically for 

discarded tire castings. The JTD discusses the collection of 

whole tires at the landfill for further processing and 

disposal.  Note: an additional permit for the storage and 

processing of the unaltered waste tires may be required by 

CalRecycle before this activity can begin.

No change proposed.  The items in Part 1.E are those received, 

not necessarily for immediate disposal.  Waste tires will be 

received for processing and subsequent disposal.   Additional 

permits will be obtained as needed prior to initiation of this 

activity.

12 Application 

Part 3 

B.1.A.2

2 B.1.A.2 -Other would normally include ADC. No change proposed.  This was discussed with LEA several years 

ago and it was decided to leave it at 0 tons, since this ties to the 

hard cap on vehicle trips that was based on waste receipts of 

5,000 tpd.

13 Application  

Part 3 

B.3.b, c, and e

2 Change in volumes, change to account for cap? The total site volume (gross) was originally calculated utilizing 

the contour-cut method with an electronic planimeter 

(digitizer).  The current total site volume has been updated 

using a CADD grid volume analysis.  

14 Application 

Part 3  B.3.f

2 The instruction for completing the SWFP Application form 

for Part 3.B.3.f states Date Of Capacity Information (date): 

The date as of which the remaining and used site 

capacities in Part 3 were determined.  This date may 

predate the application date by no more than three 

months.  The complete application must include current 

capacity information.  

The date of the capacity information is January 2011.  The SWFP 

application has been revised to reflect this as well as the CD.

15 Application 2 Add an N/A to the blank N/A has been added to Part 3, B.3.k.2.

Part 3

B.3.k.2

16 Application 

Part 4  A

2 Provide the name and address of the water purveyor or 

where in the SWFP Application package this information 

will be located.

The name and address of the San Gabriel Valley Water Company 

has been added to the application.

17 Application 

Part 6.A

3 List the relevant attachment for JTD after date September 

2010 (Attachment 1) and Mitigation March 2007 

(Attachment 3). Include JTD as New September 2010.

Part 6 A of the application has been revised as requested.

Under the EIR box include (CEQA Statement included as 

Attachment 2) and move the Addendums to the 

addendums line.
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LEA comments on the Draft September 2010 permit application package

# Section Page Comment Response

18 Application 

Part 6.B

3 Closure/Post Closure Maintenance Plan indicate New 

September 2010.  This is a new submission in whole, 

should not have revisions.

The application now references the September 2010 date only.

19 Application  

Part 6.C

3 WDR: The WDRs are noted in two places, once in the form 

of a JTD  and second as tentative with attachment SWFP-D-

2.  These conflict with each other as one is a WDR and the 

other WDR is a tentative order.  

Wetlands Permits: indicate which permits are approved, 

tentative or pending.

20 Application 

Part 9

4 Signatures are from 6/24/10 and the application appears 

to have been received in September.  Ensure signatures 

are for the correct timeline of application submittal.

The signature page has been corrected to include the 

September date.

21 Exhibit 4.3 - 4A and 4.4-

1

Need better maps. Clean color copies of the Exhibits are provided herein.

22 SWFP Attach D-2 RWQCB The SWFP application package under review is for a new 

landfill with a new JTD dated September. The 

completeness determination letter from RWQCB dated 

March 1, 2005 for a November 2004 JTD is not valid and 

should be removed from this application package.

No change proposed.  The JTD serves as part of an application 

for both the SWFP and WDR’s.  The application for WDR’s is not 

new.  The March 1, 2005 completeness letter describes the 

status of the WDR’s, which is the purpose of Attachment SWFP-

D.

23 SWFP Attach D RWQCB Tentative Order may still be valid, but a workshop has 

been held and there are both a staff report and public 

comments on the www.  The Permit application must 

either give a valid status update or list the permit as 

pending and not address the status.

The SWFP application under Part 6C has been revised to 

indicate that the WDRs are tentative and pending.  The cover 

sheets in Attachment SWFP-D have been revised to reflect that 

the WDRs are tentative and pending.

24 SWFP Attach D SDWA Same thing as the previous comment, either provide a 

valid status update with all related correspondence or list 

as pending.

Revised to indicate this permit application is pending.

25 SWFP Attach D-4 USACOE Indicate if this application has been approved or is still 

pending.

Revised to indicate this permit application is pending.

26 SWFP Attach D-4 The Habitat Restoration and Resource Management Plan is 

dated October 2008, indicate if this Plan is still applicable 

or if amended what date(s) amended.

The October 2008 HRRMP is the most recent version, and has 

not been amended.

Part 6.C references the Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) 

which is the technical document which the RWQCB requires; 

however, current regulations in 27 CCR allow the technical 

documents for the RWQCB and CalRecyle to be a joint 

document or Joint Technical Document so reference to the 

ROWD as the JTD is correct and is not referencing the WDR.  

The next box is for the WDR which are tentative at this time.
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LEA comments on the Draft September 2010 permit application package

# Section Page Comment Response

27 SWFP Attach D-7 Fire District The fire district compliance letter provided is dated May 

24, 2004; this issue is under review with County Counsel.

Updated fire protection compliance letter provided in 

Attachment SWFP-D.  Bill I need a copy of this. I CONTACTED 

JIM SIMMONS TO SEE WHAT HE HAS TO DATE, WE MAY NEED 

TO JUST PROVIDE THE APPLICATION FOR FIRE SERVICE AS A 

PLACEHOLDER

28 Attachment 3A MM This may be an old list need to update, and or review and 

update  MM 4.5-7, 4.7-1, 4.11-6A and 4.12-2A

No change proposed.  The April 2007 User’s Guide reflects the 

most recent version of the MMRP, which was included in the 

Revised Final EIR dated March 2007.

29 Attachment 4 Conformance 

Finding

Should be the most current siting element. The Siting Element approved by then-CIWMB in 2005 is the 

most recent version.

30 Attachment 6 Liability 

Insurance

The certificate(s) of Liability Insurance from Greenwich 

insurance Company indicate an effective date 6/23/2010, 

however the certificates were not executed with 

signatures until 10/12/10.

No change proposed.  The date of the certificate is simply the 

date it was prepared, the coverage went into effect in 6/23/10.  

A standard ACORD certificate dated 6/23/10 was provided to 

LEA, but there was a request to also obtain Form 107 from the 

carrier(s).
In the privacy statement the agency requesting 

information is stated as California Integrated Waste 

Management Board, this needs to be updated to indicate 

California Department of Resources Recycling and 

Recovery   

Form 107 is a CalRecycle form, and GCL would not be 

authorized to alter it.  Until CalRecycle publishes a new form 

that deletes the reference to CIWMB, this is the correct form to 

use to document coverage.

JTD

31 JTD Cover The JTD is new not revised; correct this on the cover page 

for the JTD.

The cover page is dated September 2010 with no revision date.

32 Table of Contents i-xxi Reminder to update page numbers of the contents to 

correctly correlate to the actual page(s) within the JTD.

The table of contents has been updated.

33 A.5 A.5-1 The Certification of Contents and Affidavits is not signed. This page is now signed.

34 A.5 A.5-1 The certification from a registered civil engineer or a 

certified engineering geologist is missing for the 

preliminary closure/post closure maintenance plan.

The certification from a registered civil engineer for the 

preliminary closure/post-closure maintenance plan is included 

in Section E.4 of the JTD.

35 A.3.4 A.3-2 For unusual occurrences add all the words from 20510(c), 

missing injury and property damage and rejection of loads.

Section A.3.4 has been revised to include all items in 27 CCR, 

Section 20510(c).
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# Section Page Comment Response

36 B.1.5.2.1 B.1.6 Waste Types: inert waste such as asphalt and 

concrete…will be accepted at the landfill.  This material 

may be utilized for the construction of a winter deck and 

maintenance of the internal roads and drainage control 

facilities at the landfill.  Provide a discussion on how this 

material will be processed for use at the landfill.

No change proposed.  The material will be suitable as received 

for this use, no processing on site is proposed.

37 B.1.5.2.1 B.1-6 Waste Types: green wastes will be accepted for disposal at 

the landfill; however they are not identified as a waste 

stream on the SWFP application.  

Green material is now included in Part 2E of the SWFP 

application.

38 B.1.5.2.2. B.1-6 Hazardous Wastes: treated wood is a common waste in 

the CDI waste stream as well as the landscape waste 

streams, provide a brief discussion if treated wood waste 

will be accepted at the landfill.

Non-hazardous treated wood waste is classified as solid waste 

and may be accepted at the GCLF.  Hazardous wood waste will 

not be accepted.  Per the EIR, only inert waste that does not 

contain hazardous waste or soluble pollutants in excess of 

applicable water quality objectives will be accepted.

39 B.1.5.2.3 B.1.7 Other Waste Requiring Special Handling: Appliances 

provide a discussion on the process for removal of 

mercury switches and freon.

Section B.1.5.2 has been revised to include the following

sentence: “Any freon and/or mercury switches will be removed

from appliances by a licensed contractor prior to disposal at the

GCLF.”

40 B.1.5.2.3 B.1.7 Other Waste Requiring Special Handling: Provide a better 

discussion on how large bulky waste such as furniture and 

appliances will be managed and how these are different 

from bulky waste used for winter deck construction.  The 

way it currently reads sounds like appliances might be 

used for winter deck construction.

The last paragraph is Section B.1.5.2.3 has been revised to 

differentiate between bulky wastes that may be used for the 

winter deck construction and those that will be disposed in the 

landfill.

41 B.1.7 B.1-12 Site Life: 3
rd

 paragraph, 4
th

 sentence states This daily and 

intermediate cover ratio may be adjusted over time due to 

the proposed use of synthetic blanket ADC as allowed 

under 27 CCR Section 20690. The term synthetic blanket is 

not consistent with B.1.5.4 which uses geosynthetic 

blankets to describe the ADC.  The JTD must be consistent 

throughout, choose which one you want to use then be 

consistent.  Note: the EIR has “geosynthetic fabric or panel 

products (blankets)”

The text has been revised to “geosynthetic blankets.”
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# Section Page Comment Response

42 B.2.2.1 B.2-1 California Integrated Waste Management Board:  Replace 

this section title with California Department of Resources 

Recycling and Recovery.  

Text h as been corrected.

43 B.2.2.3 B.2-5 Department of Environmental Health: there will be a 

maintenance area for equipment and vehicles, if you 

generate any hazardous waste or have hazardous 

materials in discloseable quantities you also are required 

to obtain a permit from the Hazardous Materials Division.

The text in Section B.2.2.3 has been revised to reflect the 

requested information.

44 B.2.2.3 B.2-5 Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP): 

the CIWMP was approved by CIWMB so it is appropriate to 

keep CIWMB listed the two (2) times here and not 

CalRecycle.

Revised back to CIWMB and added “now known as CalRecycle).

45 Table 5 B.2-6 Change CIWMB to CalRecycle Corrected

46 B.3.1.5 B.3-6 This section discusses the support facilities and that 

portable toilets will be used.  Portable toilets are not 

generally approved for use at a permanent facility and the 

support facilities will be permanent at the landfill. This is 

supported by the EIR even though it may be inconsistent 

with normal standards.

Facilities will be temporary (or interim facilities) at the 

beginning of operations at the GCLF.  However, upon 

completion of permanent facilities, the portable toilets will be 

replaced with permanent restrooms.  Section B.3.1.5 has been 

revised to reflect this information.

47 B.3.2.22 B.3-8 List which figure the temporary construction yard is 

located.

The text has been revised to note that the temporary 

construction year is located on the north side of the San Luis 

Rey River on the former Lucio Dairy.  The Site Map in Figure 2 

shows this location (the semi-circular road south of SR 76) and is 

referenced in Section B.3.1.11.

48 B.4.2.1 B.4-2 Table and discussion is max staff needed.  JTD needs to 

include min staff requirements.

Table 6 has been revised to reflect both minimum and 

maximum staffing.

49 B.4.2.1 B.4-2 Table lists 2 personal for Traffic Director/Spotter, however 

section.3.1.6 states there will be a full-time spotter who 

will observe unloading activities during all refuse hour of 

operation.  Clarify the wording and make the descriptions 

consistent.

The text in Section B.3.1.6 has been revised to indicate that a 

full-time traffic director/spotter will observe unloading activities 

to correlate with Table 6 in Section B.4.2.1.

50 B.4.2.1 B.4-3 Indicate who will be responsible for the environmental 

controls such as landfill gas monitoring wells, operational 

emergency situations and health & safety issues.

Administrative and engineering staff will handle these items.  

Section B.4.2.1 has been revised to reflect this information.
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LEA comments on the Draft September 2010 permit application package

# Section Page Comment Response

51 B.4.3.1 B.4-6 Table and discussion is max equip. needed.  JTD needs to 

include min equip. requirements.

Table 7 has been revised to reflect both minimum and 

maximum equipment requirements.

52 B.4.4.1.1 B.4-7 Excavation/Stockpiling Operations:  there is no discussion 

regarding the excavation or stockpiling in 

Borrow/Stockpile Area A.   Will this area no longer be used 

during the construction period? However discussion of 

borrow/stockpile A returns in Part C; ensure consistency 

throughout the document

No change proposed.  Borrow/Stockpile Area A is only used for 

initial construction, and thereafter at the end of the operating 

life and for closure.  Section B.4.4.1.1 relates to periodic liner 

construction following initial construction, and for that purpose 

only Borrow/Stockpile Area B would be utilized.

53 B.4.4.1.1 B.4-7 No discussion of export of rock for sale, change in plan? 

Has it been removed from all areas.  Is in EIR

Rock will not be sold.  Will not be discussed in JTD.

54 B.4.4.1.1 B.4-7 This section removed the discussion for the off-site export 

of excess rock materials.  This appears to be in conflict 

with B.5.3.1 page B.5-38 first paragraph which states… 

“trucks carrying aggregate off-site…”. This indicates that 

there will be off-site transport of rock materials from the 

landfill.

Excess rock will not be exported.  Section B.5.3.1 has been 

revised to delete reference to “trucks carrying aggregate off-

site…”

55 B.4.4.2 B.4-9 3
rd

 paragraph last sentence states Refuse placed during 

the working day…covered with soil or ADC, as allowed 

under 27CCR section 20690(b)(1).  Several places in the 

JTD it states the use of processed green materials (PGM) 

may also be used as ADC.  This section should include PGM 

as an ADC for consistency throughout the document.

PGM has been added to the text in this section.

56 B.4.4.2.1 B.4-10 Part of the hazardous waste exclusion plan components 

listed is Random inspections of incoming loads unless the 

owner or operator takes other steps to ensure incoming 

loads do not contain regulated hazardous wastes or PCB 

waste.  This item seems to be in conflict with B.3.2.6 which 

states the landfill will have a full time spotter that will 

observe unloading activities during all refuse hours of 

operation as well as further in this section as part of the 

Load Checking Program.  Provide for consistency 

throughout the JTD of hazardous waste exclusion activities 

and personnel usage.  Possible clarification is needed to 

state that a full time spotter is used for hand unloads and 

load checks are conducted on commercial loads.

“unless the owner or operator takes other steps to ensure 

incoming loads do not contain regulated hazardous wastes or 

PCB waste” has been removed from the text to avoid any 

confusion that load checks will not be performed.
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57 B.4.4.2.1 B.4-11 1
st

 paragraph states overpack drums containing hazardous 

waste will be monitored on a regular basis.  This is too 

vague; provide a time frame for this monitoring such as 

daily or weekly.

The text has been revised to indicate that the drums will be 

monitored weekly.  

58 B.4.4.2.1 B.4-11 In this same paragraph it is unclear when the hazardous 

waste will be placed into the over pack containers and 

who will facilitate this and who will complete the 

manifests.  Provide a more complete paragraph details the 

storage of and overpacking of the hazardous waste 

collected at the landfill.

Section B.4.4.2.1 has been revised to indicate that collected on-

site hazardous waste will be placed in overpack drums at the 

time the waste is collected.   Prior to shipment off site, site 

personnel trained in hazardous waste management will 

overpack and manifest the materials with a licensed hazardous 

waste hauler/disposer.

59 B.4.4.2.1 B.4-11 Load Checking Program: the 3
rd

 sentence states “As part of 

the overall HWEP, the operator will also, on regular basis, 

randomly select a commercial load for a detailed load 

check.  On a regular basis is too vague; provide an 

estimate of how many load checks will be completed, for 

example one a day or twice weekly.

Appendix F – Hazardous Waste Exclusion Program indicates that 

random load checks will be performed weekly.  Therefore, the 

text in Section B.4.4.2.1 has been revised to indicate “weekly.”

60 B.4.4.5 B.4-14  “PGM” spell out Processed Green Material first use in doc. Processed green material (PGM) is spelled out in Section 

B.4.4.2.

61 B.4.4.8 B.4-18 Cover Availability:  There is an overall shortfall of 4.7 mcy 

which comes out to around 156,667cy/yr, the JTD states 

the shortfall can be addressed through the use of ADC, fill 

sequencing to minimize cover needs, some additional 

crushing of hard rock and reuse of materials from the 

demolition of the former dairy facilities.  Provide more 

detail on how these items will make-up this shortfall.

No change proposed.  As noted in Section B.4.4.8, a more 

detailed discussion of soil balance is contained in Section 

C.2.2.3.  The URS report determined that the soil availability 

assumptions were reasonable.

62 B.4.5.1 B.4-19 Provide information on where the white goods, 

universal/e-waste, unaltered tires that are removed from 

the working face will be stored at the landfill.

Section B.4.5.1 has been revised to indicate that these 

materials will be stored at the site facilities area.

63 B.4.5.3 B.4-19 Removal of Salvaged Goods: Provide information on how 

long the salvaged goods will be stored prior to shipment 

off-site for recycling.

The text has been revised to indicate that salvaged goods will be 

removed once a suitable volume is received to fill a collection 

vehicle, but in any event not less than every six months.

64 B.4.6.1 B.4-20 Sanitary Facilities: provide information on the sanitary 

facilities, if any, will be provided near the working face or 

other locations around the property other than near the 

ancillary facilities area.

The placement of portable toilets near the working face has 

been added to Section B.4.6.1.
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This section discusses the use of portable chemical toilets 

at the ancillary facility area.  Portable toilets are not 

generally approved for use at a permanent facility and the 

ancillary facility area will be permanent at the landfill. 

These toilets are allowed for use at/near the working face 

or other temporary work areas around the landfill since 

those are ever changing work areas.

Facilities will be temporary (or interim facilities) at the 

beginning of operations at the GCLF.  However, upon 

completion of permanent facilities, the portable toilets will be 

replaced with permanent restrooms.  Section B4.6.1 has been 

revised to indicate that permanent restrooms will be installed.

65 B.4.6.3 B.4-20 Consider adding cell phone for communication. Cell phones have been added to the text.

66 B.4.6.4 B.4-20 Lighting: There is not enough information to ensure 

compliance with 27CCR 21600(b)(5)(E) Lighting--Describe 

the locations, numbers, and types of all permanent lighting 

to assure safety of employees during nighttime 

operations, if applicable.  Portable lighting not covered in 

EIR.

The lighting stands will be portable so no location can be 

indicated; however, the text has been revised to indicate that 

approximately two (2) stands will be utilized.

67 B.5.1.1.2 B.5-2 Deleted dendritic in second paragraph, left it in the fourth 

paragraph. (last work on page) descriptive but overly 

technical term.

Dendritic removed from text.

68 B.5.1.1.2 B.5-2 Last paragraph, provide information on procedures to be 

used if the flow rate and volume are impacted or the 

system does become clogged or if the system requires 

repair.

The collection header under the waste footprint may be 

accessed through the outfall or cleanouts that will be included 

in the final design.

69 B.5.1.1.2 B.5-3 Last paragraph second sentence states “the outfall pipe is 

connected to up to two 10,000 gallon tanks…”, this 

statement is in conflict with C.2.5.4 which states “The 

outfall pipe will discharge to two 10,000 gallon leachate 

collection storage tanks…” Will it be up to two storage 

tanks or will it be two storage tanks, the JTD needs to be 

consistent throughout.

It will be two storage tanks.  The text has been corrected in 

Section B.5.1.1.2.

70 B.5.1.1.4 B.5-5 Analysis of Potential Impairment to Groundwater: last 

bullet on second page sentence states “This will provide 

for substantial capture …”.  Provide greater detail to what 

is considered substantial, 80%, 90% etc.

The text has been revised to indicate “substantial 

(approximately 90%+) capture…”

71 B.5.1.7 B.5-24 Estimate of Mitigation Costs, what is the date of the 

estimate for Table 8?

Cost estimate revised January 2011.  
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72 B.5.1.2 B.5-10 Subdrain System: last paragraph, last sentence of section 

states “In the unlikely event that there is measureable 

accumulation of groundwater in the subdrain system 

collection tank it will be used onsite…”, provide 

information on what activities and where at the landfill 

this groundwater will be used onsite.  Note  - Use of 

collected water not addressed in EIR.

The Tentative WDRs allow spraying of this water  on covered 

areas to reduce immediate dust hazards.  Section B.5.1.2 has 

been revised to reflect this information.

73 B.5.2.3.1 B.5-30 Change “placed approximately 1000 feet” to “less than 

1000 feet”

The text has been revised to indicated “less than 1000 feet.”

74 B.5.2.3.3 B.5-33 Gas Condensate Collection System: provide a description 

where the holding tank will be located.

The gas condensate holding tank will be located within the flare 

station area shown on Figure 11.  Section B.5.2.3.3 has been 

revised to reflect this information.

75 B.5.3.1 B.5-37 3
rd

 paragraph, the use of SDAPCD and APCD are inner 

mixed, both are the same agency.  Pick one title for the 

agency and use it consistently within this section and the 

entire document.

Text has been revised to indicate SDAPCD.

76 B.5.3.1 B.5-38 States trucks carrying aggregate off-site” which indicates 

that aggregate from landfill will be exported from the 

landfill.  This is in conflict with B.4.4.1.1 page B.4-7 the 

eliminates the discussion of export of rock from the landfill

This sentence has been deleted since rock will not be exported 

off-site.

77 B.5.3.2 B.5-38 Vector and Bird Control: states site personnel will inspect 

area monthly.  This seems a long time between inspections 

to discover any damage, holes or deficiencies created by 

vectors/rodents/birds, consider inspection every two 

weeks or even weekly.

Monthly has been changed to “bi-weekly”.

2
nd

 paragraph last sentence, consider adding “but are not 

limited to” to These techniques may include

Text has been added as requested.

78 B.5.3.2 B.5-38 Vector and Bird Control:2
nd

 paragraph last sentence, 

consider adding “but are not limited to” to These 

techniques may include

Text has been added as requested.

79 B.5.3.5 B.5-40 Fire Protection statement added, may want to take this 

back out.  Issue under review with County Counsel.

No change proposed.  Application for service from North County 

Fire District has been submitted.
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80 B.5.3.5 B.5-41 Fire Control; add a statement to which fire agency will be 

responding in case of a fire.  Issue under review with 

County Counsel.

Text revised to indicate that an application for service from the 

North County Fire Protection District has been submitted.  

North County Fire Protection District would enforce the 

requirements of the 2009 Consolidated Fire Code.

81 B.5.4 B.5-42 2
nd

 paragraph, The western channel is sized to 

accommodate a rupture of existing Pipelines 1 & 2 and 

future Pipeline 6 in addition to a 100-year, 24 hour storm 

event. This is in conflict with C.3.5 page C.3-2 which does 

not include the rupture of the pipelines as part of the 

design for the draining conveyance system.  Ensure 

consistency throughout the documents.

No change necessary to this section.  C.3.5 has been revised.

82 B.5.5 B.5-43 Traffic Control: 1
st

 bullet states the entrance facilities will 

be located a sufficient distance to prevent queuing or 

stacking problems onto SR76.  Explain where the sufficient 

distance is located from.  Provide the distance the 

entrance is located from.

The entrance facilities are located approximately 2,700 feet 

from SR76; therefore, providing sufficient distance to prevent 

queuing or stacking problems onto SR76.  The text has been 

revised to reflect this information.

83 C.2.2.4 C.2-5 Discussion of crossing the aqueduct, but no description of 

the relocation option.

Text has been revised to indicate that the crossing facilities will 

not be required if the aqueduct is relocated.

84 C.2.2.4 C.2-6 Stockpile/Borrow Areas: 1
st

 paragraph 3
rd

 sentence the s in 

basins and areas appears to have been strikethrough.  

There is more than one basin and borrow/stockpile area, 

add the s back to these words.

The s has been added back in.

85 C.2.3 C.2-7 Subdrain System: provide information to where the 

subdrain system eventually flows to for storage prior to 

treatment on-site or off-site for disposal. To a tank per the 

EIR.

Text revised to indicate that water from the subdrain would 

flow to a holding tank in the landfill facilities area.  The location 

of this tank is shown on Figure 8.

86 C.2.5.3.1 C.2-11 Anticipated Leachate Volume: 2
nd

 paragraph uses both 

HELP3 to describe Hydrologic Evaluation of landfill 

Performance Version 3.  Later in the paragraph this is 

referred to as just HELP.  Be consistent in the use of 

acronyms throughout the documents.

References to HELP have been revised to HELP3.
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LEA comments on the Draft September 2010 permit application package

# Section Page Comment Response

87 C.2.5.4.1 C.2-13 Access Risers and Leachate Extraction: 3
rd

 sentence 

states”…two above ground tanks with a minimum storage 

capacity of 20,000 gallons”.  This conflicts with B.5.1.1.2, 

C.2.5.4 which each indicates a storage capacity of 20,000 

gallon.  Remove the word “minimum” to ensure storage 

capacity is consistent throughout the documents.

Text has been removed as requested.

88 C.2.5.5 C.2-13 Alternative use of the leachate will require prior approval 

be approved by the RWQCB and possibly be APCD.

Text has been revised as requested.

89 C.2.7.2 C.2-15 Landfill Gas System Facilities and Operations: 3
rd 

paragraph last sentence indicates that condensate could 

be treated on-site or removed off-site for disposal.  

Provide information on the type, volume and location of 

the storage container(s) for the condensate.

The condensate will be stored in a dual-wall crosslinked 

polyethylene tank with a minimum capacity of 3,000 gallons.  

This tank will be located at the flare station area shown on 

Figure 11.  Section C.2.7.2 has been revised to reflect this 

information.

90 C.2.7.3 C.2-16 The following wording “notification will be immediately 

provided to the LEA and a corrective action plan will be 

provided to the LEA ASAP (see 20937(a)(3)”needs to be 

added after that statement “when compliance levels are 

exceeded in any probe”

Text has been revised as requested.

91 C.2.7.3 C.2-16 1
st

 paragraph 2
nd

 sentence indicates a total of 16 probes 

will be installed and references Figure 10D.  This conflicts 

with B.5.2.3.1 page B.5-30 which indicates 14 probes will 

be installed.  In addition Figure 10D only shows 14 probe 

locations.  Decide how many probes will be installed (15), 

at a minimum to meet CCR27 requirements, and ensure 

consistency throughout the document.  EIR said 15 

probes.

Section C.2.7.3 has been revised to indicate that 14 probes and 

two temporary probes are proposed.

92 C.2.8.2 C.2-17 Some wording about relocation of the aqueduct is in 

strikeout, should stay in and change to say if aqueduct 

relocation is required design of perimeter drains will be re-

evaluated and updated.

Text has been revised as suggested.

93 C.2.8.3.1 C.2-18 Last line, Inspection of the buried storm drain pipes will be 

conducted on a routine basis.  Provide a minimum 

inspection frequency, for example monthly or quarterly, 

and an inspection method.

The text has been revised to state that inspection of the 

buried storm drain pipes will be conducted in September, 

prior to the onset of the stormwater season, and monthly 

during the stormwater season.
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LEA comments on the Draft September 2010 permit application package

# Section Page Comment Response

94 C.2.9.1.2 C.2-26 Excavation: The sentence the excavated slopes will have a 

overall gradient of 2:1 or less than 15 to 20 feet- wide 

benches located every 40 foot vertical feet does not make 

sense.  Explain how the discussion of the 2:1 gradient is 

the equivalent to the width of the bench roads every 40 

vertical feet.

Added comma to sentence for clarity ”…overall gradient of 2:1, 

or less than 15 to 20 feet-wide benches…”

95 C.2.9.1.2 C.2-27 Excavation: 1
st

 paragraph 1
st

 sentence indicates two 

stockpile locations.  This conflicts with B.4.4.1.1 page B.4-7 

which indicates only Stockpile B.  Be consistent throughout 

the document on the number of stockpile areas at the 

landfill.

No change proposed.  This section deals with initial 

construction, where both stockpiles will be utilized, while 

Section B.4.4.1.1 deals with future periodic construction, where 

only Borrow/Stockpile Area B will be utilized.

96 C.2.9.1.4 C.2-28 SWRCB spell out appears to be the first use. Not the first reference.  Previously referenced in Section B.2.2.2.

97 C.2.9.2 C.2-28 Phase 1: Overall provide a discussion on the multiple 

phases involved in the construction of the landfill, how the 

initial construction phase differs from the pre-construction 

phase and the formal landfill construction phase.

Section C.2.9.2.1 has been revised to better describe pre-

construction phase and the construction phase.

98 C.2.9.2.1 C.2-28 Initial construction will include “removal of existing dairy 

buildings and residences”, “removal of manure”.  Not sure 

these should be part of the initial construction of the 

landfill if you want to do any grading or demo prior to 

being ready to start construction.

These will be part of the pre-construction phase.  Section 

C.2.9.2.1 has been revised to better describe pre-construction 

phase.

99 C.2.9.2.2 C.2-29 Excavation: the volumes excavated stated in this 

paragraph conflicts with the volumes stated in B.4.4.1.1 

page B.4-7. Ensure consistency throughout the document.

There is no discussion of excavation volumes in Section 

B.4.4.1.1.

100 C.2.9.2.3 C.2-29 Liner System Development: 2
nd

 paragraph 1
st

 appears to 

indicate the LCRS will not be installed until the entire liner 

system has been completed.  Likewise the sentence 

appears to indicate the mainline will not be extended to 

the sump until the entire liner system has been 

completed.  Re-write this sentence to be more concise.

The text has been revised to clarify the liner and LCRS 

construction.

J:\Gregory Canyon\1997.0139 Permitting\JTD\JTD 2011 January\Agency Comments\GCL LEA response to comments 1210 page 13 of 16



LEA comments on the Draft September 2010 permit application package

# Section Page Comment Response

101 C.2.9.2.6 C.2-31 Landfill Access Road/Main Haul Road/Bridge: states each 

slab will be 26 feet wide and 64 feet in length, they will be 

placed over the pipeline.  This conflicts with C.2.2.4 page 

C.2-5 which indicates the slabs over the pipelines will be 

28 feet wide and 40 feet in length.  EIR “Each two foot 

thick slab will be 28 feet wide by 40 feet in length”

The text has been revised in Sec C2.9.2.6, C2.2.4 and B.3.1.1 

(approximately 28’ x 64’ slab dimensions).  

102 C.2.9.4.5 C.2-34 Drainage Control Development: 5
th

 sentence states “Once 

an area reaches 20% of pre-development vegetative 

condition…”. This conflicts with C.2.9.2.5 page C.2-30 and 

C.2.9.3.5 page C.2-32 which both state 70% pre-

development vegetative conditions.  Ensure consistency 

throughout the document.  EIR says 70%.

Text has been revised.

103 C.3.5 C.3-2 Drainage System Capacity Requirements: indicates the 

drainage control feature will control a surface run-off from 

a 24 hour, 100-year storm event.  This is in conflict with 

B.5.4 page B.5-42 2
nd

 paragraph, The western channel is 

sized to accommodate a rupture of existing Pipelines 1 & 2 

and future Pipeline 6 in addition to a 100-year, 24 hour 

storm event. Be consistent throughout the document

The text has been revised for consistency.

104 D.4.7 D.4-22 Rockfall mitigation structure - is discussed and appears to 

be a valid need, but has not been designed or included in 

the package.

It is not appropriate to include the design of the rockfall 

mitigation structures in the JTD.  Details as to the design of 

these systems will be included in the design report required 

prior to construction of the drainage facilities.  This information 

has been added to Section D.4.7.

105 C.2.9.2.6 C.2-31 Discusses construction over pipeline, need to add the 

alternative description for the pipeline relocation option.

The text has been revised to indicate that if the aqueduct is 

moved , the crossing facilities will not be required.

106 C.4.1 C.4-1 Spell out SLRMWD Text has been added as requested.

107 D.1.3 D.1-2 “South of the river, there are open fields for dairy cows” 

should be changed to read “former fields” or otherwise 

reword so that statement is current.

Text has been revised as requested.

108 Table 12B D.5-3 Missing Table is now included.

109 D.5.3 D.5-21 Middle of first paragraph delete “to” following 2007. “From” has been added before 2007 and the “to” is needed as 

sampling was done until 2009.
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LEA comments on the Draft September 2010 permit application package

# Section Page Comment Response

110 D.5.4 D.5-21 April 15, 1996, Agreement not included, but the 

supplement 2004 is as appendix Q.  The original is required 

to be part of the JTD according to the supplement.

The entire agreement is now included in Appendix Q and the 

text has been revised to reflect this.

111 Closure There is little discussion on soil quantity estimates and 

availability, soil is discussed in other areas of the JTD, but 

no clear discussion of what will be used during operation 

vs. closure and that onsite soil will be available for closure.

A complete discussion of soil quantities and usage are included 

in Sections B.1.7 –Site Life and C.2.2.3-Material Availability.  

Section E.1.3.1.2-Final Cover Design has been revised to 

reference these sections.

112 E.1.2 E.1-2 The benches will be 20 feet wide; this may conflict with 

C.2.9.1.2 page C.2-26 which indicates the benches will be 

15 to 20 feet wide.  Provide information to clarify the final 

bench roads will be wider that the bench roads used for 

operational or decide the width of the bench roads and 

ensure consistently throughout the document.

The text in Section E.1.2 has been changed to correlate with the 

text in Section C.2.9.1.2 as benches are typically 15 feet wide, 

but if a bench is utilized as an access road it is typically 20 feet 

wide.  So the range is kept in the text to cover both.

113 E.1.3.1.4 E.1-5 Says soils will be added when existing soil is less than two 

feet but does not expressly state in this section that the 

layer is two feet deep.

Section E.1.3.1.4 has been revised to indicate that the 

foundation layer is to be a minimum two-feet thick.

114 E.2.8.2 E.2-14 Is it really adequate to correct significant depressions in 

the cover only once a year?  This isn’t new material and 

maybe if is typical and fine, but it doesn’t come across to 

me as saying problems will be fixed when they are found.  

If the intent is to make it SOP to at least correct the flow 

with added temporary fill, this should say so. 

The text has been revised to add the following:  “Significant 

depressions in the final cover, as observed during routine site 

inspections, will be promptly repaired with the goal of repairing 

all depressions prior to the onset of the rainy season (October 

to April).”

115 E.2.8.2 E.2-14 Agree that the wording is a little vague, should correct 

problems as they are identified.

See response to comment 115.

116 E.3.5 E.3-3 The reference is to the “local” fire department.  

Imprecise…

The text has been revised to include the following:  “Contact the 

North County Fire Department, which the GCLF is within the 

sphere of influence, to provide fire protection, even if on-site 

capabilities are deemed adequate to extinguish fires or control 

future explosions.”

117 E.3.10 E.3-5 On underground fires.  Again, this isn’t new but it seems 

pretty minimal to me, based on some of the County’s 

experiences at Palomar. 

The text in Section E.3.10 has been revised to include more 

detail as to steps to be taken to treat an underground fire.

118 F.1.2 F.1-1 Narrative has closure estimate in 2008 $, table says 2010 

$.

The text has been corrected to read 2010.
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LEA comments on the Draft September 2010 permit application package

# Section Page Comment Response

119 Table 17 F.1-2 Under  Item 1 “Foundation Layer 12” thick assumes 12” in 

place” should say “Foundation Layer 24” thick assumes 

12” in place”

Item 1 description has been corrected to 24”.

120 Table 17 F.1-2 Under  Item 1 “Vegetation Layer” for the Slope is listed in 

sf, should be cy of soil not a sf number.

Under  Item 1 “Vegetation Layer” for the Deck is listed as 

cu, but the number looks like it is the sf number from the 

composite line above.

These should be just the soil component as the vegetation 

is under item 3.

121 Table 17 F.1-2 The numbers need to be rechecked, the math does not 

work for the first four lines and most of the other I 

sampled were wrong.  Subtotals are also off.

The numbers have all been rechecked.  There was a rounding 

error in the formula which has been corrected and the cost 

estimate adjusted accordingly.  The cost back-up information 

has also been updated and included in Appendix R.

122 F.1.3 F.1-6 Narrative has estimate in 2008 $, table says 2010 $. The text has been corrected to read 2010.

123 Table 18 F.1-7 Item 1 - Costs $10K to install one extra well, but $100K to 

replace one?

The 100K cost in Item 1 of Table 18 is correct, it is the 

description that was wrong.  This cost is for replacement of 

piping, valves, etc. and non-routine maintenance calls.  The 

table has been revised to reflect this.

124 Table 18 F.1-7 Check numbers, not as bad as the closure costs, but some 

are off.

The numbers have all been rechecked.  There was a rounding 

error in the formula which has been corrected and the cost 

estimate adjusted accordingly.  The cost back-up information 

has also been updated and included in Appendix R.

The unit for the vegetative layer has been corrected to cy.  A 

note has been added to Item No. 1 of Table 17 to indicate that 

the vegetative layer in this section of the cost is the soil 

component.
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December 20, 2010

Jim Henderson
County of San Diego
Department of Environmental Health
Local Enforcement Agency
5500 Overland Ave, Suite 110 MS O560
San Diego, CA 92123

Subject: Gregory Canyon Landfill Joint Technical Document and Solid Waste
Facility Permit Application Review – Agreement # 536046
URS Project/Reference No. 27650080

Dear Mr. Henderson:

URS Corporation Americas (URS) is pleased to provide this report for the above referenced project.
The scope of work in Agreement # 536046 includes the following items:

a. Compare Permit Application and RDSI/JTD to CEQA Documents.

b. Compare Permit Application and RDSI/JTD to Regulatory Requirements.

c. Analyze the RDSI/JTD to determine whether the landfill operations described in the
document are internally consistent and provide adequate detail to allow the estimation
described in California Code of Regulations, Title 27, and Section 21570(d) to be made.

d. Compare the Preliminary Closure Post-closure Maintenance Plan (PCPMP) to CEQA
Documents.

e. Compare PCPCMP to Regulatory Requirements.

This report addresses scope items b., c., and e. A companion report addresses items a. and d.
Please call me or Kristen Walker at 858.812.9292 if you have any questions. We appreciate the
opportunity to assist you with this important project.

Sincerely,

URS CORPORATION

DM/KPW:mv

David Marx, REHS, REA
Vice President and Project Manager

Kristen Potente Walker
Senior Environmental Specialist



TABLE OF CONTENTS

W:\27650080\01000-a-r.doc\20-Dec-10\SDG i

Section 1 Introduction.....................................................................................................1-1

1.1 Background ....................................................................................................... 1-1
1.2 Methods ............................................................................................................ 1-1

Section 2 Results.............................................................................................................2-1

2.1 JTD/PCPMP Compliance with Specified 27 CCR Sections ................................ 2-1
2.2 Adequacy related to 27 CCR, Section 21570(d) ................................................. 2-2

Section 3 Limitations.......................................................................................................3-1



List of Tables, Figures and Appendices

W:\27650080\01000-a-r.doc\20-Dec-10\SDG ii

Tables

Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix
Table 2 Gregory Canyon JTD/SWFP Application Inconsistencies and Other Comments

Figures

Figure 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Airspace Estimate - Applicant
Figure 2 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Airspace Estimate - URS



List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

W:\27650080\01000-a-r.doc\20-Dec-10\SDG iii

ADC Alternative daily cover
AES Advanced Engineering Software
CCR California Code of Regulations
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
cfm Cubic feet per minute
COPCs Chemicals of potential concern
DEH Department of Environmental Health
JTD Joint Technical Document
LEA Local Enforcement Agency
LFG Landfill gas
MSW Municipal solid waste
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
PCPMP Preliminary Closure Post-closure Maintenance Plan
PSD Perimeter storm drain
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board
SWFP Solid Waste Facility Permit
USLE Universal Soil Loss Equation



Gregory Canyon Landfill Permit Documents –Title 27 Compliance

W:\27650080\01000-a-r.doc\20-Dec-10\SDG 1-1

SECTION 1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND

The County of San Diego, Department of Environmental Health (DEH) is the Local Enforcement Agency
(LEA) for administration of solid waste facility permits in the County of San Diego outside of the City of
San Diego. The LEA is processing the Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) application package and
Joint Technical Document (JTD) dated September 2010 for the proposed Gregory Canyon Landfill
project. The proposed landfill is a Class III solid waste disposal facility located in unincorporated San
Diego County. DEH retained URS to assist in the review of the SWFP application package, including
solid waste facility application and the JTD including the Preliminary Closure/Post-Closure Maintenance
Plan (PCPMP), for consistency with the associated California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
documents and for completeness and compliance with solid waste statutory and regulatory requirements.
For the purpose of this work the CEQA documents included the Environmental Impact Report - 2003,
Revised Final Environmental Impact Report - 2007; Reclaimed Water Addendum – 2008; Water Support
Addendum - 2009; Jurisdictional Waters Addendum - 2010; and 2008 Habitat Restoration Resource
Management Plan.

The specific tasks included for the review conducted by URS includes the following items:

Task A - Compare the JTD/SWFP application to the CEQA Documents to determine whether the JTD is
consistent with the CEQA Documents.

Task B - Compare the JTD/SWFP application to the solid waste regulatory requirements in California
Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 27 (27 CCR), sections 21590 and 21600 to determine whether
the JTD complies with these regulations.

Task C - Analyze the RDSI/JTD to determine whether the landfill operations described in the document
are internally consistent and provide adequate detail to allow the estimation described in
California Code of Regulations, 27 CCR, Section 21570(d) to be made.

Task D - Compare the Preliminary Closure Post-closure Maintenance Plan (PCPMP) to the CEQA
Documents to determine whether it is consistent with the CEQA Documents.

Task E - Compare the PCPMP to the solid waste closure plan regulatory requirements in California Code
of Regulations, 27 CCR, sections 21770 through 21840, as applicable to PCPMPs to determine
whether the PCPMP complies with these regulations.

This report addresses Tasks B, C and E above. A companion report addresses Tasks A and D.

1.2 METHODS

DEH provided URS with a hard copy and PDF files for the JTD (Volumes I, II-A, II-B and III) and
SWFP application package. The SWFP application package included AutoCad files for the base
excavation and the final grade for the purpose of confirming the projected airspace volume. URS
reviewed the JTD and SWFP documents and prepared a matrix template to itemize the compliance with
the specified requirements in 27 CCR and document consistency between the SWFP application package
and the JTD. A separate template was used to document internal inconsistencies in the JTD itself.
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SECTION 2 RESULTS

The JTD includes an integrated PCPMP as allowed by 27 CCR section 21780(c)(2). Consequently, the
review comments for Tasks B and E are included in a single matrix. It should also be noted that the
original JTD Volume I PDF file had numerous sections that were not searchable. URS requested and
received a revised searchable PDF file. During the review, it was discovered that the pagination in the
new PDF file did not exactly match the pagination in the hard copy or initial PDF file. Consequently, the
page numbers related to JTD Volume I in the Tables in this report may be off by one page, depending on
whether the tables in this report are compared to the hard copy, initial PDF or searchable PDF file.

2.1 JTD/PCPMP COMPLIANCE WITH SPECIFIED 27 CCR SECTIONS

2.1.1 Tasks B and E

The JTD is in compliance with 27 CCR 21590 as it includes a JTD index and addresses the requirement
in 27 CCR 21600. Table 1 presents a summary of the JTD’s compliance with 27 CCR sections 21590
and 21600 (Task B) and the PCPMP portion of the JTD’s compliance with 27 CCR, sections 21770
through 21840 (Task E). Table 1 is an enhancement of the table that is included in the Statement of Work
for this project. A number of items have been added with text shown in blue to reflect requirements that
are referenced within the regulatory sections that were included in the initial table. A summary of the key
JTD text that is relevant to determining compliance with each regulatory section has been added.

As shown in red on Table 1, there are six areas that appear to be incomplete due to minor items that are
missing as noted in the comments column of Table 1. During the review for compliance with the 27 CCR
requirements, a number of minor inconsistencies between the various JTD sections, appendices and the
SWFP application were identified. These inconsistencies and other comments are provided on Table 2.

The JTD and PCPMP could be considered complete and correct in accordance with 27 CCR section
21563 by correcting the incomplete items on Table 1 and addressing the items on Table 2 as well as the
LEA Comments on the Draft September 2010 Permit Application Package document that has previously
been provided to the applicant.

2.1.2 Airspace Estimate

At the request of DEH, URS evaluated the airspace volume estimate included in the JTD. URS recreated
the excavation and final grade surfaces using AutoCAD Land Development Desktop software and the
AutoCad data generated by the applicant. Figure 1 provides the airspace volume estimate developed by
the applicant and Figure 2 shows the airspace volume estimate developed by URS. As shown on the
figures, the difference in the net airspace estimates vary by only 0.3% and both estimates are
approximately 60,000,000 cubic yards.
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2.2 ADEQUACY RELATED TO 27 CCR, SECTION 21570(d)

27 CCR 21570(d) states:

(d) The application package shall require that information be supplied in adequate detail
to permit thorough evaluation of the environmental effects of the facility and to permit
estimation of the likelihood that the facility will be able to conform to the standards over
the useful economic life of the facility. The application package shall require, among
other things that the applicant and the owner give the address at which process may be
served upon them.

The JTD was evaluated with the intent of identifying whether the landfill operations described in the
document are internally consistent and provide adequate detail to allow the estimations described in 27
CCR 21570(d). The JTD provides adequate detail to permit thorough evaluation of the environmental
effects of the facility and to permit estimation of the likelihood that the facility will be able to conform to
the standards over the useful economic life of the facility.

The facility included in the JTD is an alternative addressed in the EIR process and a thorough evaluation
of the environmental effects of the facility was conducted during the EIR process. Consequently, the JTD
has adequate detail to permit thorough evaluation of the environmental effects of the facility.

The JTD also provides adequate information to permit an estimation of the likelihood that the facility will
be able to conform to the standards over the useful economic life of the facility. The following factors
support this conclusion:

Operations

 The size of the facility, waste types, staffing level, equipment, operating procedures and disposal
volumes are similar to other for municipal solid waste (MSW) landfills that have conformed to
the same standards over many years.

 The soil deficit at the site can be managed using the alternative daily cover (ADC) strategies in
the JTD and these ADCs have been successfully used at other facilities.

 The phasing of the site is logical for a canyon fill and has successfully been used at many other
canyon fill landfills.

 Litter, dust, vector, bird, noise, fire, odor, and hazardous waste controls are typical to techniques
that have been successfully used at other similar facilities.

 The site-specific traffic control measures are more robust than typical and should minimize traffic
impacts.

Design and Construction

 The double composite liner exceeds the state and federal regulatory standards for MSW landfills.
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 The leachate collection system is gravity flow, eliminating the possibility of a pump failure
causing a leachate release.

 The project includes a subdrain system to intercept potential groundwater, even though the
bottom of the subdrain is at an elevation higher than the piezometric surface.

 The methods use for static and seismic stability assessment are current and reasonable for the site.

 The final cover design is reasonable and meets regulatory requirements.

 The Construction Quality Assurance plan is complete and methods are standard.

 The PCPMP contains typical techniques and procedures that have been successfully used at
similar facilities.

 The corrective action and closure cost estimates appear reasonable for the facility and the
appropriate financial assurance will be in place.

Water Resources

 Leachate generation was estimated using HELP3 modeling and this is a typical model used for
this purpose. The model results appear to be reasonable based on the size of the facility and the
average annual precipitation at the site.

 The groundwater monitoring program, evaluating water quality in 3 different geological
formations with multiple wells in each formation is robust compared to the minimum
requirements for upgradient and downgradient wells.

 Approach to addressing reasonably foreseeable release is reasonable.

 The estimated cost to mitigating the reasonably foreseeable release appears reasonable based on
costs associated with mitigation at other sites. Groundwater treatment technologies are applicable
to the types of anticipated chemicals of potential concern (COPCs).

 Estimated costs for groundwater monitoring and maintenance appearing in this table seem to be
within the range of costs that would be expected for a monitoring program of this magnitude.

Drainage Control

 The drainage control system designed for 100-year, 24-hour storm event run-off volumes
complies with the regulatory requirements and is reasonable for the site.

 Desilting basins are designed based on the 10-year, 6-hour storm flows sediment capacity and for
the storm water runoff flows of the 100-year, 24-hour storm event. The spillway is sized for the
100-year, 24-hour storm event. This complies with the regulatory requirements and is reasonable
for the site.

 The surface control and down-drain system design are sized correctly and reasonable for the site.

 The estimated run-off values calculated based on the San Diego County Hydrology Manual (2003
version) in conjunction with computer software developed by Advanced Engineering Software
(AES) is appropriate.
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 The hydrologic analysis conducted using the Rational Method Computer program (in accordance
with the San Diego County Hydrology Manual Criteria) to determine the peak flows discharged
from the Gregory Canyon watershed under pre- and post-developed conditions is reasonable for
the project.

 The hydrology map for on-site flows, hydrology analysis and the hydraulic calculations appear to
be reasonable.

 The perimeter storm drain (PSD) system consisting of a reinforced concrete trapezoidal drainage
channels placed around (outside) the refuse footprint and earthen berms to divert run-on from
adjacent slopes and the up-canyon areas of the undisturbed footprint into the perimeter storm
drains is appropriate for the site.

 The phased construction of the PSD moving up canyon as the landfill is developed is reasonable.

 The stormwaters conveyed by the PSD system will discharge into percolation areas near the
discharge point of the eastern and western desilting basins, located near the ancillary facilities.
This area appears to be adequately sized and the energy dissipaters proposed are typical.

 The potential volume of silt generated from the contributing watershed area determined based on
the Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE) and the parameters, variables and coefficients used are
reasonable for the project.

 The western perimeter channel is sized to accommodate the rupture of Pipelines 1 and 2 and
future Pipeline 6 at the same time as the 100-year storm event. This method is reasonable for the
project.

Landfill Gas (LFG) Control

 LFG generation rate looks to be reasonable for the 29 year, and 30 million tons of MSW seems
reasonable for an arid climate landfill.

 The LFG control well spacing of approximately 200-foot centers is a reasonable distance.

 The proposed LFG well depths and potential double depth wells are reasonable design.

 The LFG well head design is standard.

 LFG monitoring wells spaced 1,000 feet apart around the perimeter of the landfill waste footprint,
considering the physical geometry of the areas surrounding the landfill is also reasonable.

 Four 1,500 cubic feet per minute (cfm) flares for a 6,000 cfm ultimate LFG flow rate is
reasonable.
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SECTION 3 LIMITATIONS

The detailed review of documents was conducted for the purpose of assisting DEH as the LEA to support
the issuance of a SWFP for the facility. Though other deficiencies may have been noted, the review did
not include an evaluation of these documents for compliance with other agency requirements (e.g., Air
Pollution Control District Authority to Construct, California Department of Fish and Game Streambed
Alteration Agreement, Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Stormwater National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit, US Fish and Wildlife Service Biological
Opinion/Incidental Take Permit, etc.).

Reports, permit applications, and other data (e.g., EIRs, Addendums, etc.) have been furnished to URS by
DEH and other third parties, which URS used in preparing this report. URS has relied on this information
as furnished, and is neither responsible for nor has confirmed the accuracy of this information.

This report has been prepared based on certain key assumptions made by URS that substantially affect the
conclusions and recommendations of this report. These assumptions, although thought to be reasonable
and appropriate, may not prove to be true in the future. The conclusions and recommendations of URS are
conditioned upon these assumptions:

 An internal review for consistency within and between CEQA Documents was not included
within this scope of work. URS assumed the information contained within the CEQA Documents
is consistent with the information presented in the attachments and appendices in the CEQA
Documents. Appendices in the CEQA Documents were not reviewed for consistency.

 The most logical location(s) for a particular detail was reviewed in the CEQA Documents to
determine whether the detail was consistent between the JTD and CEQA Documents, and the
SWFP and CEQA Documents. If a detail was not located in the most logical location(s), the
detail was assumed to not be contained within the CEQA Documents (e.g., a reviewer would not
search for project area climate data in the traffic section of an Environmental Impact Report).

 Mitigation measures tables from the EIR documents were used for the consistency review. URS
did not check the mitigation tables for consistency with the mitigation measures text within the
individual resources sections of the CEQA Documents.

 The term “correct” reflects the standard of care.

 The following items have been noted; however, the scope did not include thorough peer review,
technical edit or detail check related to:

 Insurance/Financial assurances documents.

 Legal description.

 Calculations and models.

 References.

URS and companies that have been acquired by URS conducted the following studies related to the
Gregory Canyon Landfill project that were included in the review package:
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 The Geology and Hydrogeology Report, Gregory Canyon Landfill, Pala, San Diego County,
California: Consultant's Report to Gregory Canyon Ltd. (March 1995) was prepared by
Woodward-Clyde Consultants, now URS.

 The Evaluation of Air Toxics Health Risks – Final Report (January 1999) was prepared by
Dames & Moore, now URS.

 The Storm Water Management Plan was prepared by URS.

 The Biological Assessment for the Gregory Canyon San Luis Rey River Bridge Replacement was
prepared by URS.

 The Habitat Restoration and Resource Management Plan for Gregory Canyon Landfill Property
was prepared by URS.

 The initial SWPPP was prepared by URS.
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Table 1

Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix

Item 27 CCR

Section No.

JTD

Section/Page*

Summary of JTD text CEQA Documents

Section/Page

Consistent with

SWFP Application

Complies with

Requirements?

Comment Resolution

General

Name of Facility, Site Operator and Owner,

Type of Facility

21600(b)(1)(A) Sec. A.1 – pg. A.1-1;

Sec. A.2.2 – pg. A.2-

3; Sec. A.2.1 – pg.

A.2-1

Facility Name - Gregory Canyon Landfill (GCLF).

Owner/Operator of Record – Gregory Canyon

Limited, LLC.

Day to Day Operator – contract operator.

Facility Type – Class III Landfill.

2003 EIR: 3.1, p. 3-1

Not identified 3.1,

p. 3-4

3.4.1, p. 3-31

Yes Yes Owner and operator certification

executed in Form E-1-77.

Description of the Operation Cycle 21600(b)(1)(A) Sec B.4.2.1 – pg.

B.4.2; Sec. B.4.4.2

thru B4.4.5.1 – pgs.

B.4-8 thru B.4-16;

Sec. B.4.5 – pgs. B.4-

19, B.4-20

Receipt/Handling – Staffing depends on handling

of 3,200 to 5,000 TPD received.

Processing - refuse lifts ~20 ft. high & ~100-200

ft. length.

Diversion/Transformation - Hazardous waste

exclusion program (HWEP) w/load checking

program.

Spreading/Compaction - Working face sloped to

gradient of ~5:1 (H:V).

Disposal – Recycle & resource recovery, no

public salvaging, no volume reduction activities at

site, only tire shredding.

2003 EIR:

3.4, p. 3-31-41

Yes Yes

Site Plan Including Boundaries, Acreage,

and Buffer Zones

21600(b)(1)(B) Sec A.2

Sec. B.1.2.3 – pg.

B.1-2; Sec B.1.4 –

pgs. B.1-3, B.1-4;

Figures 2, 3, 4, 6A, 9,

12, 21B-26, 27A, App.

B-3, App. B-4 – pgs.

SE44-45

Site - 1,770 acres

Landfill activities – 308 acres

Landfill footprint – 183 acres

Predisposal topo map – Fig 27A

Facility boundary of site – Fig 6A, App B-3

Plan w/disposal area – Fig 2

Plan w/extent of Solid Waste Facility permit – Fig

3, 4

Fill/Excavation sequencing plan – Fig 21B, 22, 23,

24, 25, 26

Fill/Excavation master plan – Fig 9, 12

Plan w/buffer zones – Fig 2

Vertical limits of site – Fig 2

2003 EIR:

3.1, p. 3-1, 5

3.2, p. 3-5

Exhibit 3-3

Exhibit 3-4

Yes Yes The siting element indicates a

landfill footprint of 196 acres so the

project at 183 acres is consistent

with the siting element. There are

other minor inconsistency in acres:

EIR 2003 indicates “approximately

308” and “307.8”, and EIR 2007 and

Habitat Restoration Plan indicates

“308.6”. These rounding

inconsistencies are not considered

consequential.

Hours of Operation 21600(b)(1)(C) Sec. B.4.1 – pg. B.4-1 Public hrs. - Mon-Fri 7am to 6pm, Sat 8am to

5pm, no holidays.

Commercial haulers hrs. and Compaction/Cover

operation - Mon-Fri 7am to 6pm, Sat 8am to 5pm,

no holidays.

Yard and enclosed maintenance – no time limit

Additional site specific activities – no time limit

2003 EIR:

3.4.7, p. 3-39

Yes Yes
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Item 27 CCR

Section No.

JTD

Section/Page*

Summary of JTD text CEQA Documents

Section/Page

Consistent with

SWFP Application

Complies with

Requirements?

Comment Resolution

Waste Classification and Management

Types and Quantities of Waste 21600(b)(2)(A) Sec. B.1.5.2 thru

B.1.5.4 – pgs. B.1-5

thru B.1-11

Waste types – non-hazardous solid wastes/inert

wastes including dewatered sludge, other waste

requiring special handling (tires & bulky waste).

Estimated daily waste avg volume – 3,200 tpd

Estimated peak daily flow volume – 5,000 tpd

Projected 5 yr. waste flow volume – 906,000

tons/yr.

No liquid, designated, special or hazard waste.

2003 EIR:

3.4.1, p. 3-31

Partial – JTD says

manure animal wastes

and ashes will be

received and boxes on

app are not checked.

Yes Table 1, page A.1-4 indicates that

ash will not be accepted and is not

consistent with Sec B.1.5.2.

Waste Management Unit Classification and Siting

Airport Safety 21600(b)(3)(A) Sec. B.1.2.2 – pg.

B.1-2

Not located w/in a 5 mi radius of airport used by

turbojet aircraft or by piston-type aircraft.

2003 EIR

Chapter 9, p. 9-2

NA Yes

Volumetric Capacity 21600(b)(3)(B) Sec. B.1.6 – pg. B.1-

11, B.1-12; Figure 2,

Figure 27A;

Apex B-2

675 trucks per day max.

Gross Airspace – 59.3 mcy

Cap req’d for liner system – 1.6 mcy.

Cap req’d for final cover – 0.9 mcy.

Net airspace – 56.8 mcy.

Cap req’d for daily & intermediate cover – 11.4

mcy.

Net refuse– 45.4 mcy.

Topo map delineating disposal area w/in site

boundary – Fig 2.

Assumptions to determine gross cap – Refuse to

cover ratio = 4:1; Compaction density = 1,350

pcy.

Methods to determine gross cap – difference

between proposed bottom grades & proposed

final disposal area grading contours.

Calculations to determine gross cap including

copies & dates of topo maps used.

2003 EIR:

3.4.2, p. 3-32

3.6.1, p. 3-60

3.4.5.1, p. 3-36

Exhibit 3-4

Yes Incomplete The required certification by a

registered civil engineer or geologist

needs finalized.

Suggest that Figure 27A with the

topo dated 1991 should be

referenced in the text for this

section.

Site Life Estimate 21600(b)(3)(C) Sec. B.1.7 – pg. B.1-

12

Site life – ~30 years.

Cap of site – net airspace (less liner and final

cover) = 56.8 mcy.

Refuse to cover ratio – 4:1.

Waste flow projections – starting inflow rate =

1,950 tpd.

Compaction density – 1,350 pcy.

EIR 2003:

3.6.1, p. 3-60

Yes Yes
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Item 27 CCR

Section No.

JTD

Section/Page*

Summary of JTD text CEQA Documents

Section/Page

Consistent with

SWFP Application

Complies with

Requirements?

Comment Resolution

Site Location (vicinity map) 21600(b)(3)(D) Sec. B.1.3 – pg. B.1-

3; Figures 2, 6

Site location description – 9708 Pala Rd, Pala,

CA 92059; occupies parts of Sec 4 & 5 of

Township 10 S and Sec 32 & 33 of Township 9 S,

Range 2 W of USGS 7.5' Pala Quadrangle.

Location map w/legal boundaries – Fig 6A.

Location map w/points of access – Fig 2.

Location map w/major access routes for waste

deliveries Fig 6.

EIR 2003:

Exhibit 3-1

Exhibit 3-2

3.1, p. 3-1

Yes Yes

Waste Management Unit Classification and Siting

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning (plot plan) 21600(b)(3)(E) Sec. B.1.2.4 – pg.

B.1-2, B.1-3; Figures

3, 4, 5

Plot plan showing land uses for properties w/in

1000 ft. of facility boundary – Fig 3.

Plot plan showing zoning for properties w/in 1000

ft. of facility boundary – Fig 4.

Distances to structures on adjacent properties –

Fig 5.

Specific limits of existing & planned disposal area

– Fig 5.

EIR 2003:

Exhibit 4.1-1

Exhibit 4.1-2

Exhibit 4.1-3

Exhibit 4.1-4

Exhibit 4.8-2

NA Yes

Ancillary Facilities (include on plot plan) 21600(b)(3)(F) Sec. B.3 – pg. B.3-1

thru B.3-7; Figures 8,

8A

Plot plan showing ancillary facilities including

admin bldgs., entrance facilities, scales, maint

structures, hazardous materials storage areas –

Fig 8, 8A.

EIR 2003:

3.2.4, p. 3-19

Exhibit 3-3

Exhibit 3-8

EIR 2007

Exhibit 3-8

Exhibit 3.8c

NA Yes
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Item 27 CCR

Section No.

JTD

Section/Page*

Summary of JTD text CEQA Documents

Section/Page

Consistent with

SWFP Application

Complies with

Requirements?

Comment Resolution

Design and Construction Standards for All Waste Management Units

General Design Parameters 21600(b)(4)(A) Sec D.1, D.2, D.3,

D.4, D.5 and D.6

Site design accommodates service area – 1,770

ac property w/ ~308 ac for landfill activities & 183

ac for refuse disposal (Sec. D.1).

Climatological factors – warm, dry weather during

summer months & cool, seasonal wet weather

during winter months; avg. rainfall = 17.5 to 25.27

in/yr.; wind annual mean speed = 6.6 mph (Sec.

D.3).

Physical setting – site elevation range from

~1,200 ft. amsl at head of canyon to 300 ft. amsl

at mouth of canyon in San Luis Rey River

drainage; proposed landfill footprint not in 100-yr

floodplain (D.2).

Soils – Low areas consist of unconsolidated

residual soils, colluvial, & alluvial deposits w/in

weathered tonalite; High areas consist of

metamorphic/igneous w/varying degrees of

weathering (Sec. D.4).

Drainage – 2 distinct GW zones - alluvial aquifer

hosted by sediment wedge at canyon mouth, &

bedrock aquiclude hosted by fractured tonalite

that forms substrate of canyon; both GW systems

move North toward alluvial aquifer of San Luis

Rey River (Sec. D.5).

EIR 2003:

3.1, p. 3-4

3.2, p. 3-4

3.2.1, p. 3-5

4.7.1.1, p. 4.7-1

4.3.1.3, p. 4.3-8

4.2.1.3, p.4.2-3

NA Yes

Design Responsibility 21600(b)(4)(B) Sec. C.1.1 – p. C.1-2 Waste management unit was designed &

construction will be certified by a registered civil

engr &/or certified engr geologist.

EIR 2003:

3.2.1, p. 3-11

3.5.1, p. 3-42

Table 10-2, p. 10-48

NA Yes
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Item 27 CCR

Section No.

JTD

Section/Page*

Summary of JTD text CEQA Documents

Section/Page

Consistent with

SWFP Application

Complies with

Requirements?

Comment Resolution

Construction Sequencing Plans 21600(b)(4)(C) Sec. C.2.9 – pgs. C.2-

25 thru C.2-34;

Figures 20-26

Phase I includes ~3.7 mcy excavation & during

filling, work will begin on excavation of next area.

Phase I will provide ~8.1 mcy of gross airspace &

require ~1.6 mcy of soil for daily & intermediate

cover (Fig 20, 21, 21A, 21B).

Phase II gross fill cap is ~6.3 mcy (Fig 22, 23).

Phase III and IV includes ~489,000 cy and

~23,000 cy of excavation, respectively. Phase III

fill phase completes landfill to final grading

configuration & provides ~43.1 mcy of gross

airspace (Fig 24, 25, 26).

EIR 2003:

3.3, p. 3-27-30

3.6.2, p. 3-61-70

6.7.2, p. 6-75

Exhibit 3-18

Exhibit 3-19

Exhibit 3-20

Exhibit 3-21

Exhibit 3-22

Exhibit 3-23

Exhibit 3-24

NA Yes

Grading Plan 21600(b)(4)(D) Sec. B.4.4.1.4 – pg.

B.4-8; Sec. E.1.2 –

pgs. E.1-1, E.1-2;

Figures 2, 9 and 20,

27A

Final landfill slopes were designed w/an overall

gradient of 3.5:1 w/ 20-ft benches every 40

vertical ft. & max landfill elev, including final cover

system, will be 1,100 feet amsl. Final deck area

will have min grade of 3%.

Grading plan w/ existing borrow area contours

(Fig 27A) & proposed borrow area contours (Fig

2).

EIR 2003:

3.7.3. p. 3-74

Exhibit 3-17

Exhibit 6-7

NA Yes

Gas Management Plan 21600(b)(4)(E)

refers to 20919

Sec. B.5.2 – pg. B.5-

28 thru B.5-32; Sec.

C.2.7 – pgs. C.2-14

thru C.2-16; Figures

2, 10D, 11, 16 and

16A

Gas migration monitoring system ultimately

includes 14 probes spaced ~1,000-ft centers

around entire refuse prism to detect potential gas

migration prior to reaching property boundary –

Fig 10D.

Landfill gas control system includes series of

vertical gas extraction wells joined through a

system of above ground lateral pipes, which will

be connected to main header pipe leading to flare

station – Fig 11, 16, 16A.

EIR 2003:

3.5.1, p. 3-42

Exhibit 3-13

NA Yes Regs state that JTD should

describe any possible use of landfill

decomposition gases; this

information is not included so the

assumption is that there are no

plans for energy recovery.

Regs state that spacing between

probes should not exceed 1,000 ft.;

consider modifying text in JTD from

approximately 1,000 ft. to no more

than 1,000 ft.(This is what is shown

on Figure 10D.)

There is confusion between 14

probes stated on JTD pg. B.5-29 &

16 probes stated on JTD pg. C.2-

16; clarify that 2 probes are only

temporary as shown on Figure 10D.
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Item 27 CCR

Section No.

JTD

Section/Page*

Summary of JTD text CEQA Documents

Section/Page

Consistent with

SWFP Application

Complies with

Requirements?

Comment Resolution

Operating Criteria

Disposal Site Records 21600(b)(5)(A)

refers to 20510,

20515

Sec. A.3 – pgs. A.3-1

thru A.3-2

Procedures for maintaining records include: (a)

Refuse disposal vehicles req’d to check in at

entrance facility & weighed prior to unloading at

working face. Daily receipts kept by scale

operators in operating record.

(b) Records showing excavation of future refuse

area subgrade will be maintained.

(c) Operator will maintain a daily log of unusual

occurrences including landfill fire, landslides,

flooding, unusual/sudden settlement, EQs &

resulting damage, property damage, accidents,

explosions & discharges of hazardous or other

non-permitted wastes.

(d) Personnel training record –health & safety,

hazardous waste identification, handling &

storage procedures, environ control sys

management, waste handling & disposal

procedures, and emergency response procedures

& environ mitigation.

(e) Operator of record - Gregory Canyon Limited.

(f) Records available during business hours for

inspection by authorized reps of regulatory

agencies having jurisdiction.

(g) Records for Disposal Reporting System –

records on-site at admin office and available

during normal business hours for inspection.

EIR 2003:

3.4.11, p. 3-40-41

NA Yes .

Site Security 21600(b)(5)(B) Sec. B.3.2 – p.

B.3-9

Entry during business hours controlled by site

personnel at entrance facilities (single point of

public access to site).

EIR 2003:

3.4.8, p. 3-39

4.16.2.2, p. 4.16-13

NA Yes

Sanitary Facilities 21600(b)(5)(C) Sec. B.4.6.1 – p. B.4-

21

Portable chemical toilets to be located at N end of

ancillary facilities area.

EIR 2003:

3.2.4, p. 3-21

NA Yes

Communications Systems 21600(b)(5)(D) Sec. B.4.6.3 – p. B.4-

21

Telephones w/in offices in ancillary facilities area

& at each fee booths for computer links w/truck

scales. Two-way hand-held radios for

communication between ancillary facilities & staff

located w/in landfill property boundary.

EIR 2003:

3.2.4, p. 3-19, 20

NA Yes Use of cell phones for

communication should be included

in this section.
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Item 27 CCR

Section No.

JTD

Section/Page*

Summary of JTD text CEQA Documents

Section/Page

Consistent with

SWFP Application

Complies with

Requirements?

Comment Resolution

Lighting {for facilities which operate during

darkness}

21600(b)(5)(E) Sec. B.4.6.4 – p. B.4-

21

Disposal equipment outfitted w/sufficient lighting

&/or portable lighting fixtures or stands for safe

work conditions (only needed for short winter

nights as hours of operations stop by 6 pm).

Security lighting around bldgs. in ancillary

facilities area.

EIR 2003

3.2.3, p. 3-19

3.2.4, p. 3-21

NA Yes

Safety Equipment 21600(b)(5)(F) Sec. B.4.6.5 – p. B.4-

22

Hard hats, reflective vests, ear & eye protection,

filtration masks, fire extinguishers.

EIR 2003

4.16 (in general)

4.16.2.2, 4.16-13

3.2.4, p. 3-21

3.5.4, p. 3-57

3.5.9, p. 3-60

NA Yes

Personnel Requirements 21600(b)(5)(G) Sec. B.4.2 – pgs. B.4-

1 thru B.4-5, Table 6

Site operation staffing (Table 6) req’d to conduct

disposal & site maint operations, & record

keeping during peak operation.

Site personnel trained for health & safety, environ

control sys management, & emergency response.

EIR 2003:

3.4.9, p. 3-39

Table 3-2

NA Incomplete Regs state minimum number of staff

requirements. Suggest adding a

column to Table 6 to show

minimum.

Personnel Training 21600(b)(5)(H)

refers to 20610

Sec. B.4.2.2 – p. B.4-

3, B.4-4

Training emphasis in health & safety, hazardous

waste identification, handling & storage

procedures, environ control sys management,

waste handling & disposal procedures,

emergency response procedures & environ

mitigation.

EIR 2003:

4.16.2.2, p. 4.16-13,

14

NA Yes

Supervisory Structure 21600(b)(5)(I) Sec. B.4.2.3 – p. B.4-

4, B.4-5

Operator will provide adequate supervision of a

sufficient number of qualified personnel to

conduct proper operation of the site in compliance

with all applicable State and federal requirements.

Operator will also provide a recycled water

supervisor, who has completed a State-approved

training course on use of recycled water.

EIR 2003:

3.4.8, p. 3-39

Table 3-2

NA Yes
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Item 27 CCR

Section No.

JTD

Section/Page*

Summary of JTD text CEQA Documents

Section/Page

Consistent with

SWFP Application

Complies with

Requirements?

Comment Resolution

Spreading and Compaction 21600(b)(5)(J) Sec. B.4.4.3 – p. B.4-

14

Compactor or dozer will spread waste over

working face in ~2-ft thick layers & then make

repeated passes over working face to compact

refuse.

Working face typically sloped to gradient of ~5:1

(H:V) or less to max refuse compaction.

EIR 2003

3.4.3, p.3-32

3.4.3.1, p. 3-34

NA Yes

Cover

Cover Materials 21600(b)(6)(A) Sec. B.4.4.1.1 - B.4-7;

Sec. B.4.4.5 thru

B.4.4.8 – pgs. B.4-15

thru B.4-19; Sec.

C.3.2 – p. C.3-1; Sec.

C.2.2.3 – pgs. C.2-2

thru C.2-4; Figures 14

and 31

Soil materials excavated for daily & intermediate

cover of active waste disposal operations

obtained from 3 on-site sources: landfill footprint

(7.9 mcy), Borrow/Stockpile Area A (1.3 mcy) &

Borrow/ Stockpile Area B (3.2 mcy).

Excavation/stockpile sequence – Once initial

excavation for site facilities area & 1st stage of

Phase I refuse area completed, subsequent

excavation & stockpiling operations to be

conducted concurrent w/refuse disposal

throughout landfill development. Borrow/Stockpile

Area A (W of landfill footprint) & Borrow/Stockpile

Area B (SW & adjacent to footprint). Rock

crushing (conducted concurrently w/landfill

construction) to occur onsite & excavated rock to

be stored on-site for future use, or ground for use

as daily or intermediate cover areas.

EIR 2003

3.4.5.1 p. 3-36-37

6.7.2, p. 6-75

NA Yes

Alternative Daily Cover and Beneficial Reuse 21600(b)(6)(B)

refers to 20690 and

20695

Sec. B.1.5.4/p. B.1-10

B.4.4.5.1 pgs. B.4-16,

B.4-17

ADC reduces refuse-to-daily/intermediate cover

ratios from 4:1 to 7:1.

Geosynthetic blankets & PGM to be used as

ADC.

Geosynthetic blankets – handling & procedures

described in App. F-1.

EIR 2003

3.4.5.1, p. 3-37-38

NA Incomplete Regs state that handling and

procedures of ADC should be

included. A description of PGM

application methods and an

estimate of range in tons of PGM is

required. This language should be

consistent with 20690(b)(3)(B to D).

The JTD should also state that the

PGM will be weighed at the scales.

“Synthetic” blankets ADC is

specified on pg. B.1-12 in the JTD

and this should say “geosynthetic”

to be consistent with the regulatory

language.
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Cover Frequency 21600(b)(6)(C)

refers to 20680 and

20695

Sec. B.4.4.5 – p. B.4-

15 thru B.4-17

Daily cover in form of soil material compacted to

min thickness of 6-in or an ADC, such as

geosynthetic blanket or PGM, to be placed over

all exposed refuse at end of each working day.

EIR 2003

3.4.5.1, p. 3-36-38

NA Yes

Intermediate Cover 21600(b)(6)(D) Sec. B.4.4.6 – pgs.

B.4-17, B.4-18

Min 12-in thick layer of suitable cover material to

be placed over top, side slopes & working face of

advancing lift, refuse cell or portions of disposal

area where no additional refuse is to be deposited

w/in 180 days.

EIR 2003

3.4.5.2, p. 3-38

NA Yes

Handling

Public Health Design Parameters 21600(b)(7)(A) Sec. B.5.3 – pgs. B.5-

32 thru B.5-41

Dust control – includes both

construction/operations & maint procedures & will

utilize on-site well water.

Noise control – on-site equip noise controlled by

installation & maint of mufflers on all motorized

vehicles.

Fire control – refuse burning not allowed at landfill

facility.

Odor control – landfill gas control system &

placement of daily, ADC or intermediate soil cover

over all exposed refuse at end of each operating

day.

Control of birds, flies, rodents & other vectors –

refuse compaction, application of daily cover &

professional pest control services.

Litter control – perimeter fencing, commercial

loads covered w/tarp, disposal operations

suspended during high winds, inspection

conducted every day landfill is open & cleaned up

on 6th day.

EIR 2003

3.5 (in general)

3.5.4, p. 3-57

3.5.5, p. 3-58

3.5.6, p.3-58

3.5.7, p. 3-59

3.5.8, p. 3-59

3.5.9, p. 3-59-60

NA Yes
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Salvaging Activities 21600(b)(7)(B) Sec. B.4.5 – pgs. B.4-

19, B.4-20

Public salvaging not allowed & no salvaging

operations other than public dropoff area.

Storage – bins for source-separated recyclable

materials.

Materials handled – tin, newsprint, white paper,

aluminum, glass, white goods.

White goods physically removed by hand or w/

heavy equipment, as needed from waste stream

at working face.

Procedures for salvage removal to prevent

fire/health problems –

Materials kept away from disposal operations &

limited to volume & storage time.

“Salvaging” Not

identified

EIR 2003

3.2.4, p. 3-19

NA Yes .

Volume Reduction Activities 21600(b)(7)(C) Sec. B.4.5.5 – p. B.4-

20

Volume reduction activities such as incineration,

bailing, shredding or composting will not be

conducted at landfill, only collection of source

separated materials & waste tire processing or

shredding.

EIR 2003

3.4.1, p. 3-31

3.2.4, p. 3-19

3.4.6, p. 3-38-39

NA Yes

Equipment 21600(b)(7)(D) Sec. B.4.3 – pgs. B.4-

5, B.4-6, Table 7

On-site equipment maint –

4 Dozer, 2 Compactor, 2 Scraper, 1 Water Truck,

6 Light Duty Vehicles, 1 Motor Grader, 1 Surge

Bin, 1 Mechanic Truck, 1 Portable Rock Crusher,

1 Fuel Truck, 1 Mobile Tire Shredder.

Hawthorne Machinery Company utilized for rental

equipment.

Operating equip maintained w/preventative maint

program for min breakdowns.

EIR 2003

3.4.10, p. 3-39

Table 3-3

Incomplete Regs state minimum equipment

requirements. Suggest adding a

column to Table 6 to show

minimum.

Waste Handling 21600(b)(7)(E) Sec. B.1.5.2 – pgs.

B.1-5 thru B.1-7; Sec.

B.4.4.2.1 – pgs. B.4-9

thru B.4-14; Sec.

B.5.6 – pg. B.5-43;

App. F

Non-hazardous solid wastes, inert wastes &

dewatered sludge accepted at site.

Special handling waste – tires and bulky wastes

accepted; tire storage area < 5,000 sf of

contiguous area, < 50,000 cf in volume, < 10 ft. in

height, > 20 ft. from property line or perimeter

fencing, > 40 ft. separation from vegetation &

other potential flammable materials.

Hazardous waste – Disposal of hazardous

wastes, pesticides or other toxic wastes is

prohibited.

EIR 2003

3.4.1, p. 3-31

3.2.4, p. 3-19

3.4.6, p. 3-38-39

NA Yes



Tables

Table 1

Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix

(Continued)

W:\27650080\01000-a-r.doc\20-Dec-10\SDG T-11

Item 27 CCR

Section No.

JTD

Section/Page*

Summary of JTD text CEQA Documents

Section/Page

Consistent with

SWFP Application

Complies with

Requirements?

Comment Resolution

Environmental Controls

Nuisance 21600(b)(8)(A) Sec. B.5.3 – pgs. B.5-

32 thru B.5-41

Procedures to prevent/control public nuisance -

dust control, noise control, fire control, odor

control, vector control, litter control, noise control,

mitigation monitoring & reporting program for

project impacts.

EIR 2003

3.5 (in general)

3.5.4, p. 3-57

3.5.5, p. 3-58

3.5.6, p.3-58

3.5.7, p. 3-59

3.5.8, p. 3-59

3.5.9, p. 3-59-60

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes

Fire Control 21600(b)(8)(B) Sec. B.5.3-5 – pgs.

B.5-39, B.5-40

Burning of refuse not allowed, refuse placed w/in

150 ft. of landfill perimeter, application of daily &

intermediate soil cover placement, load checking

for smoldering or burning wastes & separation of

these wastes if spotted by a dozer & covering of

fire w/soil.

EIR 2003

3.5.4, p. 3-57

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes

Leachate Control (for purposes of public

health)

21600(b)(8)(C) Sec. B.5.1.1 – pgs.

B.5-1 thru B.5-9; Sec.

C.2.5 – C.2-10 thru

C.2-13; Fig. 13, 14,

15, 15A

Containment system design includes LCRS

above liner to collect & convey leachate

generated w/in refuse prism.

LCRS designed to reduce time leachate remains

on liner, thereby, reducing potential for migration

of leachate through liner system.

Leachate collected in storage tanks will be

transported off-site for treatment & disposal.

EIR 2003

3.5.3, p. 3-56

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes

Dust Control 21600(b)(8)(D) Sec. B.5.3.1 - pgs.

B.5-33 thru B.5-37

Main access Rd paving; proper maint, soil sealant

& watering on internal haul roads; water spraying

of soil excavated & placed for cover; water

spraying of areas where soil excavation is

occurring for purposes of cell development;

ancillary dust control activities; applying water

&/or planting temp veg on intermediate soil cover

areas; planting & maintaining veg cover on

completed slopes.

EIR 2003

3.5.8, p. 3-59

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

Addendum 2009

4.0, p. 5

NA Yes
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Vector Control 21600(b)(8)(E) Sec. B.5.3.2 - p. B.5-

37, B.5-38

Refuse compaction; daily cover appl; professional

pest control services; monthly inspections of

landfill areas; items which attract vectors stored in

closed containers &/or w/in enclosed structures;

bldg. openings, ground holes & deficiencies in

perimeter fence repair; removal of existing dairy,

operations staff to use dispersal techniques to

disturb bird behavioral patterns; proper grading &

drainage to eliminate puddles & wet areas;

desilting basins cleaned out regularly; tire

shredding at min of every 6 month.

EIR 2003

3.5.5, p. 3-58

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes

Drainage & Erosion Control 21600(b)(8)(F) Sec. B.5.4 – pgs. B.5-

41, B.5-42; Sec. C.2.8

– pgs. C.2-16 thru

C.2-25; Figures 17, 19

Perimeter drainage systems for open channels &

buried pipe, drainage berms, downdrains, energy

dissipaters, desilting basins, drainage swales,

structural media filtration, bio-treatment swales &

percolation areas.

EIR 2003

3.2.2, p. 3-13-14

3.3.1, p. 3-29

3.5.2, p. 3-44

3.5.2.2, p. 3-44-47

3.5.2.5, p. 3-55

3.7.1.3, p. 3-73

3.7.4, p.3-75

Exhibit 3-14

Exhibit 3-15

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes

Litter Control 21600(b)(8)(G) Sec. B.5.3.3 – p. B.5-

38, B.5-39

Perimeter fencing; 12-ft high litter fence along

bridge deck to control litter from waste collection

vehicles; commercial loads require tarp cover;

portable, temp fencing to control windblown

papers at working face; disposal operations

suspended during high winds; clean up team to

inspect for & clean up litter & illegal dumping, litter

inspection every day that landfill is open to accept

refuse & litter clean up on 6th day.

EIR 2003

3.5.6, p. 3-58

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes
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Noise Control 21600(b)(8)(H) Sec. B.5.3.4 – pgs.

B.5-39

Installation & maint of mufflers on motorized

vehicles; controlled blasting if necessary w/written

notice to residents w/in a 1-mi radius of blast site;

site personnel provided w/hearing protection; rock

crushing & tire shredding to occur at least 1,500

ft. from nearest residences unless other forms of

noise attenuation, such as berms or acoustical

curtains, are utilized.

EIR 2003

3.5.9, p. 3-59-60

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes

Traffic Control (within the facility) 21600(b)(8)(I) Sec. B.5.5 – p. B.5-

42, B.5-43

Entrance facilities located at distance from SR76;

monitoring of incoming traffic; early warning sys

implemented to assure that traffic requirements

are met; on-site internal haul roads to be asphalt

or tightly-compacted dirt roads w/speed limit on

landfill of 15 mph; modifications to SR76 to

improve sight distance & facilitate truck

movements; gate at N side of bridge opened 1-hr

prior to hours of operation; landfill operator to

report traffic count info to Depart of Environ

Health on weekly basis in writing.

EIR 2003

3.5.8, p. 3-59, 60

3.2.4, p. 3-21

3.4.3.1, p. 3-32

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes

Hazardous Waste/Load-checking 21600(b)(8)(J) Sec. B.4.4.2.1 – pgs.

B.4-9 thru B.4-14;

Sec. B.5.6 – B.5-43;

App. F

HWEP includes descriptions of acceptable &

prohibited wastes;

gamma-scintillation counter at scale facility to

detect radioactive materials; refuse unloading

activities obsv by full time spotter at tipping area;

random inspections of incoming loads; inspection

records; site personnel training to recognize

regulated hazard waste & PCB wastes;

notification if regulated hazard wastes or PCB

wastes are discovered.

Designated storage area located in SE corner of

ancillary facilities area for temp disposition of

wastes collected.

On-site storage limited to 90 days & prior to

shipment off site, all materials will be overpacked

& manifested w/licensed hazard waste

hauler/disposer.

EIR 2003

3.4.4, p. 3-34-35

3.4.4.1, p. 3-35, 36

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes



Tables

Table 1

Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix

(Continued)

W:\27650080\01000-a-r.doc\20-Dec-10\SDG T-14

Item 27 CCR

Section No.

JTD

Section/Page*

Summary of JTD text CEQA Documents

Section/Page

Consistent with

SWFP Application

Complies with

Requirements?

Comment Resolution

Approvals

Compilation of Approvals 21600(b)(9) Sec. B.2 – pgs. B.2-1

thru B.2-8;

Table 5

Approval agencies include CA Integrated Waste

Management Board, CA Regional Water Quality

Control Board, Depart of Environmental Health

Services.

San Diego APCD, DPLU, CIWMP, USACE, US

Fish & Wildlife, SD Public Works Depart, SD

Sheriff’s Depart, CALTRANS, State Historic

Preservation Office, Public Utilities Commission,

CA Depart of Fish & Game, etc.

Permits req’d & issuing agencies listed in Table 5.

EIR 2003

3.8, p. 3-75-80

Table 3-6

NA Yes

CIWMB - Closure/Postclosure Maintenance

Plan Requirements if part of Joint

Technical Document (JTD) - Preliminary

Closure Plans

Closure/PCM Cost Estimate 21790(b)(1)

refers to 21815 and

21820

Sec. F.1 –

Tables 17, 18

2010 closure cost estimate – $25.6M.

Estimate includes design, materials, equipment,

labor, administration, quality assurance, and 20%

contingency. Annual PCM cost = $29.5M.

NA

EIR 2003

3.7.2, p. 3-74

NA Incorrect The formula in the spreadsheet

used to generate Tables 17 and 18

need to be rechecked. For

example, the Subtotal Closure Cost

on Table 17 is shown as $19.7M but

adding up sections 1 to 10 results in

$21.6M.

The footnotes for the Tables

indicate that 2008 costs were

adjusted by CalRecycle inflationary

factors to obtain the 2010 values.

Suggest adding this section to the

text. Also, considering the

economic conditions between 2008

and 2010, the cost estimates may

be skewed to the high side.
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Location Maps 21790(b)(2 & 4) Figures 1, 2, 5 6, 13,

14, 15, 15A, 16, 16A,

17, 19

Location map w/property boundary & existing,

permitted & proposed final limits of waste

placement – Fig 6.

Location map w/entry roads – Fig 2.

Location map w/structures outside property

boundary but w/in 1000 ft. – Fig 5.

Location map w/general location of landfill – Fig 1.

Location map w/leachate control – Fig 13, 14, 15,

15A.

Location map w/drainage & erosion control – Fig

17, 19.

Location map w/gas monitoring & control system

– Fig 16, 16A.

EIR 2003

Exhibit 3-1

Exhibit 3-2

Exhibit 3-3

Exhibit 3-4

Exhibit 3-6

Exhibit 3-7

Exhibit 3-8

Exhibit 3-9

Exhibit 3-10

Exhibit 3-16

EIR 2007

Exhibit 3-8

Exhibit 3.8c

NA Yes

Post-Closure Land Uses 21790(b)(5) Sec. B.1.9 – p. B.1-

14; Sec. D.1.3 – p.

D.1-2

Post-closure land use will be undeveloped open

space. In accordance w/Prop C.

EIR 2003

3.2.5, p. 3-21

3.7.4, p. 3-75

NA Yes

Estimate of Required Closure 21790(b)(6) ? Implies entire site will be closed at the same time. Not identified

EIR 2003

3.7.2, p. 3-74

NA Incomplete The regs require a statement

regarding the maximum extent of

the landfill that would require

closure at any given time.

Add a sentence to Section E.1.1

that states that the Closure Plan

assumes that maximum extent of

the landfill that will require closure

at any given time during the life of

the landfill is the entire landfill. This

can be changed in the future if a

decision is made down the road to

initiate a phased closure.
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Estimated Closure Date 21790(b)(7) Sec. B.1.7 – p. B.1-12 Site life – ~30 years.

Estimate includes settlement & volume occupied

by daily cover.

Cap of site – net airspace (less liner & final cover)

= 56.8 mcy; Liner system = 1.6 mcy

Final cover = 0.9 mcy; Daily & immediate cover =

11.4 mcy.

Refuse to cover ratio = 4:1

Waste flow projections – starting inflow rate =

1,950 tpd

Compaction density = 1,350 pcy

EIR 2003

3.6.1, p. 3-60

NA Yes

Closure Activities 21790(b)(8) Sec. E.1.12 – pg. E.1-

16 thru E.1-19

Closure construction to start w/in 30 days after

final shipment of waste & occurs over 14 mos.

Equip Mob (2 wk); Site Security Fencing/Signage

(2 wk); Site Exploration/Survey (3 wk);

Structure Removal/Demo (3 wk); Drain Control

Sys Const (6 wk); Fndn Layer Prelim Grading (8

wk); Fndn Layer Place (10 wk); Barrier Layer

Place (20 wk); Veg Layer Place (16 wk); Drain

Control Sys Const - over refuse (6 wk);

Access/Internal Rd Grading (3 wk); Gas Extract

Sys (13 wk); Demob (3 wk)

EIR 2003

3.7, p. 3-71-75

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes

Site Security and Structure Removal 21790(b)(8)(A)

refers to 21135 and

21137

Sec. E.1.10, 11 – pgs.

E.1-14, E.1-15

Site security includes perimeter fence/gates;

signs posted 60 days prior to last receipt of waste

& not <180 days after final waste shipment

received;

notice in local newspaper 30 days prior last

receipt of waste; operator to secure all points of

access w/lock & gate & place signs at all access

points prohibiting unauthorized entry.

Structures removal includes scales & scalehouse,

admin, maint & visitor bldg.

Structures/ fndns to be demolished & disposed

onsite. Scale pits & excavations to be backfilled &

compacted.

Scales & associated mechanisms, office supplies

& computer equip for scalehouse to be removed

& salvaged.

EIR 2003

3.7.4, p. 3-75

4.16.2.2, p. 4.16-13

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes
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No plans to decommission any of proposed

environ control systems.

Final Cover and Grading 21790(b)(8)(B)

refers to 21140,

21142, 21090(a)(1)-

(3), (a)(6),

21090(b)(1)-(3)

21750(f)(5)

Sec. B.1.7 – pg. B.1-

12; Sec. C.3.3 – pg.

C.3-2; Sec. E.1.2 –

pgs., E.1-1, E.1-2;

Sec. E.1.3 – pgs. E.1-

2 thru E.1-6; Sec.

D.4.6 – pgs. D.4-16

thru D.4-20; App. C –

pgs. 3-6 thru 3-10;

Figures 9 and 31

See below. EIR 2003

3.7.1, p. 3-71

3.7.1.1, p. 3-71

3.7.1.2, p. 3-71

3.7.1.3, p. 3-73

3.7.3, p. 3-74-75

Exhibit 3-25

Exhibit 3-17

NA Yes

- Final Cover 21140 21090(a)(1)-

(3)

See above. Final cover consists of min 2 ft. thick fndn layer

(random soil materials); barrier layer (60-mil

LLDPE geomembrane); HDPE drainage

geocomposite layer (deck areas only); & 2 ft. veg

layer (silty sand to sandy silt) from Stockpile A.

EIR 2003

3.7.1, p. 3-71

3.7.1.1, p. 3-71

3.7.1.2, p. 3-71

3.7.1.3, p. 3-73

Exhibit 3-25

NA Yes

- Final Grading 21142 21090(b)(1)-

(3) 21090(e)(1)-(3)

See above. Max elev of landfill w/final cover = 1,100 feet

amsl.

Final deck area = 3% min grade (to promote

drainage & allow for future settlement).

Final landfill slopes w/overall gradient of ~3.5:1.

Benches to be 20 ft. wide, placed every 40

vertical ft., sloped inward ~6%, overall horiz

gradient 3%.

Final cover surveys - operator to prepare an iso-

settlement map of entire permitted site every five

years thru post-closure maint period.

EIR 2003

3.7.3, p. 3-74-75

Exhibit 3-17

NA Yes
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- Stability Analysis 21090(a)(6)

21750(f)(5)

See above. Static stability of refuse slopes – SLOPE/W used

to find FS; method to calc FS: Bishop for circular

failure, Spencer & Morgenstern/Price for block &

non-circular failure; assumptions: refuse fill (unit

weight = 80 pd, Phi = 30°, C = 200 psf), smooth

HDPE (Phi = 8°, C = 0 psf), textured HDPE (Phi =

14°, C = 0 psf); FS>1.5.

Dynamic stability of refuse slopes – Bray & Rathje

(1998) used to estimate seismic displacement;

assumptions: slope height = 300 ft, shear wave

velocity = 1,200 ft. /s, M7.1 at 6 miles from site,

MCE site acceleration = 0.4g, period of shaking =

0.5s, duration of MCE = 16s; displacement = 0.1

in (less than acceptable, OK).

Static stability of final cover – SLOPE/W used to

find FS; assumptions: veg layer thickness = 2 ft.,

soil density = 100 pcf, friction angle between

soil/LLDPE = 27°, max slope gradient = 3:1, PGA

= 0.4g; FS>1.5.

Dynamic stability of final cover – Makdisi & Seed

(1978) used to estimate seismic displacement;

displacement = 1.7 to 5.1 in (depending on waste

thickness); Bray & Rathje (1998) used to estimate

seismic displacement; displacement = 0.5 to 3.7

in (depending on waste thickness); less than the

regulatory limit, both OK.

EIR 2003

4.2.3.1, p. 4.2-27

4.2.3.2, p. 4.2-35, -42

NA Yes

Construction Quality Assurance 21790(b)(8)(C)

refers to 20323, and

20324

Sec C.4 – pgs. C.4-1

thru C.4-12; Sec.

E.1.6 – p. E.1-9; App.

M and N

EIR 2003

3.2.1, p. 3-11

3.7.1.1, p. 3-71

3.7.1.4, p. 3-73, 74

NA Yes

- Professional Qualifications 20324(b) See above. Registered civil engr or certified engr geologist –

CQA Officer, oversees CQA program, prepares

CQA plan.

EIR 2003:

3.2.1, p. 3-11

3.5.1, p. 3-42

Table 10-2, p. 10-48

NA Yes
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Section No.

JTD
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Summary of JTD text CEQA Documents

Section/Page

Consistent with

SWFP Application

Complies with

Requirements?

Comment Resolution

- Reports 20324(c) See above. Text identifies that CQA reports will include CQA

management organization (CQA Management

Org: Geo Project Director, Geo Officer, Geo

Monitors), a detailed description of the level of

experience and training for the contractor

(Experience/Training requirements included for

CQA Officer, CQA inspection personnel,

geosynthetic installation contractor, geosynthetic

placement superintendent, seaming personnel)

and a description of the CQA testing protocols

(Preconstruction test protocols: inspection of

const materials, inspection of manufacturing

process & QA procedures used in manufacturing

geosynthetics, obsv in transport, handling, &

storage of geosynthetics, inspection of fndn

conditions. Construction test protocols: Obsv of

all phases of const & documentation of

contractor's compliance or noncompliance

w/approved plans & specs, &/or direction of engr;

field tests & visual obsv to evaluate construction

practices).

EIR 2003

3.4.11, p. 3-40-41

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes The positions of “Geo Project

Director” and “Geo Consultant” are

not defined in the JTD text in Sec.

C.4.2 and C.4.3. Include position

description from App. M and N or

reference the appendices when

position is first mentioned.

Consider adding a statement saying

that “CQA inspection personnel”

position described in JTD is same

as “CQA monitors” described in App

M and N.

- Documentation 20324(d) See above. Daily summary reports – prepared daily by

technician w/supporting inspection data sheets &

records of problems that occur or corrective

measures implemented thru construction period.

Acceptance reports – CQA Officer to review daily

inspection reports, data sheets, & photos; reports

evaluated for internal consistency, accuracy &

completeness.

Document storage – after const completion,

facility will store all original documents so

protected from damage thru post-closure maint

period.

EIR 2003

3.4.11, p. 3-40-41

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes
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Section No.
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Summary of JTD text CEQA Documents
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SWFP Application

Complies with

Requirements?
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- Laboratory and Field Testing Requirements 20324(e), (f) See above. Field testing – ASTM D 2488 93.

Earthen material lab testing – ASTM D 1557 91,

ASTM D 422 63, ASTM D 2487 93.

Low hydraulic conductivity layer lab testing –

ASTM 4318 93, USEPA 9100.

Test program implemented prior to incorporation

of material into containment sys & once approved,

during const to evaluate components const

according to design specs.

EIR 2003

3.5.2.3, p. 3-53

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes

- Test Fill Pad Requirements 20324(g) See above. Test fill pad fndn to be constructed by Contractor

selected to complete liner construction

w/designated equip to determine if specified

density/moisture content/hydraulic conductivity

relationships from lab can be achieved in field

w/compaction equip to be used & at specified lift

thickness & to find correlation between design

hydraulic conductivity & density at which that

conductivity is achieved.

EIR 2003

3.2.1, p. 3-11

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

3.2.4, p . 3-1

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes

- Earthen Material Requirements 20324(h) See above. Field compaction testing to be conducted by

nuclear gauge at min freq of 4 tests per 1,000 cy

& evaluated by sand cone methods at min freq 1

test per 1,000 cy placed.

ASTM 1557 & ASTM 4318 93 to be performed at

freq of 1test for every 5,000 cubic yards of

material placed, or per change in material.

Permeability testing: lab - 1 test per 5,000 cy

placed, field - 1 test per 2,500 cy placed.

EIR 2003

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes
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Summary of JTD text CEQA Documents
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Consistent with

SWFP Application

Complies with

Requirements?

Comment Resolution

- Geosynthetic Membrane Requirements 20324(i) See above. Conformance samples taken & tested at > rate of

1 per lot or 1 per 100,000sf.

Interface shear test conducted at rate of 1 per

200,000 sf.

Conformance tests include density (ASTM

D1505A); environ stress crack (ASTM 05397);

tear resistance (ASTM 01004 Die C); carbon

black content (ASTM 01603); thickness (ASTM

05199); tensile characteristics (ASTM 0638);

direct shear testing for interface strength (ASTM

0-5321); puncture resistance (ASTM 04833).

Electrical leak location survey - identify holes in

geomembrane liner after LCRS gravel &/or

operations layer soil is placed, after

geomembrane subjected to construction activities

& after 1st refuse lift is placed.

EIR 2003

3.2.1, p. 3-11

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

3.2.4, p. 3-1

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes

Drainage and Erosion Control 21790(b)(8)(D)

refers to 21150,

21090(a)(3)-(a)(3)(b)

Sec. E.1.7 – pgs. E.1-

10 thru E.1-12; Sec.

B.5.4 – pgs. B.5-41,

B.5-42; Sec. C.2.8 –

pgs. C.2-16 thru C.2-

25; Figure 17, 19, 20

Final drainage control system includes exterior

slope downdrains, engineered deck area

gradients & drainage berms, deck inlets, bench

drains & inlets, buried drain pipes, trapezoidal

channels, & 2 desilting basins.

Primary erosion control includes fill area grading,

vegetation (erosion control mats, mulching, &

hydroseed), & slope bench system.

EIR 2003

3.2.2, p. 3-13-14

3.3.1, p. 3-29

3.5.2, p. 3-44

3.5.2.2, p. 3-44-47

3.5.2.5, p. 3-55

3.7.1.3, p. 3-73

3.7.4, p.3-75

Exhibit 3-14

Exhibit 3-15

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes

Gas Monitoring 21790(b)(8)(E) –

refers to 20920 thru

20939

Sec. E.1.8 – pgs. E.1-

12, E.1-13; Sec. Sec.

B.5.2 – pgs. B.5-22

thru B.5-25, Sec.

C.2.7 – pgs. C.2-14

thru C.2-16; Figures

10D, 11, 16 and 16A

See below. EIR 2003:

3.5.1, p. 3-42

Exhibit 3-13

NA Yes
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Summary of JTD text CEQA Documents

Section/Page

Consistent with

SWFP Application

Complies with

Requirements?

Comment Resolution

- Gas Monitoring and Control 20921 See above. Landfill gas control system includes 3 main

subsystems; extraction well field; conveyance

lines & treatment facility.

A perimeter landfill gas migration monitoring

network will be installed.

Limitations for emissions from crushing,

screening, transfer points & other operations &

process.

System taken off line in stages as final cover

constructed.

EIR 2003:

3.5.1, p. 3-42

Exhibit 3-13

NA Yes

- Monitoring 20923 See above. Landfill gas migration monitoring probes will be

installed in native soils around perimeter to

monitor for possible subsurface migration.

EIR 2003

3.5.1, p. 3-42

Exhibit 3-13

3.5.2.3, p. 3-53

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes

- Perimeter Monitoring Network 20925 See above. Location – Terrain surrounding footprint is very

steep & heavily vegetated, requiring significant

construction of access roads & drilling pads in

order to place probes at or near facility boundary.

This would create significant environ issues, thus

probes will be placed closer to permitted refuse

limit.

Spacing/Depth – 16 probes (2 temp) will be

installed at multiple depths on approx 1,000 ft.

centers around refuse prism.

Monitoring well construction – drilled by licensed

drilling contractor or drilling crew under

supervision of design engr or engr geologist &

wells logged by a geologist or geo engr. Min 5-ft

bentonite seal at surface & between monitored

zones.

EIR 2003

3.5.1, p. 3-42

Exhibit 3-13

3.5.2.3, p. 3-53

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes The closure perimeter probe

locations on Figure 10D are no

more than 1000 feet apart. Regs

state that spacing between probes

should not exceed 1,000 ft.;

consider modifying text in JTD from

approximately 1,000 ft. to no more

than 1,000 ft. There is confusion

between 14 probes stated on JTD

pg. B.5-29 & 16 probes stated on

JTD pg. C.2-16; clarify that 2 probes

are only temporary.

- Structure Monitoring 20931 See above. On-site structures monitored for detection of

potential landfill gas migrating into bldg. structures

in accordance with 27 CCR, Sec 20931.

EIR 2003

3.5.1, p. 3-42

Exhibit 3-13

3.5.2.3, p. 3-53

NA Yes
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Item 27 CCR

Section No.

JTD

Section/Page*

Summary of JTD text CEQA Documents

Section/Page

Consistent with

SWFP Application

Complies with

Requirements?

Comment Resolution

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

- Monitored Parameters 20932 See above. Landfill gas consists of methane & carbon dioxide

along w/traces of other constituents. Production of

landfill gas w/in refuse cell is of interest due both

to flammability of methane in conc between 5 &

15 % by volume in air & for air pollution reasons.

EIR 2003

3.5.1, p. 3-42

Exhibit 3-13

3.5.2.3, p. 3-53

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes

- Monitoring Frequency 20933 See above. Monitoring probes will be sampled at min on

quarterly basis to determine if landfill gas is

migrating away from landfill.

EIR 2003

3.5.1, p. 3-42

Exhibit 3-13

3.5.2.3, p. 3-53

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes

- Reporting 20934 See above. Results from perimeter gas monitoring probes will

be compiled into report & submitted to SDAPCD,

EA & CalRecycle on a regular basis.

EIR 2003

3.5.1, p. 3-42

Exhibit 3-13

3.5.2.3, p. 3-53

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes

- Reporting and Control of Excessive Gas

Concentrations

20937 See above. If compliance levels are exceeded in any

monitoring probe, adjustments to gas system will

be initiated &/or additional extraction wells will be

installed.

EIR 2003

3.5.1, p. 3-42

Exhibit 3-13

3.5.2.3, p. 3-53

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes
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Consistent with

SWFP Application

Complies with

Requirements?

Comment Resolution

- Control of Excessive Gas Concentrations 20939 See above. Once gas control system is installed &

operational, landfill gas flare station will be

primary method for disposal of collected gas.

Liquid condensate collected will be incinerated in

flares, treated onsite, & removed off-site for

disposal.

EIR 2003

3.5.1, p. 3-42

Exhibit 3-13

3.5.2.3, p. 3-53

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes

Leachate Monitoring 21790(b)(8)(F)

refers to 21160,

20340, 21090(c)(2)

Sec. B.5.1.1 – pgs.

B.5-1 thru B.5-9; Sec.

C.2.5 – C.2-10 thru

C.2-12; Sec. E.1.9.1 –

pg. E.1-13; Fig. 13,

15, 15A

LCRS designed on basis of max anticipated

leachate generation for disposal area.

LCRS design consists of granular drainage

blanket constructed immediately above liner in

bottom liner areas.

Network of leachate collection pipes placed w/in

granular drainage blanket will convey

accumulated fluid by gravity flow to mouth of

canyon to be discharged into two double-walled

collection tanks.

System in place at closure & maintained thru

post-closure.

LCRS design over slope liner areas consists of

gravel pipe collectors wrapped w/geotextile filter

fabric placed on interior benches along slopes.

Prelim analysis includes HDPE pipe w/6-in ID &

SDR of 11 to carry anticipated liquid volume &

resist crushing under anticipated refuse loads.

LCRS will be operated to function w/out clogging,

clean-outs will be utilized to annually test LCRS

flow capability.

EIR 2003

3.5.3, p. 3-56, 57

NA Yes

Items Under 21790 (Preliminary Plans) 21800(c) Preliminary Closure

Plan included in Parts

E and F of the JTD.

The PCPMP specifies that the Final Closure Plan

to include following items given in above rows for

Preliminary Closure Plan – closure cost estimate,

location maps, post-closure land uses, estimate of

req’d closure, & closure activities.

EIR 2003

3.7, p. 3-71-75

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes
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Sequence of Closure Stages With Dates 21800(c) Not applicable to a

Preliminary Closure

Plan

NA NA NA NA

Schedule for Disbursement 21800(d) Not applicable to a

Preliminary Closure

Plan

NA NA NA NA

Criteria for Cost Estimate 21815 and 21820 Table 17, 18 and

Appendix R

Adequate documentation of costs provided.

Estimates appear to be in compliance with Labor

Code and Caltrans requirements in section

21815.

NA NA Yes

Description of Planned Uses 21825(b)(1)

refers to 21190

Sec. B.1.9 – pg. B.1-

14; Sec. D.1.3 – pg.

D.1-2

Ultimate post-closure end use will be

undeveloped open space.

Final cover will be designed to meet reg

requirements effective at time of closure.

Final Closure Plan will be prepared & submitted to

appropriate regulatory agencies at least 2 yrs.

prior to landfill's anticipated closure date.

EIR 2003

3.2.5, p. 3-21

3.7.4, p. 3-75

NA Yes

Description of Maintenance 21825(b)(2)

refers to 21180

Sec. E.2 – pgs. E.2-1

thru E.2-21

Monitoring & Maint activities will include Landfill

Gas Migration System (¼ yr.); Groundwater

System (¼ yr.); Stormwater; Final Cover (¼ yr.);

Settlement (iso settlement maps every 5 yrs.);

Vegetative Cover (weed control, reseeding,

mulching - ½ yr., rodent control - 1 yr.); Main

Access Road & Bridge (¼ yr.); Drainage Control

System (¼ yr.); Site Security (¼ yr.).

EIR 2003

3.7, p. 3-71-75

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

NA Yes
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Emergency Response Plans 21830(b)(1)

refers to 21130

Sec. E.3 – pgs. E.3-1

thru E.3-7

ERP will be carried out immediately whenever an

event occurs such as fire, explosion, flood, EQ,

vandalism, surface drainage problems or release

of any waste product which may threaten public

health &/or environ.

ERP Procedures include removal of non-essential

employees & equip from incident vicinity; identify

nearest equip/supplies for response; SSO may

utilize on-site personnel to control incident if

possible; Site Engr will communicate any damage

&/or injury reports to SSO & coordinate all

emergency actions directed by SSO; immediate

surveillance of areas affected by incident;

monitoring conducted to prevent an incident from

affecting other areas; operator prepared for req’d

immediate cover placement.

Not identified NA Yes Note - Section 21830 requirements

apply to final, not preliminary post

closure maintenance plans.

List of Responsible Parties 21830(b)(2) Sec. E.2.2 – pg. E.2-

1; E.2-2

Gregory Canyon Limited

160 Industrial Street, Suite 200

San Marcos, CA 92708

Jim Simmons, Authorized Representative

Phone: (760) 471-2365

2003 EIR:

3.1, p. 3-1

NA NA Section 21830 requirements apply

to final, not preliminary post closure

maintenance plans.

Post-Closure Planned Uses 21830(b)(3)

refers to 21190

Sec. B.1.9 – p. B.1-

14; Sec. D.1.3 – p.

D.1-2

Ultimate post-closure end use will be

undeveloped open space.

.

EIR 2003

3.2.5, p. 3-21

3.7.4, p. 3-75

NA NA Section 21830 requirements apply

to final, not preliminary post closure

maintenance plans.

As-builts for Monitoring and Control Systems,

etc.

21830(b)(4) Not applicable. Not applicable. N/A NA NA Requirements apply to final, not

preliminary post closure

maintenance plans.

Description of Maintenance 21830(b)(5) Not applicable. Not applicable. N/A NA NA Section 21830 requirements apply

to final, not preliminary post closure

maintenance plans.

Operations and Maintenance plan for Gas

Control System

21830(b)(6) Not applicable. Not applicable. N/A NA NA Section 21830 requirements apply

to final, not preliminary post closure

maintenance plans.
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Plan to Report Results of Monitoring and

Collection

21830(b)(7) Not applicable. Not applicable. N/A NA NA Section 21830 requirements apply

to final, not preliminary post closure

maintenance plans.

Postclosure Maintenance Cost Estimates 21830(b)(8) Not applicable. Not applicable. N/A NA NA Section 21830 requirements apply

to final, not preliminary post closure

maintenance plans.



Tables

W:\27650080\01000-a-r.doc\20-Dec-10\SDG T-1

Table 2

Gregory Canyon JTD/SWFP Application Inconsistencies and Other Comments

Item # Section Page* Inconsistency or Comment Resolution

JTD Volume I

1. General The PDF files would be much more useful with the following bookmarks:

JTD Volume I to at least the second level on the Table of Contents and all of the Figures.

Volume II – Appendices and sub-appendices (e.g., D-1, D-2, etc.) slip sheets.

Volume 3 – Each drawing.

2. General DEH contact info will need to be updated due to recent LEA move.

3. Table 2 A.1-11 The “Cover” section of Table 2 is missing a row. The four rows should be:

Cover Materials 21600(b)(6)(A)

Alternative Daily Cover and Beneficial Reuse 21600(b)(6)(B).

Cover Frequency 21600(b)(6)(C).

Intermediate Cover 21600(b)(6)(D).

4. B.2.2.3 B.2-4 Typo - Delete “n” in “Water Course Alternation Permit.”

5. B.4.4.8 B.4-17 Text states “… "11.4 million cubic yards (mcy) would be needed for daily operations during the life

of the landfill. An additional 2.7 mcy of material will be necessary to provide for canyon shaping,

the operations layer and final cover over for the site."

JTD Appendix. B-2 indicates 11.4 mcy + 1.2 for operations layer and final cover (JTD).

6. B.1.8 B.1-13 “Traffic counts will be made using computerized records. These records will be available for

review by LEA during operational hours.”

B.5.5 on page B.5-44 states – “The landfill operator shall report traffic count information to the

Department of Environmental Health on a weekly basis in writing.”

7. B.1.8 B.1-14 The end of B.1.8 states “Those mitigation measures can be found in Attachment 3A, Table 10-1,

Pages 6-7 of the Joint Technical Document.” Should be Appendix D of the JTD or Attachment 3

of the SWFP application.
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8. B.3.1.4 B.3-4 The location of the proposed well and 10,000-gallon storage tank is shown in Figure 1 of

Appendix G-1 (2009 Technical Memorandum). These features are not shown on Fig 1 in G-1.

Suggest adding them to JTD Fig 2 or inserting the existing Figure that shows them as Fig 2B.

9. B.4.4.5.1 B.4-15 “The use of ADC has been shown to reduce refuse-to-daily/intermediate cover ratios from 4:1 to

7:1”

C.2.2.2, p. C.2-3 (and Table 9A, p. C.2-4) states – “The use of ADC has been shown to reduce

refuse-to daily cover ratios from 4:1 to at least 7.5:1.”

10. B.4.4.8 B.4-17 Sections B.4.4.8, Appendix B-2 and C.2.2.3 need to be consistent. May be practical to develop

text in B.4.4.8 and refer reader to that section in C.2.2.3 instead of repeating it. Additionally C.3.1

also needs to be consistent.

11. B.5.1.3.1 B.5-12

to 15

Groundwater Monitoring Well Locations: To eliminate inconsistencies and improve clarity to the

reader it is suggested that a table be included that identifies the names of wells in the network, the

groundwater zone or zones that will be monitored (alluvium, weathered bedrock, fractured

bedrock, consistent with the Huntley recommendations) and the purpose of the well (compliance,

sentry, background, upgradient, downgradient, cross gradient). It is recommended that the table

be presented in this manner and in the order of the groundwater zone—alluvial, weathered

bedrock and fractured bedrock. The number of the wells in the network should be updated in the

text to reflect those wells recommended by Dr. Huntley that are yet to be installed. The proposed

wells should be shown on a figure and designated as such.

12. B.5.2.2 B.5-28 Text should also include reference to:

San Diego Rule 59.1 – Municipal Solid Waste Landfills and its landfill gas control requirements,

with respect to surface emissions.

New AB 32, Greenhouse Gas (GHG), requirements for landfills California Code of Regulations,

Title 17, Subchapter 10 – Climate Change, Article 4, Subarticle 6, Sections 95460 to 95476 as it

applies to the proposed GCLF.
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13. B.5.2.3.3 B.5-32 “The condensate will then be transported off-site.” Section C.2.7.1 (second paragraph) and

Section C.2.7.2 (paragraph 3) state that there are several options for condensate disposal

including on-site treatment and/or injection into a LFG flare. Not consistent.

14. B.5.3.1 B.5-33

to 36

The discussion of riparian groundwater use and mitigation in the Dust Control section is a little

odd. It would probably fit better in the groundwater monitoring, hydrogeology or utilities section.

15 B.5.3.1 B.5-33 “The location of the wells where riparian underflow would be pumped are shown on Figure 1 of

Appendix G-1 (Water Supply Report).” Figure call out is not correct. Same issue on p. B.5-33.

16. C.2.2.2 C.2-2 The graphical documentation (stereographic plots showing the fracture data and proposed slope

inclinations) to support the kinematic analyses of proposed the excavation slopes should be

included in Appendix C.

17. C.2.2.4 C.2-4 The six critical sections, static analyses and psuedo-static analyses performed on the

stockpile/barrow area sections are not included in Appendix C.

18. C.2.7.3 C.2-16 Landfill gas probes are on Figure 10D, not Figure 2. Also, text should be revised to reflect 14

perimeter probes and two temporary probes consistent with B.5.2.3.2.

19. C.2.9.4.5 C.2-34 “Once an area reaches 20 percent of pre-developed vegetative condition then storm water flows

will be diverted to the perimeter channels.” It should say 70%.

20. C.4.3 C.4-3 The terms Geotechnical Consultant and Geotechnical CQA Consultant are inconsistently used in

the JTD text, App. M (pg. 3) & App. N (pg. 5).

21. C.4.2; C.4.3 C.4-2;

C.4-3

CQA inspection personnel should be called CQA inspectors instead of monitors in Appendix M &

Appendix N to be consistent with Title 27.

22. C.4.4.2 C.4-10 List of minimum requirements in Section 20324(d)(1) or for daily reports should be included in the

JTD text, Appendix M ( pgs 32, 33) and Appendix N (page 49).

23. C.4.4.2 C.4-10,

C.4-11

Monthly Construction summaries are included in App M and N but not in text.
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Item # Section Page* Inconsistency or Comment Resolution

24. D.3.2;

Appendix. I-1

D.3-1;

2-1

App. I-1 uses Fallbrook rain gauge data (~10 miles NW of project); median annual rainfall for 30

yrs. of data = 14.1in. D.3.2 uses gauging stations in Escondido to S, Fallbrook to W, & Lake

Henshaw to E (10-20 miles from project); average annual rainfall = 17.5-25.27in. Figure 28A –

Iaohyetal Map shows ~16.6 in.

25. D.3.2;

Appendix. I-2

D.3-1;

2-2

App. I-1 uses rainy season from Oct thru April w/most significant rain events occurring Dec thru

March. D.3.2 says rainy season from Nov thru April.

26. D.5.6 D.5-24 The JTD text correctly indicates that the wells are shown on Figure 30A, but the footnote on Table

12D says well locations are shown on Figure 2-2.

27. E.1.4.2 E.1.8 “Two settlement monuments and two permanent survey monuments will be placed on the landfill

area in accordance with 27 CCR, Section 20950. The locations proposed for the monuments are

shown on Figure 9.” Only one monument location is shown on Fig 9.

28. E.1.7.2 E.1-11 States USLE is used. Make consistent with Section C.2.8.3.4 and Appendix L.

29. E.2.3.4 E.2-4 “The general maintenance of the landfill gas extraction/control system involves weekly inspections

by operating personnel of all wells, pipelines, mainline valves, and mainline sample points.”

Table 14 and page E.2-7 says quarterly.

30. E.2.4.1 E.2-7 Suggest updating to reflect the surface emission limits of <= 200ppmv (per the California GHG

regulations – Title 17, Subchapter 10, Article 4, Subarticle 6, Sections 95460 to 95476).

31. E.2.8.2 E.2-13 “Figure 30 shows a typical cross-section of the final cover system design.” The correct Figure is

31.
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32. Figure 11 The footprint shown on Figure 11 to accommodate the LFG flares, blowers, condensate knockout

tanks, and condensate collection sumps that would be a little tight within the footprint included on

this figure. Ultimately, generating the quantity of LFG expected would likely warrant the

opportunity to install a LFG to energy facility and there does not appear to be enough room for

this.

JTD Appendices

33. Appendix A Subtitle D Checklist, Location Restriction B2 - Wetlands - The location restriction addresses

wetlands related to MSWLF units. The ACOE 404 permit application and indicates that <0.1

acres of wetlands would be impacted by the bridge construction. It would be reasonable to

consider that the current location restriction analysis is correct considering that the bridge is not

the MSWLF unit and that the bridge could be designed and constructed without impacting the

wetlands (albeit at a significant cost). Legal counsel may be appropriate to determine if the

checklist should be changed.

34. Appendix B ,

Appendix B-4

Siting element is included twice in the JTD (Appendix B and Appendix B-4) as well as in the

SWFP App – Attachment 4. JTD Appendix B is 1997 version. Unclear why this is here since the

2005 version in Appendix B-4 supersedes it. DEH prefers it in the SWFP application and not the

JTD.

35. Appendix. B-3 Legal Description same as SWFP-A (redundant).

36. Appendix.

C;D.4.6,

3-7,

Figs 3-

3A, 3-

3B; D.4-

17

Text says calculated min FS = 1.9 from results in Fig 3-3A and 3-3B; Fig 3-3A shows a FS = 1.5.

The 1.9 number appears to be a typo.

37. Appendix. C 3-7 Cannot locate Figure 3-1 that is referenced in Appendix C.

38. Appendix. D Though the BMPs and monitoring strategy is still current, it appears that all elements of the

SWPPP may not have been updated per the latest General Construction Permit (Project Risk

Level assessment, identification of the LRP, QSD, and QSP, etc.). If it is acceptable to the
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RWQCB and LEA, in order to avoid needing to amend the JTD every time the stormwater regs or

SWPPP changes, it may be advisable to revise the JTD text to indicate that the facility will operate

under a current SWPPP that has been prepared and updated to reflect the current general permit

requirements, and that the current version of the SWPPP will be provided to the LEA (it has to be

submitted to the RWQCB anyway) This language, combined with the general drainage and

erosion control discussion in Section B.5.4 and the BMPs shown on the JTD Figures could be

adequate for a complete and correct determination by the LEA.

39. Appendix D-2

and

associated

tables 10-1

and 10-3

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) users guide would be much more

useful if it included the source document for each measure (e.g., Prop C, 2003 EIR, 2007 EIR,

etc.). With this additional clarification, the source documents themselves could be cited as

references in the JTD and MM excerpts from the source documents may not need to be included

in the JTD.

40. Appendix. I The 100-yr and 10-year, 6-hr calculations are provided but not the 100-yr, 24-hr calculations as

stated on page B.5-41 in the JTD.

41. Appendix. I-1 Hydrogeomorphology report - The hydrology calculations in Appendix I show that the proposed

condition reduces the flow compared to the existing conditions. In the Hydromod section, it states

that the infiltration areas are used to reduce the WQ volume. If the proposed condition is less that

existing, infiltration basins would not be needed for hydromod.

42. Appendix. J Confirm that facilities were sized for 100-year, 24 hour storm event since calculations were not

found in Appendix I.

43. Appendix. N 6, 7 Title 27 requires that the CQA Officer be a CA reg civil engr or certified engr geologist. Appendix

N lists the Geotechnical Project Director with these qualifications.

44. Appendix P Financial Assurance Docs are redundantly included in both Appendix R and in the SWFP

application, Attachment 5 - “to be provided” is stated in both locations. (Finalized documents will

be needed).

45. Appendix. S WDRs are also in SWFP Tab D-2 (redundant).
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SWFP Application

1. SWFP Part 6 Item C shows that date of the JTD as March 2010 instead of September

2. SWFP D-2 County Water Authority ROW application is in PDF in this section but should be D-6 instead of D-

2.

3. SWFP EIR Mitigation Measures in Attachment 3 are redundant with JTD Appendix D-2. Suggest

eliminating the copy in the SWFP app and replace with a slip sheet referring to JTD Appendix D-2.

4. SWFP Attachment 6 Insurance cert in hard copy missing from PDF.

*Page number may be off by one in some sections, as electroni9c and “editable” PDFs had a page deleted and changed the numbering versus the hardcopies.
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4225 EXECUTIVE SQUARE, SUITE 1600

LA JOLLA, CA 92037



R E P O R T

GREGORY CANYON LANDFILL JOINT
TECHNICAL DOCUMENT AND SOLID
WASTE FACILITY PERMIT –
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY ACT DOCUMENTS
COMPARISON
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4225 Executive Square, Suite 1600
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December 20, 2010

Jim Henderson
County of San Diego
Department of Environmental Health
Local Enforcement Agency
5500 Overland Ave, Suite 110 MS O560
San Diego, CA 92123

Subject: Gregory Canyon Landfill Joint Technical Document and Solid Waste
Facility Permit Application Review – Agreement # 536046
URS Project No. 27650080.01000

Dear Mr. Henderson:

URS is pleased to provide this report for the above referenced project. The scope of work in
Agreement # 536046 includes the following items:

a. Compare Permit Application and RDSI/JTD to CEQA Documents.

b. Compare Permit Application and RDSI/JTD to Regulatory Requirements.

c. Analyze the RDSI/JTD to determine whether the landfill operations described in the
document are internally consistent and provide adequate detail to allow the estimation
described in California Code of Regulations, Title 27, Section 21570(d) to be made.

d. Compare the PCPMP to CEQA Documents.

e. Compare PCPMP to Regulatory Requirements.

This report addresses scope items a. and d. above. A companion report addresses items b., c., and e.
Please call me or Kristen Walker Potente at 858.812.9292 if you have any questions. We
appreciate the opportunity to assist you with this important project.

Sincerely,

URS CORPORATION

DM/KPW:mv

David Marx, REHS, REA
Vice President and Project Manager

Kristen Potente Walker
Senior Environmental Specialist
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CCR California Code of Regulations
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
DEH County of San Diego, Department of Environmental Health
EIR Environmental Impact Report
LEA Local Enforcement Agency
JTD Joint Technical Document
PCPMP Preliminary Closure Post-closure Maintenance Plan
RFEIR Revised Final Environmental Impact Report
SWFP Solid Waste Facility Permit
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SECTION 1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND

The County of San Diego, Department of Environmental Health (DEH) is the Local Enforcement Agency
(LEA) for administration of solid waste facility permits in the County of San Diego outside of the City of
San Diego. The LEA is processing the Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) application package for the
proposed Gregory Canyon Landfill project. The proposed landfill is a Class III solid waste disposal
facility located in unincorporated San Diego County. DEH retained URS to assist in the review of the
SWFP application package, including the solid waste facility application and the Joint Technical
Document (JTD), which includes the Preliminary Closure Post-closure Maintenance Plan (PCPMP), for
consistency with the associated California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Documents and for
completeness and compliance with solid waste statutory and regulatory requirements. For the purpose of
this work, the CEQA Documents included the following six documents: Environmental Impact Report
(2003 EIR); Revised Final Environmental Impact Report (2007 RFEIR); Habitat Restoration Resource
Management Plan (2008); Reclaimed Water Addendum (2008); Water Support Addendum (2009); and
Jurisdictional Waters Addendum (2010).

The specific tasks included for the review conducted by URS includes the following items:

Task A - Compare the JTD/SWFP application to the CEQA Documents to determine whether the JTD is
consistent with the CEQA Documents.

Task B - Compare the JTD/SWFP application to the solid waste regulatory requirements in California
Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 27 (27 CCR), sections 21590 and 21600 to determine whether
the JTD complies with these regulations.

Task C - Analyze the RDSI/JTD to determine whether the landfill operations described in the document
are internally consistent and provide adequate detail to allow the estimation described in 27
CCR, Section 21570(d) to be made.

Task D - Compare the PCPMP to the CEQA Documents to determine whether it is consistent with the
CEQA Documents.

Task E - Compare the PCPMP to the solid waste closure plan regulatory requirements in California Code
of Regulations, 27 CCR, sections 21770 through 21840, as applicable to PCPMPs to determine
whether the PCPMP complies with these regulations.

This report addresses Tasks A and D above. A companion report addresses Tasks B, C, and E.

1.2 METHODS

DEH provided URS with a hard copy and PDF files for the JTD (Volumes I, II-A, II-B, and III) and
SWFP application package. The JTD includes an integrated PCPMP as allowed by 27 CCR Section
21780(c)(2). URS reviewed the JTD and SWFP documents and identified pertinent details within each
document. Details included, but were not limited to, information regarding the project description,
mitigation measures, and operation of the landfill. Details were highlighted for subsequent consistency
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review with each of the six CEQA Documents. Each highlighted detail in the JTD and SWFP was cross-
checked for consistency with each of the six CEQA documents, beginning with the 2003 EIR and
continuing through the remaining documents in consecutive order. Any discrepancies noted between the
JTD and CEQA Documents, and the SWFP and CEQA Documents was documented and input into a
spreadsheet, which includes a brief description of the inconsistency and the section and page numbers of
the affected documents (Table 1).
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SECTION 2 RESULTS

The JTD includes an integrated PCPMP as allowed by 27 CCR section 21780(c)(2). Consequently, the
consistency review comments for Tasks A and D are included in a single matrix (Table 1), sorted
numerically by section/page number. It should also be noted that the original JTD Volume I PDF file had
numerous sections that were not searchable. URS requested and received a revised searchable PDF file.
During the review, it was discovered that the pagination in the new PDF file did not exactly match the
pagination in the hard copy or initial PDF file. Consequently, the page numbers related to JTD Volume I
in Table 1 may be off by one page, depending on whether the Table 1 is compared to the hard copy, initial
PDF, or searchable PDF file.

This report briefly summarizes our comparison of the JTD and SWFP for the Gregory Canyon Landfill
project with the CEQA Documents. The review found that the JTD and the SWFP are generally
consistent with the CEQA Documents; however, more than 200 inconsistencies were noted. These
inconsistencies range from typographical errors where the intent of the writer is evident, to the use of
precise numbers versus rounded figures, to information that was eventually updated in subsequent
documents. These inconsistencies are generally minor, as shown on Table 1, and can be resolved with
slight revisions to the text, if necessary; however, one inconsistency warrants further discussion.

The mitigation measure tables identified in each of the documents reviewed contain numerous
inconsistencies. The initial mitigation measures were identified in the 2003 EIR, and revised in the 2007
RFEIR; however, the 2007 RFEIR uses mitigation measure numbers previously used in the 2003 EIR,
and also re-numbers mitigation measures previously identified in the 2003 EIR. For example, mitigation
measure 4.5-2 in the 2003 EIR states, “At the commencement of operation, the project applicant shall
make a fair-share contribution for the addition of an eastbound left turn lane and westbound through lane
on the I-15 overcrossing.” This same mitigation measure is identified as 4.5-5 in the 2007 RFEIR, and the
number 4.5-2 has been re-used on a newly identified measure. This inconsistency between the EIR
documents is relevant because the JTD makes reference to specific mitigation measures by number.
However, the reader can decipher what measure is intended by the content of the requirement.

There are also examples of mitigation measures that contain slight variations between the 2003 and 2007
documents. For example, mitigation measure 4.5-1 in the 2003 EIR states, “This analysis shall not be
extended west…” (emphasis added); however, mitigation measure 4.5-1 in the 2007 RFEIR states, “This
analysis shall be extended west…” Further, separate copies of the 2003 and/or 2007 mitigation measures
are included as an appendix to the JTD, as an appendix to the SWFP, and as a section within the Habitat
Restoration Resource Management Plan, which is an appendix of the SWFP. Having the mitigation
measures in numerous areas within the application package allows for a greater chance of error and
inconsistency between the documents.

URS suggests consolidating all of the project mitigation measures into one table within the JTD to
eliminate the inconsistencies and redundancies. This will also provide a more organized and useful tool
for both the operator and the LEA to manage mitigation activities for the project. Further, it may be
advisable to remove the specific references to mitigation measure numbers contained within the text of
the JTD, and instead generally referencing mitigation measures found in Appendix “X”.



Gregory Canyon Landfill Permit Documents – CEQA Documents Comparison

W:\27650080\01000-b-r.doc\20-Dec-10\SDG 3-1

SECTION 3 LIMITATIONS

The detailed review of documents was conducted for the purpose of assisting DEH as the LEA to support
the issuance of a SWFP for the facility. Though other deficiencies may have been noted, the review did
not include an evaluation of these documents for compliance with other agency requirements (e.g., Air
Pollution Control District Authority to Construct, California Department of Fish and Game Streambed
Alteration Agreement, RWQCB Stormwater NPDES General Permit, US Fish and Wildlife Service
Biological Opinion/Incidental Take Permit, etc.).

Reports, permit applications, and other data (e.g., EIRs, Addendums, etc.) have been furnished to URS by
DEH and other third parties, which URS used in preparing this report. URS has relied on this information
as furnished, and is neither responsible for nor has confirmed the accuracy of this information.

This report has been prepared based on certain key assumptions made by URS that substantially affect the
conclusions and recommendations of this report. These assumptions, although thought to be reasonable
and appropriate, may not prove to be true in the future. The conclusions and recommendations of URS are
conditioned upon these assumptions:

 An internal review for consistency within and between CEQA Documents was not included
within this scope of work. URS assumed the information contained within the CEQA Documents
is consistent with the information presented in the attachments and appendices in the CEQA
Documents. Appendices in the CEQA Documents were not reviewed for consistency.

 The most logical location(s) for a particular detail was reviewed in the CEQA Documents to
determine whether the detail was consistent between the JTD and CEQA Documents, and the
SWFP and CEQA Documents. If a detail was not located in the most logical location(s), the
detail was assumed to not be contained within the CEQA Documents (e.g., a reviewer would not
search for project area climate data in the traffic section of an Environmental Impact Report).

 Mitigation measures tables from the EIR documents were used for the consistency review. URS
did not check the mitigation tables for consistency with the mitigation measures text within the
individual resources sections of the CEQA Documents.

 The term “correct” reflects the standard of care.

 The following items have been noted; however, the scope did not include thorough peer review,
technical edit or detail check related to:

 Insurance/Financial assurances documents.

 Legal description.

 Calculations and models.

 References

URS and companies that have been acquired by URS conducted the following studies related to the
Gregory Canyon Landfill project that were included in the review package:
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 The Geology and Hydrogeology Report, Gregory Canyon Landfill, Pala, San Diego County,
California: Consultant's Report to Gregory Canyon Ltd. (March 1995) was prepared by
Woodward-Clyde Consultants, now URS.

 The Evaluation of Air Toxics Health Risks – Final Report (January 1999) was prepared by
Dames & Moore, now URS.

 The Storm Water Management Plan was prepared by URS.

 The Biological Assessment for the Gregory Canyon San Luis Rey River Bridge Replacement was
prepared by URS.

 The Habitat Restoration and Resource Management Plan for Gregory Canyon Landfill Property
was prepared by URS.

 The initial Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) was prepared by URS.
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Table 1

Review of JTD (including PCPMP) and CEQA Documents

Item # JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text
EIR 2003 (Section,

Page)
EIR 2003 - Text

Comment (JTD v.

EIR 2003)

EIR 2007

(Section,

Page)

EIR 2007
Comment (re: EIR

2007)

"Other"

documents

1 A.2.1, p. A.2-1 1,770 acres 3.1, p. 3-1 1,770 acre N/A N/A N/A N/A

SWFP (Habitat

Restoration

Plan) 2.2, p. 2-1

- 1,783 acres

(discrepancy in

acreage)

2 A.2.1, p. A.2-1 308 acres 3.2, p. 3-5 Approximately 308 acres; Table 3-1 = 307.8
Minor acreage

inconsistency

4.9, p.

4.9-14
308.6 acres

Minor acreage

inconsistency

SWFP (Habitat

Restoration

Plan) 2.3, p. 2-1

- 308.6 acres

3 A.2.1, p. A.2-1

Two dairies (the Lucio and Verboom properties) were operated for

a number of years within the property limits though neither

operated within the proposed disposal area footprint

3.1, p. 3-4 …one dairy is operational on the site

Minor

inconsistency

(also see EIR

2003 Land Use

section)

N/A N/A N/A N/A

4 A.2.1, p. A.2-1 183 acres will be used for refuse disposal 3.1, p. 3-5 Table 3-1: landfill footprint 196.3 acres

Different numbers

(global - 196

figure seen thru

EIR 2003). The

EIR evaluation of

a larger site is

conservative.

N/A N/A N/A N/A

5 A.2.2, p. A.2-3

Gregory Canyon Limited will also be shown as the operator of

record on all permits and approvals. Actual day-to-day operations

at the site will be conducted by a contract operator.

N/A N/A

EIR 2003 speaks

generally of "an

operator", no

mention of

"contract operator"

for day-to-day

operations in

Project

Description

N/A N/A

EIR 2007 speaks

generally of "an

operator", no

mention of "contract

operator" for day-to-

day operations in

Project Description

NA
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Item # JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text
EIR 2003 (Section,

Page)
EIR 2003 - Text

Comment (JTD v.

EIR 2003)

EIR 2007

(Section,

Page)

EIR 2007
Comment (re: EIR

2007)

"Other"

documents

6 A.2.2, p. A.2-3

Gregory Canyon Limited

Certificate of President and Presiding Member of Gregory

Canyon, Ltd. LLC (A.5)

3.1, p. 3-4 Gregory Canyon, Ltd.
Discrepancy in

name
N/A N/A

EIR 2007 uses

Gregory Canyon,

Ltd. In appendices

SWFP (Habitat

Restoration

Plan) 2.1, p. 2-1

- Gregory

Canyon Ltd, LLC

(Discrepancy in

name used

throughout doc

(however, cover

says Gregory

Canyon Ltd.))

7 A.2.3, p. A.2-5
The proposed disposal area will provide approximately 30.731.1

million tons of refuse capacity

3.6.1, p. 3-60

ES3.2, p. ES-3

It is anticipated that an average of approximately

3,200 tpd, or 1.0 million tons annually, of waste will

be deposited at the landfill over its site life with

maximum peaks of 5,000 tpd experienced

occasionally, based on the waste stream projections

for North County. Accounting for the volume

occupied by the containment system, daily,

intermediate, and final covers, the estimated site life

is approximately 30 years.

...with a 30-million ton capacity

JTD = 30.7 million

tons, EIR 2003

implies 30.0

million tons in EIR

Project

Description (PD),

indicates 30

million in ES

4.5.3.2, p.

4.5-9
N/A

JTD = 30.7 million

tons, EIR 2007 also

implies 30.0 million

tons

N/A

8
A.2.3, p. A.2-5, Appx

B-2

The project described in the JTD was downsized from the

“proposed project” in the FEIR and as a result has less potential

impacts than would occur from the “proposed project” in the FEIR.

Appendix B-2 presents comparison information contained in the

FEIR and JTD to show these changes.

JTD App. B-2 indicates 49.44 mcy or 33.43 million tons (FEIR

"Proposed Project")

3.6.1, p. 3-60

The total estimated refuse volume, based on a

refuse to daily and intermediate soil cover volume

ratio of 4:1, is approximately 49.44 49.52 mcy or

33.43 million tons based on an in-place refuse

density of 1,350 lbs/cy

The extra digits in

the EIR 2003 are

a typo.

N/A N/A N/A N/A

9 A.2.4, p. A.2-6
Total PGM accepted as ADC may not exceed 20% of the amount

of waste accepted for disposal each day
N/A N/A

Info not included

in EIR 2003 PD
N/A N/A

Info not included in

EIR 2007
N/A
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Item # JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text
EIR 2003 (Section,

Page)
EIR 2003 - Text

Comment (JTD v.

EIR 2003)

EIR 2007

(Section,

Page)

EIR 2007
Comment (re: EIR

2007)

"Other"

documents

10 B.1.2, p. B.1-3

A sand and gravel extraction operation was formerly located south

of SR76 approximately 3,000 feet north of the proposed landfill

footprint, but is now inactive.

3.1, p. 3-4

4.1, p. 4-4

H.G. Fenton Materials…a sand and gravel

operation…located to the northeast

The H. G. Fenton Materials, Inc. (formerly known as

Fenton) sand and gravel mining operation is located

south of SR 76 about 3,000 feet north of the

proposed landfill footprint.

Contradicts (also

see EIR 2003

Land Use section)

4.12, p.

4.12-2

Fenton Material

currently used for

sand and gravel

operations

Contradicts N/A

11 B.1.4, p. B.1-3 13 acres for power pole pads. 3.1, p. 3-5
Table 3-1: Footnote a: includes 13.1 acres for the

three SDG&E transmission pads

Minor - JTD

rounds number
N/A N/A N/A N/A

12 B.1.4, p. B.1-3

The remaining 25 acres will be utilized for the main access roads

and bridge, desilting basins, stockpile/borrow area, haul road and

the ancillary facilities discussed in Section B.3. (stockpiles = to 87

acres - should not be included in this sentence; delete)

3.1, p. 3-5

Table 3-1: Ancillary Facilities Area (11.9 ac), access

road and bridge (4.1 ac), borrow/stockpile haul road

(3.1 ac), desilting basin E (1.8 ac), desilting basin W

(3.7 ac) = 24.6 acres

Typo in JTD;

Minor - JTD

rounds number

N/A N/A N/A N/A

13 B.1.4, p. B.1-4

Two additional parcels, totaling 13.43 acres, are within the overall

project boundary but are owned and maintained by San Diego

Gas and Electric (SDG&E).

3.1, p. 3-1 SDG&E owns two parcels totaling 13 acres
Minor - EIR 2003

rounds number
N/A N/A N/A N/A

14 B.1.4, p. B.1-4 The landfill owner is in the process of acquiring these parcels. 3.1, p. 3-1

These parcels will be incorporated into the site

area…resulting in a total size of approx. 1,766.5

acres

Info deleted from

JTD
N/A N/A N/A N/A

15 B.1.5.1, p. B.1-5

Though the service area has not been determined, it is anticipated

that the GCLF will serve the North County area of San Diego

County.

2.1, p. 2-1

(Objective) Provide a Class III solid waste disposal

facility that is locally available, cost effective, and

provides a long-term solution (i.e., 25 years) for

disposal of waste generated in North County

jurisdictions.

EIR more

definitive that the

objective is to

serve North

County

N/A N/A N/A N/A

16 B.1.6, p. B.1-11 Site Capacity Section. 3.6.1, p. 3-60 Wastestream Characteristics and Volumes

Conflicting

numbers (But JTD

App. B-2 updates

these)

N/A N/A N/A N/A

17 B.1.8, p. B.1-13 Bullet list of vehicles includes 3 types of water trucks. 3.4.2, p. 3-32
Table 3-3: Bullet list on p-32 lists no water trucks;

Table 3-3 lists only 5,000 Gallon Water Truck;
Consistency

4.5.3.2, p.

4.5-12

in contrast to previous

traffic studies for the

project,

implementation of

water trucks…

consistent with JTD

in that water trucks

are noted; however,

not updated in

Project Description

N/A

18 B.1.8, p. B.1-14

Mitigation measures related to the early warning system for both

daily and hourly traffic restrictions are contained in Mitigation

Measures 4.5-2 and 4.5-3 of the EIR.

Section 3, 4.5 N/A

Example of

Different MM #s

between 2003 and

2007 EIRs

N/A N/A

JTD intended to use

2007 MMs

numbering in JTD

N/A
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19 B.1.8, p.B.1-13, 15
Implementation of the daily traffic restriction is set forth in

Mitigation Measure MM 4.5-2 of the EIR…4.5-3 of the FEIR.
MM 4.5-2 MM 4.5-3

Example of

different MM #s
N/A N/A

JTD intended to use

2007 MMs

numbering in JTD

N/A

20 B.1-7 14 CCR, Section 17354 Ch. 4-15, p. 15 EIR states "14 CCR, Section 1354" instead of "14

CCR, Section 17354" for tire storage on site.

Apparent typo in

EIR

21 B.2.2.3, p. B.2-4

A revised Siting Element was prepared and approved by the

County of San Diego on January 5, 2005 and approved by the

CIWMBCalRecycle on September 20-21, 2005.

4.1, p. 4.1-16

The CIWMP (approved and adopted September 16,

1996 by the County Board of Supervisors) The

County Siting Element, which is part of the CIWMP.

Updated siting

element

4.1.3.9, p.

4.1-1

CIWMB approved the

CIWMP for SDCo. On

Feb. 12,

1997…Countywide

Siting

Element…approved

by the CIWMB on

September 21, 2005

consistency N/A

22 B.3.1, p. B.3-1

The temporary facilities, such as scales and structures, will be

replaced with permanent facilities within three years of the initial

receipt of waste.

N/A N/A Not ID'ed in PD N/A N/A N/A N/A

23 B.3.1.1, p. B.3-1

In addition, the improvements will widen the roadway from 52 to

64 feet to provide for an eastbound deceleration lane and a

westbound turn lane into the GCLF. The proposed access road

from SR 76 will be two to three lanes, approximately 32-36 feet

wide and will include a bridge over the San Luis Rey River.

ES3.2, p. ES-5

The improvements include an increase in pavement

width west of the access road to 48 feet to provide

for an eastbound deceleration lane, and pavement

improvements east of the access road to a width of

36 feet to accommodate a westbound left turn lane.

The proposed access road from SR 76 to the

ancillary facilities area is a two to three lane paved

road, 32 to 44 feet wide.

Minor

inconsistency in

Road lengths

N/A N/A Consistent with JTD N/A

24 B.3.1.1, p. B.3-2
A bridge, approximately 681 feet in length, supported by five large

diameter piers.
3.2.3, p. 3-14

A bridge, approximately 640 feet in length, with five

sets of two piles each (for a total of ten piles).

Minor

inconsistency
N/A N/A N/A N/A

25 B.3.1.4, p. B.3-4

A 10,000-gallon water tank will be constructed within Borrow-

Stockpile Area B to provide water for dust control related to

excavation or placement of soil at this location. The water tank

would be continuously refilled from proposed percolating

groundwater wells located at the western edge of

Borrow/Stockpile Area B.

N/A N/A Not ID'ed in PD N/A N/A N/A
Addressed in

2009 addendum
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26 B.3.1.4.1, p. B.3-5

Based on a more recent evaluation of water needs, the operator

has determined that it can purchase clay liner material pre-

conditioned at the clay mine, eliminating the requirement for the

125,000 gallons per day of water. In addition, the operator will

implement the widespread use of chemical dust suppressants for

unpaved roads on the landfill site.

N/A N/A
Not ID'ed in PD or

4.3
N/A N/A N/A

Addressed in

2009 addendum

27 B.3.1.5, p. B.3-6

The operations support facilities will consist of an office building to

be used for administrative functions, a maintenance building, an

equipment and storage area, a parking area for employees and

visitors, a water tank, portable toilets, and a concrete pad used for

temporary storage of source separated recyclable goods, which

will be transported off-site periodically.

N/A N/A

PD mentioned a

recyclable area

with bins for drop-

off - minor

inconsistency.

N/A N/A N/A N/A

28
B.3.1.8, p. B.3-7

At this location, the LCRS outfall will discharge into one of two

10,000-gallon leachate storage tanks.

The outfall pipe is connected to up to two 10,000-gallon leachate

collection storage tanks located in the southwest corner of the

ancillary facilities area. (B.5.1.1.2, p. B.5-3).

The outfall pipe will discharge to two 10,000-gallon leachate

collection storage tanks located in the southwest corner of the

ancillary facilities. (C.2.5.4, p. C.2-12).

Leachate will flow from the outfall to two above ground tanks with

a minimum storage capacity of 20,000 gallons (C.2.5.4.1, p. C.2-

13).

3.2.4, p. 3-19

Two 10,000-gallon leachate holding tanks and one

10,000-gallon subdrain water tank will be located in

the southwestern corner of the ancillary facilities

area.

Minor

inconsistency.

JTD reasonably

assumes that the

EIR language

intent is that the

two tanks are the

maximum, not

minimum.

N/A N/A N/A N/A

29 B.4.1, p. B.4-1

Traffic coming to the site before the hours of operation will be

queued on the access road up to the fee booths/scales to prevent

stacking of vehicles on SR76. To accommodate the queuing, the

gates located at the north side of the bridge will be opened one

hour prior to the hours of operation. Therefore, the entrance gates

will be opened at 6:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, and 7:00 a.m.

on Saturday. (B.5.5, p. B.5-43).

N/A N/A

Minor

inconsistency. It is

reasonable to

assume that

opening the gate

is not considered

"operating".

N/A N/A N/A N/A

30 B.4.2.1, p. B.4-2

Actual staffing is dependent on the waste inflow rate. This level of

staffing is based on handling the average (3,200 TPD) to peak

(5,000 TPD) tons per day received.

3.4.9, p. 3-39

The number of employees needed to operate and

maintain a sanitary landfill is dependent on the hours

a facility is open, the daily tonnage received, and the

overall areas to be maintained.

Minor

inconsistency
N/A N/A N/A N/A
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31 Table 6, p. B.4-2
Traffic Director/Spotter = 2; Recycled Water Supervisor = 1; Total

= 22
Table 3-2, p. 3-40 Traffic Director/Spotter = 1; Total = 20

Minor

inconsistency
N/A N/A N/A N/A

32

B.4.4.1.1, p. B.4-7

B.5.3.1, p. B.5-37

Excavated rock will be stored on-site for future use, or ground for

use as daily or intermediate cover., or used as base material for

the internal haul roads. Any excess material may be exported

offsite.

Most unpaved haul roads will be constructed with a non-toxic soil

sealant, which is thoroughly mixed into the uppermost six inches

of the road, and then maintained periodically with a topical

application of soil sealant.

3.4.6, p. 3-38

Crushed rock will be stored for future use, ground for

use as daily or intermediate cover or for use on the

internal haul roads, and any excess material could

be exported off site for sale if a MUP is obtained.

EIR analysis

includes the

potential to export

rock and to use

crushed rock for

roads. This is has

been removed

from the JTD.

N/A N/A N/A N/A

33 B.4.4.5.1, p. B.4-15

The use of ADC has been shown to reduce refuse-to

daily/intermediate cover ratios from 4:1 to 7:1,

The use of ADC has been shown to reduce refuse-to daily cover

ratios from 4:1 to at least 7.5:1 (C.2.2.2, p. C.2-3 & Table 9A, p.

C.2-4).

3.4.5.1, p. 3-38
The use of ADC has been shown to reduce refuse-

to-daily cover ratios from 4:1 to 7:1.

7:1 v 7:5.1

(conflict between

JTD sections, and

JTD and EIR

2003)

N/A N/A N/A N/A

34
B.4.4.8, p. B.4-17

JTD Appx. B-2

Assuming a 4:1 cover ratio, approximately 11.5 4 million cubic

yards (mcy) would be needed for daily operations during the life of

the landfill. An additional 1.21.52.7 mcy of material will be

necessary to provide for canyon shaping, the operations layer and

final cover over for the site. The total anticipated soil requirement,

including cover, would be 12.914.1 mcy. The proposed landfill

development will include the excavation of approximately 7.9 mcy

within the landfill footprint, of which approximately 4.9 mcy

consists of topsoils, alluvium/colluvium, or weathered bedrock and

rippable hard rock that would be suitable for cover material with

limited processing required, primarily crushing of the rippable hard

rock.

6.7.2.1, p. 6-76

The quantity of excavated rock and soil material

would be about 7.93 million cubic yards (mcy), of

which 1.48 mcy would be used in the formation of

the landfill bottom prior to placement of the

containment system. This alternative would reduce

total excavation for the project by approximately 3.5

mcy in comparison to the proposed project.

Approximately 6.44 mcy of rock and soil material

would be available from the refuse footprint area and

4.5 mcy would be available from the stockpile/borrow

areas for use as final, intermediate and daily cover

soil. The amount of cover material needed for daily,

intermediate, and final cover is estimated at 12.7

mcy.

Inconsistency and

rounding.
N/A N/A N/A N/A

35 B.4.4.8, p. B.4-18

Based on drilling conducted on the site, approximately 60 percent

of the material excavated from the landfill footprint, or 3.9 mcy,

could be used directly as cover material.

3.4.5.1, p. 3-37

Based on drilling conducted on the site,

approximately 40 percent of the stockpiled 9.8 mcy

of material excavated from the landfill footprint, or

3.9 mcy, could be used directly as cover material.

Deleted from JTD N/A N/A N/A N/A



Tables

Table 1

Review of JTD (including PCPMP) and CEQA

(Continued)

W:\27650080\01000-b-r.doc\20-Dec-10\SDG T-7

Item # JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text
EIR 2003 (Section,

Page)
EIR 2003 - Text

Comment (JTD v.

EIR 2003)

EIR 2007

(Section,

Page)

EIR 2007
Comment (re: EIR

2007)

"Other"

documents

36
B.4.4.8, p. B.4-18

JTD Appx. B-2

Therefore, approximately 89.4 mcy of material will be available on-

site for cover, leaving a shortfall of readily useable material over

the life of the project of 3.54.71 mcy.

6.7.2.1, p. 6-76

Approximately 6.44 mcy of rock and soil material

would be available from the refuse footprint area and

4.5 mcy would be available from the stockpile/borrow

areas for use as final, intermediate and daily cover

soil.

Inconsistency

between JTD text,

Appx B-2 and EIR.

N/A N/A N/A N/A

37 B.4.6.3, p. B.4-20

Two-way handheld radios will be used for communication

purposes at the ancillary facilities to the staff located at the

working face or other locations around the landfill property

boundary.

N/A N/A Not ID'ed in PD N/A N/A N/A N/A

38 B.4.6.4, p. B.4-20
All lighting at the GCLF will comply with the County Light Pollution

Code.
4.1, p. 4.1-15 San Diego County Light Pollution Ordinance. Minor consistency N/A N/A N/A N/A

39 B.4.6.4, p. B.4-21

Lighting will be low impact, focused, and shielded to minimize spill

light into the night sky or adjacent properties and to avoid

significant impacts to biological resources.

3.2.4, p. 3-21

Lighting will be low impact, focused, and shielded to

minimize spill light into the night sky or adjacent

properties.

Additional info

added to JTD text.

4.9, p.

4.9-6
N/A consistent with JTD N/A

40 B.5.1.3, p. B.5-15
If a new non-constituent is identified in any sample, the LCRS will

be resampled in April of the following year for each non-COC.
3.5.2.3, p. 3-53

Any constituent identified in the October leachate

sample that is not currently included as a water

quality monitoring parameter and is confirmed to be

present by a retest sample collected and analyzed in

April of the following year will be added to the list of

routine (quarterly) water quality monitoring

parameters.

April deleted in

JTD text
N/A N/A N/A N/A

41 B.5.1.3.1, p. B.5-13

The water quality monitoring program will also include monitoring

in the San Luis Rey River valley from an upgradient replacement

well Lucio #2R located at the Lucio Dairy near the eastern

property boundary and three wells downgradient of the project

area including wells GMW-3; SLRMWD #34R, a replacement well

adjacent to and slightly south of existing well SLRMWD#34

(SLRMWD designation); and well GLA-16 within the San Luis Rey

River valley.

4.3, p. 4.3-27

The water quality monitoring program will also

include monitoring in the San Luis Rey River valley

from existing Lucio Dairy well #2 and well GMW-3,

located upgradient of the project area, and wells #34

(SLRMWD designation), and GLA-16 downgradient

of the facility relative to groundwater flow direction.

Contradicts N/A N/A N/A N/A
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42 B.5.1.3.1, p. B.5-13

The groundwater monitoring system at the GCLF was initially

designed to include a total of 20 wells, 16 of which monitor the

bedrock fractured flow system...Additional groundwater monitoring

wells have been proposed to reflect Dr. Huntley’s

recommendations (Appendix C-2), and the revised workplan is

included in Appendix G-2. The water quality monitoring program

will also include monitoring in the San Luis Rey River valley from

an upgradient replacement well Lucio #2R located at the Lucio

Dairy near the eastern property boundary and three wells

downgradient of the project area including wells GMW-3;

SLRMWD #34R, a replacement well adjacent to and slightly south

of existing well SLRMWD#34 (SLRMWD designation); and well

GLA-16 within the San Luis Rey River valley.

Table ES-1, p. ES-12

in addition to the 13 monitoring wells surrounding the

landfill, the water quality monitoring shall include at a

minimum monitoring of two production wells

(downgradient SLRMWD well #34 and upgradient

Lucio well #2), upgradient alluvial monitoring well

GMW-3, and downgradient alluvial monitoring well

GLA-16 located within the project boundary).

Consistency N/A N/A N/A N/A

43 B.5.1.8, p. B.5-25

If necessary, the effluent (clean water) will be stored in a tank and

then discharged into the San Luis Rey River or used on site and

would meet a standard of 500 parts per million (ppm) of TDS or a

standard as set by the RWQCB for discharge to the San Luis Rey

River.

5.3.2.3, p. 3-54

If necessary, the effluent (clean water) will be stored

in a tank and then used for dust control onsite, or

with approved permits, discharged to re-injection

wells, or discharged into the San Luis Rey River. The

water would meet a standard of 500 parts per million

(ppm) of TDS.

Minor

inconsistency.
N/A N/A N/A N/A

44
B.5.2.3.1, p. B.5-29

Figure 10D

The gas migration monitoring system at GCLF will ultimately

consist of 14 probes spaced at approximately 1,000-foot centers

around the entire refuse prism.

3.5.3, p. 3-42

Exhibit 3-3

As required in 27 CCR Section 20925(b), a system

of landfill gas migration monitoring probes will be

installed on 1,000-foot centers around the entire

refuse prism to detect gas migration at the property

boundary…The 15 probes.

Inconsistent.

However, even

with fewer probes,

the JTD presents

a more

conservative

design as the

probes closer to

the landfill

boundary and will

allow earlier

detection of landfill

gas migration.

N/A N/A N/A N/A

45 B.5.3, p. 5-33
Mitigation Measures included in the MMRP from the Certified

FEIR are included in Appendix D-2 of the JTD.
N/A N/A

Suggest

consolidation, as

multiple sets of

varying MMs in

several places

N/A N/A N/A N/A
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46 B.5.3.1, p. B.5-36
Traffic speeds of no more than 15 miles per hour will be

maintained on all on-site, unpaved road surfaces.
3.5.8, p. 3-59

Traffic speeds of no more than 10 miles per hour will

be maintained on all on-site, unpaved road surfaces.
15 v. 10 N/A N/A N/A N/A

47 B.5.3.1, p. B.5-36
The main access road will be paved and swept regularly with a

wet sweeper.
3.5.8, p. 3-59

The main access road will be paved until the last 500

feet of the road and will be swept regularly.
EIR 2003 has 500' N/A N/A N/A N/A

48 B.5.3.1, p. B.5-36

In addition, wheel wash trackout controls may also be installed as

needed to meet APCD requirements. Most unpaved haul roads

will be constructed with a non-toxic soil sealant, which is

thoroughly mixed into the uppermost six inches of the road, and

then maintained periodically with a topical application of soil

sealant. Topical application would occur as needed, at an

estimated frequency of between quarterly and biennially.

FN1, p. 3-5

Proposition C identified a truck wash and wash water

treatment area, which was originally proposed in the

ancillary facilities area, but has been removed.

Rather than use a water dependent approach for tire

wash, thereby increasing runoff, dry best

management practices (BMPs), such as sweeping,

the physical removal of loose impediments (i.e.,

good housekeeping practices), and the use of

absorbents will be incorporated. Other features, such

as berms around the fueling area and hazardous

waste storage area will remain. Equipment

maintenance will be conducted within an enclosed

building. A Hazardous Waste Exclusion Program will

be implemented on the site.

Suggest revision

as follows to be

consistent with

EIR "...wheel

wash trackout

controls with

appropriate runoff

BMPS…".

N/A N/A N/A N/A

49 B.5.3.3, p. B.5-38

Litter migrating off-site will be minimized by perimeter fencing. The

operator has also proposed the installation of a 12-foot high litter

fence along the bridge deck to control litter from waste collection

vehicles from reaching the San Luis Rey River (a memorandum

providing litter fence detail is included in Appendix T).

N/A N/A

Minor

inconsistency.

Information/level

of design detail

not included in the

EIR PD.

N/A N/A N/A N/A

50 B.5.3.4, p. B.5-39

Such as berms or acoustical curtains, are used to reduce

combined landfill noise levels to below the County Noise

Ordinance limit.

4.6, p. 4.6-38

A 15- to 20-foot high berm will be constructed and

maintained along the northern boundary of

Borrow/Stockpile Area A from the haul road

westward wrapping around the western boundary of

Borrow/Stockpile Area A. Five-foot high berms will be

constructed along the southern edge of the

Borrow/Stockpile Area B and the landfill working

face, which face the residential zoned property south

of Gregory Canyon Landfill. A 10- to 16-feet high

sound wall will be constructed along the northern

edge of the facilities.

Level of specificity N/A N/A N/A N/A
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51 B.5.4, p. B.5-41

The drainage control system for the GCLF will consist of a variety

of treatment BMP’s, which may include perimeter drainage

systems for the open channels (for adjacent area run-on) and

buried pipe (for run-off from the landfill footprint), drainage berms,

downdrains, energy dissipaters, desilting basins, drainage swales,

structural media filtration, bio-treatment swales and percolation

areas.

3.5.2.2, p. 3-47

This system will consist of a buried drainage pipe,

engineered grading, drainage berms, downdrains,

and energy dissipaters, and two desilting basins.

Minor

inconsistency
N/A N/A N/A N/A

52 B.5.4, p. B.5-41

The surface water drainage control system for the GCLF is

designed to accommodate a 100-year, 24-hour storm event run-

off volumes and the volume of water caused by a simultaneous

rupture of the existing Pipeline 1 and 2 and the future Pipeline 6.

3.5.2.2., p. 3-44

The surface water drainage control facilities are

designed to carry 100-year, 24-hour storm event

runoff volumes.

Inconsistency but

JTD design is

more

conservative.

N/A N/A N/A N/A

53 C.2.1, p. C.2-1
All of the engineering plans reflecting the landfill are conceptual in

nature and subject to change.
N/A N/A

Minor

inconsistency.

"conceptual" used

in EIR PD;

however, "subject

to change",

though implied is

not stated.

N/A N/A N/A N/A

54 C.2.2.1, p. C.2-1

The excavation plan shown on Figure 12 presents final subgrade

contours and limits of excavation. The overall interior slope

gradient will be 2:1 and the flatter bottom areas will have a

minimum gradient of 5 percent.

3.2.1, p. 3-10

The bottom area of the footprint will be graded to

drain northerly at a minimum gradient of three

percent

Minor

inconsistency.

JTD more

conservative.

N/A N/A N/A N/A

55 C.2.2.4, p. C.2-4
Stockpile Area A = ~22 acres, Stockpile Area B = ~65 acres = 87

acres total.
3.1, p. 3-5

Table 3-1: Stockpile Area A = 22.4 acres, Stockpile

Area B = 64.5 acres = 86.9 acres total

Minor - JTD

rounds number
N/A N/A N/A N/A

56 C.2.2.4, p. C.2-4
The maximum height of the Borrow/Stockpile Area B ranges from

about 940 to 1,020 feet amsl.
3.2.2, p. 3-13

Borrow/Stockpile Area B will have two decks, with a

maximum elevation of 1,020 feet.

Minor

inconsistency
N/A N/A N/A N/A

57 C.2.2.4, p. C.2-5

Borrow/Stockpile Area A will be used for stockpiling or excavated

material during the initial construction after which the area will be

graded to promote proper drainage, and then revegetated with

native plant species. Borrow/Stockpile Area A will then not be

used again until the last few years of landfill operations,about year

25 at which time material will be removed from Area A and utilized

for cover.

3.2.2, p. 3-13

Borrow/Stockpile Area A will be used for stockpiling

during the initial construction after which the area will

be revegetated with native plant species. Area A will

not be used again until about year 25 at which time

material will be used from Area A for cover.

Minor

inconsistency
N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Item # JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text
EIR 2003 (Section,

Page)
EIR 2003 - Text

Comment (JTD v.

EIR 2003)

EIR 2007

(Section,

Page)

EIR 2007
Comment (re: EIR

2007)

"Other"

documents

58 C.2.5.3.1, p. C.2-12
Modeling indicates that the leachate generation will peak at

approximately 9,250 gallons per day.
4.3, p. 4.3-21

The peak daily leachate generation is estimated to

be 142 ft3 (1,062 gallons) for the floor areas and

1,094 ft3 (8,184 gallons) for the slope areas during

the 16th year

Minor - JTD

rounds number
N/A N/A N/A N/A

59 C.2.8.3.4, p. C.20-20 Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation (RUSLE). 3.5.2.2, p. 3-48 Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE) Typo in EIR 2003 N/A N/A N/A N/A

60 C.2.8.3.4, p. C.20-21

J. Ateshian...The equation (R=16.55xP2.2) utilizes 2-year, 6-hour

rainfall data (P), and the product R is used in the RUSLE equation

to estimate potential silt volumessediment loading.

FN22, p. 3-48

J. Ateshian...The equation (R=16.55xP2.2) uses two-

year, six-hour rainfall data (P), and the product R is

used in the USLE equation to estimate potential silt

volumes.

Minor

inconsistency
N/A N/A N/A N/A

61 C.2.9.2.2, p. C.2-29

It is anticipated that the initial excavation will be completed in an

area of approximately 50 acres with approximately 34 acres lined

to accommodate the first million tons of refuse received at the

GCLF.

3.3.1, p. 3-27

3.6.2.1, p. 3-61

The EIR includes the following for the Proposed

Project, but no details are presented related to the

phasing for the Alternative that was selected.

The initial construction of the project includes:

Excavation of approximately 25 acres of Phase I of

the landfill footprint.

The Phase I area will be divided into three smaller

stages (Stages IA, IB, and IC).

Level of detail N/A N/A N/A N/A

62 C.2.9.3.2, p. C.2-32

Phase II will be excavated to a depth of approximately 525 feet

amsl or 25 feet below ground level during filling of Phase I. The

total Phase II excavation is approximately 3.7 mcy. .Phase II gross

fill capacity is approximately 6.3 mcy.

3.6.2.2, p. 3-64

The EIR includes the following for the Proposed

Project, but no details are presented related to the

phasing for the Alternative that was selected.

The total Phase II excavation is approximately 6.4

mcy as shown on Exhibit 3-20. Phase II gross

capacity will be approximately 10.8 mcy.

Level of detail N/A N/A N/A N/A

63 C.2.9.4.2, p. C.2-33

Once the Phase II excavation is complete two small final phases

of excavation (Phases III and IV) are proposed prior to and in

conjunction with Phase III fill operations

3.6.2.3, p. 3-64
During filling of Phase II, excavation of Phases III

and then IV will begin.

Minor

inconsistency
N/A N/A N/A N/A

64 C.2.9.4.4, p. C.2-34 Phase III will provide approximately 43.1 mcy of gross airspace 3.6.2.3, p. 3-64

The EIR includes the following for the Proposed

Project, but no details are presented related to the

phasing for the Alternative that was selected.

Phase III and IV fill sequences will provide

approximately 43.6 mcy of gross capacity.

Level of detail N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Item # JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text
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Page)
EIR 2003 - Text
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EIR 2003)

EIR 2007

(Section,

Page)

EIR 2007
Comment (re: EIR

2007)

"Other"

documents

65 D.3.3, p. D.3-2

Figure 28 shows the annual wind speed and directions as

recorded at the nearest meteorological station. As indicated,

predominant winds are from the west quadrant with an annual

mean speed of 6.60 miles per hour (see Figure 28). Winds from

the southwest and west-northwest are also common. Weather

data is recorded at the McClellan-Palomar Airport...The land/sea

breeze is primarily easterly/westerly while the canyon topography

is oriented north/south. Winds within the canyon are predicted to

be light due to the conflicting perpendicular flow regimes. Wind

directions in the canyon normally follow a pattern of weak south to

north drainage at night, a light sea breeze from the south-

southwest during the morning, and a strengthening onshore flow

from the northwest beginning midday and continuing until late

evening. The ridgeline east of Gregory Canyon also protects the

canyon from the occasional Santa Ana winds that blow from the

northeast.

4.7.1.1, p. 4.7-1 Weather data, including surface and upper air

measurements, are routinely recorded at Miramar

Marine Corps Air Station, the meteorological station

nearest the project site….predominant winds at

Miramar sre from the northwest quadrant…

consistency-

McCellan-Palomar

data in JTD v.

Miramar data in

EIR 2003 ---

different wind

roses shown of

figures in JTD and

EIR --- different

predominant

winds, etc. Also

note Exhibit 4.7-1

in EIR 2003

displays the

Miramar wind

rose.

Miramar is over 10

miles further from

the landfill site

than McCellan-

Palomar.

N/A N/A N/A N/A

66 D.4.2.1, p. D.4-7 Table: References GLA (1998) Table 4.2-1, p. 4.2-12 References GLA (1997)

consistency (Note

- did not check all

references, simply

noticed this one)

N/A N/A N/A N/A

67 D.5.1.2, p. D.5-6
There are 26 bedrock monitoring wells within the proposed landfill

footprint and along the periphery of the site.
4.3.1.3, p. 4.3-8

There are 20 bedrock monitoring wells within the

proposed landfill footprint and along the periphery of

the site.

Consistency N/A N/A N/A N/A
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EIR 2003)
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Page)

EIR 2007
Comment (re: EIR

2007)

"Other"

documents

68 D.5.2, p. D.5-17

Regional Groundwater Quality. Water quality data for wells in the

Pala Hydrologic Subarea are sparse. One key indicator of

groundwater quality is the total dissolved solids (TDS)

oncentration. As a result, for aesthetic reasons (i.e., taste, odor,

appearance), the state has recommended that the TDS

concentration be no greater than 500 mg/l in drinking water

supplies. Currently, TDS concentrations in SDCWA imported

supplies range from about 500 to 700 mg/l (SDCWA, 1997).

Based on available groundwater quality data, the alluvial aquifer in

the Pala Basin is good, with groundwater concentrations of TDS

estimated in the range of 200 to 860 mg/l (J.A. Moreland, 1974)

compared with 600 to 3,400 mg/l TDS for the Bonsall Basin. The

average TDS concentration for the Pala Basin is estimated to be

600 mg/l (NBS Lowry, 1995)...Then, beginning in December 2000,

samples were collected quarterly for one year from 15 bedrock

wells and four alluvial wells, and analyzed for the full suite of

“constituents of concern” (COCs) as defined by the Code of

Federal Regulations

N/A N/A

The JTD

information is

more robust as a

majority of detail

from this section

not in not in 4.3

N/A N/A N/A N/A

69 Figure 12 Excavation contours between 380 and ~925 feet 6.7.2.1, p. 6-76

The lowest depths of excavation for the Prescriptive

Design with a Double Liner Alternative range from

between approximately 400 feet above mean sea

level (amsl) at the northern toe of excavation to

approximately 700 feet amsl at the southern toe.

Minor

inconsistency
N/A N/A N/A N/A

* Page number may be off by one in some sections, as electronic and "editable" PDFs had a page deleted and changed the numbering versus the hardcopies
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Item # JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text
EIR 2003 (Section,

Page)
EIR 2003 - Text

Comment (JTD v.

EIR 2003)

EIR 2007

(Section,

Page)

EIR 2007
Comment (re: EIR

2007)

"Other"

documents

The following inconsistencies between the various CEQA documents were observed during the JTD/CEQA consistency review:

A N/A N/A MM 4.5-1, p. 10-13 …This analysis shall not be extended west… N/A
MM 4.5-1,

p. 10-6

This analysis shall be

extended west…

Discrepancy bet

MMs, however, no

highlight/underline in

2007 document to

ID this. Consolidate

MMs to eliminate

transcription errors?

N/A

B N/A N/A MM 4.5-2, p. 10-3

At the commencement of operation, the project

applicant shall make a fair-share contribution for the

addition of an eastbound left turn lane and

westbound through lane on the I-15 overcrossing.

N/A
MM 4.5-5,

p. 10-8

At the commencement

of operation, the

project applicant shall

make a fair-share

contribution for the

addition of an

eastbound left turn

lane and westbound

through lane on the I-

15 overcrossing.

MMs same;

however different

number between

2003 and 2007

N/A

C N/A N/A MM 4.5-3, p. 10-13

The Project applicant shall make an irrevocable offer

of dedication for right-of-way to 108 feet in width

within the Project boundary for the widening of SR

76 to four lanes per the County of San Diego

Circulation Element, including a designated bike

route. In addition, the project applicant shall provide

a fair share contribution for the cost to provide four

lanes on SR 76 from the western boundary of the

project site to the project access road.

N/A

MM 4.5-

6b, p. 10-

9

The Project applicant

shall make an

irrevocable offer of

dedication for right-of-

way to 108 feet in

width within the

Project boundary for

the widening of SR 76

to four lanes per the

County of San Diego

Circulation Element,

including a designated

bike route.

MMs same;

however different

number between

2003 and 2007

(note how this one is

underlined); portion

missing from 2007

N/A

D N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
MM 4.5-2,

p. 4.5-36

New MMs (4.5-2, 4.5-

3, 4.5-4, 4.5-6a, 4.5-7,

4.9b, 1g, 1h, 4.9-20)

New MMs; however,

some re-use other

MM numbers from

2003 EIR

(confusing)

N/A
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Page)
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EIR 2007

(Section,

Page)

EIR 2007
Comment (re: EIR

2007)

"Other"

documents

E N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Appendix in

SWFP:

Biological

Assessment for

the Gregory

Canyon San Luis

Rey River Bridge

Replacement

(August 2006);

Section 5 - Note

that SWFP

contains MMs.

Most are in line

with the 2007

EIR; however,

there are some

that contain

inconsistencies

(e.g., MM 4.9-1d,

1e, etc.)

F N/A N/A MM 4.9-1a, p. 10-18 N/A
Revised between

2003 and 2007

MM 4.9-

1a, p. 4.9-

20

Revised/New MMs

(4.9-1a, 1b, 1c, 1d,

1e, 1f, 4.9-2, 3a 4.9-,

4.9-5a, 4.9-14, 4.9-18,

4.9-19b, 4.9-19c;

p.10-10)

Revised/new MM;

however, some re-

use other MM

numbers from 2003

EIR (confusing)

N/A

G N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

MM 4.9-

3b, p. 4.9-

22

N/A

EIR 2007 indicates

change but no

change is apparent.

N/A
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Response to URS Comments
 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Item   27 CCR Section No.  

 JTD 

Section/Page*   Summary of JTD text  

 CEQA Documents 

Section/Page  

 Consistent with 

SWFP Application  

 Complies with 

Requirements?   Comment  

 Resolution  (NRR = No 

Resolution Required)

 Name of Facility, Site Operator 

and Owner,  

 21600(b)(1)(A)   Sec. A.1 – pg. 

A.1-1;  

 Facility Name -Gregory Canyon Landfill (GCLF).   2003 EIR: 3.1, p. 3-1   Yes   Yes   Owner and operator 

certification  

NRR

 Type of Facility    Sec. A.2.2 – pg. 

A.2-3; Sec. A.2.1 

– pg. A.2-1  

 Owner/Operator of Record – Gregory Canyon 

Limited, LLC. Day to Day Operator – contract 

operator. Facility Type – Class III Landfill.  

 Not identified 3.1, p. 

3-4 3.4.1, p. 3-31  

   executed in Form E-1-77.  NRR

 Description of the Operation 

Cycle  

 21600(b)(1)(A)   Sec B.4.2.1 – pg. 

B.4.2; Sec. B.4.4.2 

thru B4.4.5.1 – 

pgs. B.4-8 thru 

B.4-16; Sec. B.4.5 

– pgs. B.4-19, B.4-

20  

 Receipt/Handling – Staffing depends on handling 

of 3,200 to 5,000 TPD received. Processing -refuse 

lifts ~20 ft. high & ~100-200 ft. length. 

Diversion/Transformation -Hazardous waste 

exclusion program (HWEP) w/load checking   

program. Spreading/Compaction -Working face 

sloped to gradient of ~5:1 (H:V). Disposal – Recycle 

& resource recovery, no public salvaging, no 

volume reduction activities at site, only tire 

shredding.  

 2003 EIR: 3.4, p. 3-31-

41  

 Yes   Yes   NRR

 Site Plan Including Boundaries, 

Acreage,  and Buffer Zones

 21600(b)(1)(B)   Sec A.2   Site -1,770 acres   2003 EIR:   Yes   Yes   The siting element indicates a  NRR

  Sec. B.1.2.3 – pg. 

B.1-2; Sec B.1.4 – 

pgs. B.1-3, B.1-4; 

Figures 2, 3, 4, 

6A, 9, 12, 21B-26, 

27A, App. B-3, 

App. B-4 – pgs. 

SE44-45  

 Landfill activities – 308 acres Landfill footprint – 

183 acres Predisposal topo map – Fig 27A Facility 

boundary of site – Fig 6A, App B-3 Plan w/disposal 

area – Fig 2 Plan w/extent of Solid Waste Facility 

permit – Fig 3, 4 Fill/Excavation sequencing plan – 

Fig 21B, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26 Fill/Excavation master 

plan – Fig 9, 12 Plan w/buffer zones – Fig 2 Vertical 

limits of site – Fig 2  

 3.1, p. 3-1, 5 3.2, p. 3-

5 Exhibit 3-3 Exhibit 3-

4  

   landfill footprint of 196 acres so 

the project at 183 acres is 

consistent with the siting 

element. There are other minor 

inconsistency in acres: EIR 2003 

indicates “approximately 308” 

and “307.8”, and EIR 2007 and 

Habitat Restoration Plan 

indicates “308.6”. These 

rounding inconsistencies are not 

considered consequential.  

NRR

 Hours of Operation   21600(b)(1)(C)   Sec. B.4.1 – pg. 

B.4-1  

 Public hrs. -Mon-Fri 7am to 6pm, Sat 8am to 5pm, 

no holidays. Commercial haulers hrs. and 

Compaction/Cover operation -Mon-Fri 7am to 

6pm, Sat 8am to 5pm, no holidays. Yard and 

enclosed maintenance – no time limit Additional 

site specific activities – no time limit  

 2003 EIR: 3.4.7, p. 3-

39  

 Yes   Yes   NRR

 Types and Quantities of Waste   21600(b)(2)(A)   Sec. B.1.5.2 thru 

B.1.5.4 – pgs. B.1-

5 thru B.1-11  

 Waste types – non-hazardous solid wastes/inert 

wastes including dewatered sludge, other waste 

requiring special handling (tires & bulky waste). 

Estimated daily waste avg volume – 3,200 tpd 

Estimated peak daily flow volume – 5,000 tpd 

Projected 5 yr. waste flow volume – 906,000 

tons/yr. No liquid, designated, special or hazard 

waste.  

 2003 EIR: 3.4.1, p. 3-

31  

 Partial – JTD says 

manure animal 

wastes and ashes 

will be received 

and boxes on app 

are not checked.  

 Yes   Table 1, page A.1-4 indicates 

that ash will not be accepted 

and is not consistent with Sec 

B.1.5.2.  

SWFP has been corrected to 

include ash.

 Airport Safety   21600(b)(3)(A)   Sec. B.1.2.2 – pg. 

B.1-2  

 Not located w/in a 5 mi radius of airport used by 

turbojet aircraft or by piston-type aircraft.  

 2003 EIR Chapter 9, 

p. 9-2  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Volumetric Capacity   21600(b)(3)(B)   Sec. B.1.6 – pg. 

B.1-11, B.1-12; 

Figure 2, Figure 

27A; Apex B-2  

 675 trucks per day max. Gross Airspace – 59.3 

mcy Cap req’d for liner system – 1.6 mcy. Cap 

req’d for final cover – 0.9 mcy. Net airspace – 56.8 

mcy. Cap req’d for daily & intermediate cover – 

11.4 mcy. Net refuse– 45.4 mcy. Topo map 

delineating disposal area w/in site  

 2003 EIR: 3.4.2, p. 3-

32 3.6.1, p. 3-60 

3.4.5.1, p. 3-36 Exhibit 

3-4  

 Yes   Incomplete   The required certification by a 

registered civil engineer or 

geologist needs finalized. 

Suggest that Figure 27A with the 

topo dated 1991 should be 

referenced in the text for this 

section.  

The certified site capacity 

calculations are included in 

Appendix U of the JTD and 

Section B.1.6 has been revised 

to reference Appendix U.

 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Waste Classification and Management  

 Waste Management Unit Classification and Siting  

 General  
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Response to URS Comments
 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Item   27 CCR Section No.  

 JTD 

Section/Page*   Summary of JTD text  

 CEQA Documents 

Section/Page  

 Consistent with 

SWFP Application  

 Complies with 

Requirements?   Comment  

 Resolution  (NRR = No 

Resolution Required)

 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

    boundary – Fig 2. Assumptions to determine gross 

cap – Refuse to cover ratio = 4:1; Compaction 

density = 1,350 pcy. Methods to determine gross 

cap – difference between proposed bottom grades 

& proposed final disposal area grading contours. 

Calculations to determine gross cap including 

copies & dates of topo maps used.  

    Figure 27 is Pre-Development 

Topography and does not make 

sense to reference in this 

Section.  Figure 9 - Master Fill 

Plan and Figure 12 - Master 

Excavation Plan have been 

referenced since these are the 

plans which were utilized to 

calculate the site capacity.

 Site Life Estimate   21600(b)(3)(C)   Sec. B.1.7 – pg. 

B.1-12  

 Site life – ~30 years. Cap of site – net airspace (less 

liner and final cover) = 56.8 mcy. Refuse to cover 

ratio – 4:1. Waste flow projections – starting inflow 

rate = 1,950 tpd. Compaction density – 1,350 pcy.  

 EIR 2003: 3.6.1, p. 3-

60  

 Yes   Yes   NRR

 Site Location (vicinity map)   21600(b)(3)(D)   Sec. B.1.3 – pg. 

B.1-3; Figures 2, 6  

 Site location description – 9708 Pala Rd, Pala, CA 

92059; occupies parts of Sec 4 & 5 of Township 10 

S and Sec 32 & 33 of Township 9 S, Range 2 W of 

USGS 7.5' Pala Quadrangle. Location map w/legal 

boundaries – Fig 6A. Location map w/points of 

access – Fig 2. Location map w/major access 

routes for waste deliveries Fig 6.  

 EIR 2003: Exhibit 3-1 

Exhibit 3-2 3.1, p. 3-1  

 Yes   Yes   NRR

 Surrounding Land Use and Zoning 

(plot plan)  

 21600(b)(3)(E)   Sec. B.1.2.4 – pg. 

B.1-2, B.1-3; 

Figures 3, 4, 5  

 Plot plan showing land uses for properties w/in 

1000 ft. of facility boundary – Fig 3. Plot plan 

showing zoning for properties w/in 1000 ft. of 

facility boundary – Fig 4. Distances to structures on 

adjacent properties – Fig 5. Specific limits of 

existing & planned disposal area – Fig 5.  

 EIR 2003: Exhibit 4.1-

1 Exhibit 4.1-2 Exhibit 

4.1-3 Exhibit 4.1-4 

Exhibit 4.8-2  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Ancillary Facilities (include on plot 

plan)  

 21600(b)(3)(F)   Sec. B.3 – pg. 

B.3-1 thru B.3-7; 

Figures 8, 8A  

 Plot plan showing ancillary facilities including 

admin bldgs., entrance facilities, scales, maint 

structures, hazardous materials storage areas – Fig 

8, 8A.  

 EIR 2003: 3.2.4, p. 3-

19 Exhibit 3-3 Exhibit 3-

8 EIR 2007 Exhibit 3-8 

Exhibit 3.8c  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 General Design Parameters   21600(b)(4)(A)   Sec D.1, D.2, 

D.3, D.4, D.5 and 

D.6  

 Site design accommodates service area – 1,770 ac 

property w/ ~308 ac for landfill activities & 183 ac 

for refuse disposal (Sec. D.1). Climatological factors 

– warm, dry weather during summer months & 

cool, seasonal wet weather during winter months; 

avg. rainfall = 17.5 to 25.27 in/yr.; wind annual 

mean speed = 6.6 mph (Sec. D.3). Physical setting – 

site elevation range from ~1,200 ft. amsl at head of 

canyon to 300 ft. amsl at mouth of canyon in San 

Luis Rey River drainage; proposed landfill footprint 

not in 100-yr floodplain (D.2). Soils – Low areas 

consist of unconsolidated residual soils, colluvial, & 

alluvial deposits w/in weathered tonalite; High 

areas consist of metamorphic/igneous w/varying 

degrees of weathering (Sec. D.4). Drainage – 2 

distinct GW zones -alluvial aquifer hosted by 

sediment wedge at canyon mouth, & bedrock 

aquiclude hosted by fractured tonalite that forms 

substrate of canyon; both GW systems move North 

toward alluvial aquifer of San Luis Rey River (Sec. 

D.5).  

 EIR 2003: 3.1, p. 3-4 

3.2, p. 3-4 3.2.1, p. 3-5 

4.7.1.1, p. 4.7-1 

4.3.1.3, p. 4.3-8 

4.2.1.3, p.4.2-3  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 Design Responsibility   21600(b)(4)(B)   Sec. C.1.1 – p. 

C.1-2  

 Waste management unit was designed & 

construction will be certified by a registered civil 

engr &/or certified engr geologist.  

 EIR 2003: 3.2.1, p. 3-

11 3.5.1, p. 3-42 Table 

10-2, p. 10-48  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 Waste Management Unit Classification and Siting  

 Design and Construction Standards for All Waste Management Units  
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Response to URS Comments
 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Item   27 CCR Section No.  

 JTD 

Section/Page*   Summary of JTD text  

 CEQA Documents 

Section/Page  

 Consistent with 

SWFP Application  

 Complies with 

Requirements?   Comment  

 Resolution  (NRR = No 

Resolution Required)

 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Construction Sequencing Plans   21600(b)(4)(C)   Sec. C.2.9 – pgs. 

C.2-25 thru C.2-

34; Figures 20-26  

 Phase I includes ~3.7 mcy excavation & during 

filling, work will begin on excavation of next area. 

Phase I will provide ~8.1 mcy of gross airspace & 

require ~1.6 mcy of soil for daily & intermediate 

cover (Fig 20, 21, 21A, 21B). Phase II gross fill cap 

is ~6.3 mcy (Fig 22, 23). Phase III and IV includes 

~489,000 cy and ~23,000 cy of excavation, 

respectively. Phase III fill phase completes landfill to 

final grading configuration & provides ~43.1 mcy of 

gross airspace (Fig 24, 25, 26).  

 EIR 2003: 3.3, p. 3-27-

30 3.6.2, p. 3-61-70 

6.7.2, p. 6-75 Exhibit 3-

18 Exhibit 3-19 Exhibit 

3-20 Exhibit 3-21 

Exhibit 3-22 Exhibit 3-

23 Exhibit 3-24  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Grading Plan   21600(b)(4)(D)   Sec. B.4.4.1.4 – 

pg. B.4-8; Sec. 

E.1.2 – pgs. E.1-1, 

E.1-2; Figures 2, 9 

and 20, 27A  

 Final landfill slopes were designed w/an overall 

gradient of 3.5:1 w/ 20-ft benches every 40 vertical 

ft. & max landfill elev, including final cover system, 

will be 1,100 feet amsl. Final deck area will have 

min grade of 3%. Grading plan w/ existing borrow 

area contours (Fig 27A) & proposed borrow area 

contours (Fig 2).  

 EIR 2003: 3.7.3. p. 3-

74 Exhibit 3-17 Exhibit 

6-7  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Gas Management Plan   21600(b)(4)(E) refers 

to 20919  

 Sec. B.5.2 – pg. 

B.5-28 thru B.5-

32; Sec. C.2.7 – 

pgs. C.2-14 thru 

C.2-16; Figures 2, 

10D, 11, 16 and 

16A  

 Gas migration monitoring system ultimately 

includes 14 probes spaced ~1,000-ft centers around 

entire refuse prism to detect potential gas migration 

prior to reaching property boundary – Fig 10D. 

Landfill gas control system includes series of vertical 

gas extraction wells joined through a system of 

above ground lateral pipes, which will be 

connected to main header pipe leading to flare 

station – Fig 11, 16, 16A.  

 EIR 2003: 3.5.1, p. 3-

42 Exhibit 3-13  

 NA   Yes   Regs state that JTD should 

describe any possible use of 

landfill decomposition gases; this 

information is not included so 

the assumption is that there are 

no plans for energy recovery. 

Regs state that spacing between 

probes should not exceed 1,000 

ft.; consider modifying text in 

JTD from approximately 1,000 ft. 

to no more than 1,000 ft.(This is 

what is shown on Figure 10D.) 

There is confusion between 14 

probes stated on JTD pg. B.5-29 

& 16 probes stated on JTD pg. 

C.2-16; clarify that 2 probes are 

only temporary as shown on 

Figure 10D.  

Correct there are not plans for 

energy recovery at this time.   

The text in Section B.5.2.3.1 has 

been revised to indicate "less 

than 1,000 feet."  Section C.2 

has been revised to concur with 

Section B.5.2.3.1.  The two 

temporary probes are also now 

discussed.

 Disposal Site Records   21600(b)(5)(A) refers 

to 20510, 20515  

 Sec. A.3 – pgs. 

A.3-1 thru A.3-2  

 Procedures for maintaining records include: (a) 

Refuse disposal vehicles req’d to check in at 

entrance facility & weighed prior to unloading at 

working face. Daily receipts kept by scale operators 

in operating record. (b) Records showing 

excavation of future refuse area subgrade will be 

maintained. (c) Operator will maintain a daily log of 

unusual occurrences including landfill fire, 

landslides, flooding, unusual/sudden settlement, 

EQs & resulting damage, property damage, 

accidents, explosions & discharges of hazardous or 

other non-permitted wastes. (d) Personnel training 

record –health & safety, hazardous waste 

identification, handling & storage procedures, 

environ control sys management, waste handling & 

disposal procedures, and emergency response 

procedures & environ mitigation. (e) Operator of 

record -Gregory Canyon Limited. (f) Records 

available during business hours for inspection by 

authorized reps of regulatory agencies having 

jurisdiction. (g) Records for Disposal Reporting 

System – records on-site at admin office and 

available during normal business hours for 

inspection.  

 EIR 2003: 3.4.11, p. 3-

40-41  

 NA   Yes   .  NRR

 Operating Criteria  
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Response to URS Comments
 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Item   27 CCR Section No.  

 JTD 

Section/Page*   Summary of JTD text  

 CEQA Documents 

Section/Page  

 Consistent with 

SWFP Application  

 Complies with 

Requirements?   Comment  

 Resolution  (NRR = No 

Resolution Required)

 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Site Security   21600(b)(5)(B)   Sec. B.3.2 – p. 

B.3-9  

 Entry during business hours controlled by site 

personnel at entrance facilities (single point of 

public access to site).  

 EIR 2003: 3.4.8, p. 3-

39 4.16.2.2, p. 4.16-13  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Sanitary Facilities   21600(b)(5)(C)   Sec. B.4.6.1 – p. 

B.4-21  

 Portable chemical toilets to be located at N end of 

ancillary facilities area.  

 EIR 2003: 3.2.4, p. 3-

21  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Communications Systems   21600(b)(5)(D)   Sec. B.4.6.3 – p. 

B.4-21  

 Telephones w/in offices in ancillary facilities area & 

at each fee booths for computer links w/truck 

scales. Two-way hand-held radios for 

communication between ancillary facilities & staff 

located w/in landfill property boundary.  

 EIR 2003: 3.2.4, p. 3-

19, 20  

 NA   Yes   Use of cell phones for 

communication should be 

included in this section.  

Cell phone use has been added 

to this section of the JTD.

 Lighting {for facilities which 

operate during  darkness}

 21600(b)(5)(E)   Sec. B.4.6.4 – p. 

B.4- 

 Disposal equipment outfitted w/sufficient lighting   EIR 2003   NA   Yes   NRR

 Safety Equipment   21600(b)(5)(F)   Sec. B.4.6.5 – p. 

B.4-22  

 Hard hats, reflective vests, ear & eye protection, 

filtration masks, fire extinguishers.  

 EIR 2003 4.16 (in 

general) 4.16.2.2, 4.16-

13 3.2.4, p. 3-21 3.5.4, 

p. 3-57 3.5.9, p. 3-60  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Personnel Requirements   21600(b)(5)(G)   Sec. B.4.2 – pgs. 

B.4-1 thru B.4-5, 

Table 6  

 Site operation staffing (Table 6) req’d to conduct 

disposal & site maint operations, & record keeping 

during peak operation. Site personnel trained for 

health & safety, environ control sys management, & 

emergency response.  

 EIR 2003: 3.4.9, p. 3-

39 Table 3-2  

 NA   Incomplete   Regs state minimum number of 

staff requirements. Suggest 

adding a column to Table 6 to 

show minimum.  

Table 6 in Section B.4.2.1 has 

been revised to include 

minimum and maximum staff 

requirements.  

 Personnel Training   21600(b)(5)(H) refers 

to 20610  

 Sec. B.4.2.2 – p. 

B.4-3, B.4-4  

 Training emphasis in health & safety, hazardous 

waste identification, handling & storage procedures, 

environ control sys management, waste handling & 

disposal procedures, emergency response 

procedures & environ mitigation.  

 EIR 2003: 4.16.2.2, p. 

4.16-13, 14  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Supervisory Structure   21600(b)(5)(I)   Sec. B.4.2.3 – p. 

B.4-4, B.4-5  

 Operator will provide adequate supervision of a 

sufficient number of qualified personnel to conduct 

proper operation of the site in compliance with all 

applicable State and federal requirements. 

Operator will also provide a recycled water 

supervisor, who has completed a State-approved 

training course on use of recycled water.  

 EIR 2003: 3.4.8, p. 3-

39 Table 3-2  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Spreading and Compaction   21600(b)(5)(J)   Sec. B.4.4.3 – p. 

B.4-14  

 Compactor or dozer will spread waste over 

working face in ~2-ft thick layers & then make 

repeated passes over working face to compact 

refuse. Working face typically sloped to gradient of 

~5:1 (H:V) or less to max refuse compaction.  

 EIR 2003 3.4.3, p.3-32 

3.4.3.1, p. 3-34  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Cover Materials   21600(b)(6)(A)   Sec. B.4.4.1.1 -

B.4-7; Sec. B.4.4.5 

thru B.4.4.8 – pgs. 

B.4-15 thru B.4-

19; Sec. C.3.2 – 

p. C.3-1; Sec. 

C.2.2.3 – pgs. C.2-

2 thru C.2-4; 

Figures 14 and 31  

 Soil materials excavated for daily & intermediate 

cover of active waste disposal operations obtained 

from 3 on-site sources: landfill footprint (7.9 mcy), 

Borrow/Stockpile Area A (1.3 mcy) & Borrow/ 

Stockpile Area B (3.2 mcy). Excavation/stockpile 

sequence – Once initial excavation for site facilities 

area & 1st stage of Phase I refuse area completed, 

subsequent excavation & stockpiling operations to 

be conducted concurrent w/refuse disposal 

throughout landfill development. Borrow/Stockpile 

Area A (W of landfill footprint) & Borrow/Stockpile 

Area B (SW & adjacent to footprint). Rock crushing 

(conducted concurrently w/landfill construction) to 

occur onsite & excavated rock to be stored on-site 

for future use, or ground for use as daily or 

intermediate cover areas.  

 EIR 2003 3.4.5.1 p. 3-

36-37 6.7.2, p. 6-75  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Cover  
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Response to URS Comments
 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Item   27 CCR Section No.  

 JTD 

Section/Page*   Summary of JTD text  

 CEQA Documents 

Section/Page  

 Consistent with 

SWFP Application  

 Complies with 

Requirements?   Comment  

 Resolution  (NRR = No 

Resolution Required)

 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Alternative Daily Cover and 

Beneficial Reuse  

 21600(b)(6)(B) refers 

to 20690 and 20695  

 Sec. B.1.5.4/p. 

B.1-10 B.4.4.5.1 

pgs. B.4-16, B.4-

17  

 ADC reduces refuse-to-daily/intermediate cover 

ratios from 4:1 to 7:1. Geosynthetic blankets & 

PGM to be used as ADC. Geosynthetic blankets – 

handling & procedures described in App. F-1.  

 EIR 2003 3.4.5.1, p. 3-

37-38  

 NA   Incomplete   Regs state that handling and 

procedures of ADC should be 

included. A description of PGM 

application methods and an 

estimate of range in tons of 

PGM is required. This language 

should be consistent with 

20690(b)(3)(B to D).  

PGM use procedures and an 

estimate of the range in tons has 

been added to Section B.4.4.5.1.  

Text has also been added to 

indicate that the PGM will  

weighed at the scale.  Synthetic 

blankets has been corrected to 

read "geosynthetic."  

 Cover Frequency   21600(b)(6)(C) refers 

to 20680 and 20695  

 Sec. B.4.4.5 – p. 

B.4-15 thru B.4-17  

 Daily cover in form of soil material compacted to 

min thickness of 6-in or an ADC, such as 

geosynthetic blanket or PGM, to be placed over all 

exposed refuse at end of each working day.  

 EIR 2003 3.4.5.1, p. 3-

36-38  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 Intermediate Cover   21600(b)(6)(D)   Sec. B.4.4.6 – 

pgs. B.4-17, B.4-

18  

 Min 12-in thick layer of suitable cover material to 

be placed over top, side slopes & working face of 

advancing lift, refuse cell or portions of disposal 

area where no additional refuse is to be deposited 

w/in 180 days.  

 EIR 2003 3.4.5.2, p. 3-

38  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 Public Health Design Parameters   21600(b)(7)(A)   Sec. B.5.3 – pgs. 

B.5-32 thru B.5-41  

 Dust control – includes both 

construction/operations & maint procedures & will 

utilize on-site well water. Noise control – on-site 

equip noise controlled by installation & maint of 

mufflers on all motorized vehicles. Fire control – 

refuse burning not allowed at landfill facility. Odor 

control – landfill gas control system & placement of 

daily, ADC or intermediate soil cover over all 

exposed refuse at end of each operating day. 

Control of birds, flies, rodents & other vectors – 

refuse compaction, application of daily cover & 

professional pest control services. Litter control – 

perimeter fencing, commercial loads covered 

w/tarp, disposal operations suspended during high 

winds, inspection conducted every day landfill is 

open & cleaned up on 6th day.  

 EIR 2003 3.5 (in 

general) 3.5.4, p. 3-57 

3.5.5, p. 3-58 3.5.6, 

p.3-58 3.5.7, p. 3-59 

3.5.8, p. 3-59 3.5.9, p. 

3-59-60  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 Salvaging Activities   21600(b)(7)(B)   Sec. B.4.5 – pgs. 

B.4-19, B.4-20  

 Public salvaging not allowed & no salvaging 

operations other than public dropoff area. Storage 

– bins for source-separated recyclable materials. 

Materials handled – tin, newsprint, white paper, 

aluminum, glass, white goods. White goods 

physically removed by hand or w/ heavy 

equipment, as needed from waste stream at 

working face. Procedures for salvage removal to 

prevent fire/health problems – Materials kept away 

from disposal operations & limited to volume & 

storage time.  

 “Salvaging” Not 

identified EIR 2003 

3.2.4, p. 3-19  

 NA   Yes   .  NRR

 Volume Reduction Activities   21600(b)(7)(C)   Sec. B.4.5.5 – p. 

B.4-20  

 Volume reduction activities such as incineration, 

bailing, shredding or composting will not be 

conducted at landfill, only collection of source 

separated materials & waste tire processing or 

shredding.  

 EIR 2003 3.4.1, p. 3-

31 3.2.4, p. 3-19 3.4.6, 

p. 3-38-39  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Equipment   21600(b)(7)(D)   Sec. B.4.3 – pgs. 

B.4-5, B.4-6, Table 

7  

 On-site equipment maint – 4 Dozer, 2 Compactor, 

2 Scraper, 1 Water Truck, 6 Light Duty Vehicles, 1 

Motor Grader, 1 Surge Bin, 1 Mechanic Truck, 1 

Portable Rock Crusher, 1 Fuel Truck, 1 Mobile Tire 

Shredder. Hawthorne Machinery Company utilized 

for rental equipment. Operating equip maintained 

w/preventative maint program for min breakdowns.  

 EIR 2003 3.4.10, p. 3-

39 Table 3-3  

  Incomplete   Regs state minimum equipment 

requirements. Suggest adding a 

column to Table 6 to show 

minimum.  

Table 7 in Section B.4.3.1 has 

been revised to include the 

minimum and maximum 

equipment requirements. 

 Handling  
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Response to URS Comments
 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Item   27 CCR Section No.  

 JTD 

Section/Page*   Summary of JTD text  

 CEQA Documents 

Section/Page  

 Consistent with 

SWFP Application  

 Complies with 

Requirements?   Comment  

 Resolution  (NRR = No 

Resolution Required)

 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Waste Handling   21600(b)(7)(E)   Sec. B.1.5.2 – 

pgs. B.1-5 thru 

B.1-7; Sec. 

B.4.4.2.1 – pgs. 

B.4-9 thru B.4-14; 

Sec. B.5.6 – pg. 

B.5-43;  

 Non-hazardous solid wastes, inert wastes & 

dewatered sludge accepted at site. Special handling 

waste – tires and bulky wastes accepted; tire 

storage area < 5,000 sf of contiguous area, < 

50,000 cf in volume, < 10 ft. in  

 EIR 2003 3.4.1, p. 3-

31 3.2.4, p. 3-19 3.4.6, 

p. 3-38-39  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Nuisance   21600(b)(8)(A)   Sec. B.5.3 – pgs. 

B.5-32 thru B.5-41  

 Procedures to prevent/control public nuisance -

dust control, noise control, fire control, odor 

control, vector control, litter control, noise control, 

mitigation monitoring & reporting program for 

project impacts.  

 EIR 2003 3.5 (in 

general) 3.5.4, p. 3-57 

3.5.5, p. 3-58 3.5.6, 

p.3-58 3.5.7, p. 3-59 

3.5.8, p. 3-59 3.5.9, p. 

3-59-60 Ch. 10 

(MMRP) EIR 2007 Ch. 

10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 Fire Control   21600(b)(8)(B)   Sec. B.5.3-5 – 

pgs. B.5-39, B.5-

40  

 Burning of refuse not allowed, refuse placed w/in 

150 ft. of landfill perimeter, application of daily & 

intermediate soil cover placement, load checking 

for smoldering or burning wastes & separation of 

these wastes if spotted by a dozer & covering of 

fire w/soil.  

 EIR 2003 3.5.4, p. 3-

57 Ch. 10 (MMRP) EIR 

2007 Ch. 10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 Leachate Control (for purposes of  21600(b)(8)(C)   Sec. B.5.1.1 –  Containment system design includes LCRS   EIR 2003   NA   Yes  NRR
public health}   B.5-1 thru B.5-9; 

Sec. C.2.5 – C.2-

10 thru C.2-13; 

Fig. 13, 14, 15, 

15A  

 above liner to collect & convey leachate generated 

w/in refuse prism. LCRS designed to reduce time 

leachate remains on liner, thereby, reducing 

potential for migration of leachate through liner 

system. Leachate collected in storage tanks will be 

transported off-site for treatment & disposal.  

 3.5.3, p. 3-56 Ch. 10 

(MMRP) EIR 2007 Ch. 

10 (MMRP)  

  

 Dust Control   21600(b)(8)(D)   Sec. B.5.3.1 -pgs. 

B.5-33 thru B.5-37  

 Main access Rd paving; proper maint, soil sealant 

& watering on internal haul roads; water spraying of 

soil excavated & placed for cover; water spraying of 

areas where soil excavation is occurring for 

purposes of cell development; ancillary dust control 

activities; applying water &/or planting temp veg on 

intermediate soil cover areas; planting & 

maintaining veg cover on completed slopes.  

 EIR 2003 3.5.8, p. 3-

59 Ch. 10 (MMRP) EIR 

2007 Ch. 10 (MMRP) 

Addendum 2009 4.0, 

p. 5  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 Vector Control   21600(b)(8)(E)   Sec. B.5.3.2 -p. 

B.5-37, B.5-38  

 Refuse compaction; daily cover appl; professional 

pest control services; monthly inspections of landfill 

areas; items which attract vectors stored in closed 

containers &/or w/in enclosed structures; bldg. 

openings, ground holes & deficiencies in perimeter 

fence repair; removal of existing dairy, operations 

staff to use dispersal techniques to disturb bird 

behavioral patterns; proper grading & drainage to 

eliminate puddles & wet areas; desilting basins 

cleaned out regularly; tire shredding at min of every 

6 month.  

 EIR 2003 3.5.5, p. 3-

58 Ch. 10 (MMRP) EIR 

2007 Ch. 10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Drainage & Erosion Control   21600(b)(8)(F)   Sec. B.5.4 – pgs. 

B.5-41, B.5-42; 

Sec. C.2.8 – pgs. 

C.2-16 thru C.2-

25; Figures 17, 19  

 Perimeter drainage systems for open channels & 

buried pipe, drainage berms, downdrains, energy 

dissipaters, desilting basins, drainage swales, 

structural media filtration, bio-treatment swales & 

percolation areas.  

 EIR 2003 3.2.2, p. 3-

13-14 3.3.1, p. 3-29 

3.5.2, p. 3-44 3.5.2.2, 

p. 3-44-47 3.5.2.5, p. 3-

55 3.7.1.3, p. 3-73 

3.7.4, p.3-75 Exhibit 3-

14 Exhibit 3-15 Ch. 10 

(MMRP) EIR 2007 Ch. 

10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Environmental Controls  
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Response to URS Comments
 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Item   27 CCR Section No.  

 JTD 

Section/Page*   Summary of JTD text  

 CEQA Documents 

Section/Page  

 Consistent with 

SWFP Application  

 Complies with 

Requirements?   Comment  

 Resolution  (NRR = No 

Resolution Required)

 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Litter Control   21600(b)(8)(G)   Sec. B.5.3.3 – p. 

B.5-38, B.5-39  

 Perimeter fencing; 12-ft high litter fence along 

bridge deck to control litter from waste collection 

vehicles; commercial loads require tarp cover; 

portable, temp fencing to control windblown 

papers at working face; disposal operations 

suspended during high winds; clean up team to 

inspect for & clean up litter & illegal dumping, litter 

inspection every day that landfill is open to accept 

refuse & litter clean up on 6th day.  

 EIR 2003 3.5.6, p. 3-

58 Ch. 10 (MMRP) EIR 

2007 Ch. 10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Noise Control   21600(b)(8)(H)   Sec. B.5.3.4 – 

pgs. B.5-39  

 Installation & maint of mufflers on motorized 

vehicles; controlled blasting if necessary w/written 

notice to residents w/in a 1-mi radius of blast site; 

site personnel provided w/hearing protection; rock 

crushing & tire shredding to occur at least 1,500 ft. 

from nearest residences unless other forms of noise 

attenuation, such as berms or acoustical curtains, 

are utilized.  

 EIR 2003 3.5.9, p. 3-

59-60 Ch. 10 (MMRP) 

EIR 2007 Ch. 10 

(MMRP)  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Traffic Control (within the facility)   21600(b)(8)(I)   Sec. B.5.5 – p. 

B.5-42, B.5-43  

 Entrance facilities located at distance from SR76; 

monitoring of incoming traffic; early warning sys 

implemented to assure that traffic requirements are 

met; on-site internal haul roads to be asphalt or 

tightly-compacted dirt roads w/speed limit on 

landfill of 15 mph; modifications to SR76 to 

improve sight distance & facilitate truck 

movements; gate at N side of bridge opened 1-hr 

prior to hours of operation; landfill operator to 

report traffic count info to Depart of Environ Health 

on weekly basis in writing.  

 EIR 2003 3.5.8, p. 3-

59, 60 3.2.4, p. 3-21 

3.4.3.1, p. 3-32 Ch. 10 

(MMRP) EIR 2007 Ch. 

10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Hazardous Waste/Load-checking   21600(b)(8)(J)   Sec. B.4.4.2.1 – 

pgs. B.4-9 thru 

B.4-14; Sec. B.5.6 

– B.5-43; App. F  

 HWEP includes descriptions of acceptable & 

prohibited wastes; gamma-scintillation counter at 

scale facility to detect radioactive materials; refuse 

unloading activities obsv by full time spotter at 

tipping area;  

 EIR 2003 3.4.4, p. 3-

34-35 3.4.4.1, p. 3-35, 

36 Ch. 10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes   NRR

    random inspections of incoming loads; inspection 

records; site personnel training to recognize 

regulated hazard waste & PCB wastes; notification 

if regulated hazard wastes or PCB wastes are 

discovered. Designated storage area located in SE 

corner of ancillary facilities area for temp 

disposition of wastes collected. On-site storage 

limited to 90 days & prior to shipment off site, all 

materials will be overpacked & manifested 

w/licensed hazard waste hauler/disposer.  

 EIR 2007 Ch. 10 

(MMRP)  

    

 Compilation of Approvals   21600(b)(9)   Sec. B.2 – pgs. 

B.2-1 thru B.2-8; 

Table 5  

 Approval agencies include CA Integrated Waste 

Management Board, CA Regional Water Quality 

Control Board, Depart of Environmental Health 

Services. San Diego APCD, DPLU, CIWMP, USACE, 

US Fish & Wildlife, SD Public Works Depart, SD 

Sheriff’s Depart, CALTRANS, State Historic 

Preservation Office, Public Utilities Commission, 

CA Depart of Fish & Game, etc. Permits req’d & 

issuing agencies listed in Table 5.  

 EIR 2003 3.8, p. 3-75-

80 Table 3-6  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Approvals  
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Response to URS Comments
 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Item   27 CCR Section No.  

 JTD 

Section/Page*   Summary of JTD text  

 CEQA Documents 

Section/Page  

 Consistent with 

SWFP Application  

 Complies with 

Requirements?   Comment  

 Resolution  (NRR = No 

Resolution Required)

 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Closure/PCM Cost Estimate   21790(b)(1) refers to 

21815 and 21820  

 Sec. F.1 – Tables 

17, 18  

 2010 closure cost estimate – $25.6M. Estimate 

includes design, materials, equipment, labor, 

administration, quality assurance, and 20% 

contingency. Annual PCM cost = $29.5M.  

 NA EIR 2003 3.7.2, p. 

3-74  

 NA   Incorrect   The formula in the spreadsheet 

used to generate Tables 17 and 

18 need to be rechecked. For 

example, the Subtotal Closure 

Cost on Table 17 is shown as 

$19.7M but adding up sections 

1 to 10 results in $21.6M. The 

footnotes for the Tables indicate 

that 2008 costs were adjusted 

by CalRecycle inflationary 

factors to obtain the 2010 

values. Suggest adding this 

section to the text. Also, 

considering the economic 

conditions between 2008 and 

2010, the cost estimates may be 

skewed to the high side.  

The numbers in the cost 

estimate have all been 

rechecked.  There was a 

rounding error in the formula 

which has been corrected and 

the cost estimate adjusted 

accordingly.  The cost back-up 

information has also been 

updated and included in 

Appendix R.  Also, it is 

appropriate to use CalRecycle 

inflationary factors as they 

require use of this factor for 

annual closure funding updating.  

In fact, CalRecycle inflationary 

factors have been reducing over 

the past few years.  Not 

appropriate to note that costs 

were adjusted by CalRecycle 

inflationary factor in text of JTD 

as not all costs were updated in 

that manner.  We feel notes on 

Tables 17 and 18 are sufficient.

 Location Maps   21790(b)(2 & 4)   Figures 1, 2, 5 6, 

13, 14, 15, 15A, 

16, 16A, 17, 19  

 Location map w/property boundary & existing, 

permitted & proposed final limits of waste 

placement – Fig 6. Location map w/entry roads – 

Fig 2. Location map w/structures outside property 

boundary but w/in 1000 ft. – Fig 5. Location map 

w/general location of landfill – Fig 1. Location map 

w/leachate control – Fig 13, 14, 15, 15A. Location 

map w/drainage & erosion control – Fig 17, 19. 

Location map w/gas monitoring & control system – 

Fig 16, 16A.  

 EIR 2003 Exhibit 3-1 

Exhibit 3-2 Exhibit 3-3 

Exhibit 3-4 Exhibit 3-6 

Exhibit 3-7 Exhibit 3-8 

Exhibit 3-9 Exhibit 3-10 

Exhibit 3-16 EIR 2007 

Exhibit 3-8 Exhibit 3.8c  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 Post-Closure Land Uses   21790(b)(5)   Sec. B.1.9 – p. 

B.1-14; Sec. D.1.3 

– p. D.1-2  

 Post-closure land use will be undeveloped open 

space. In accordance w/Prop C.  

 EIR 2003 3.2.5, p. 3-

21 3.7.4, p. 3-75  

 NA   Yes    

 Estimate of Required Closure   21790(b)(6)   ?   Implies entire site will be closed at the same time.   Not identified EIR 

2003 3.7.2, p. 3-74  

 NA   Incomplete   The regs require a statement 

regarding the maximum extent 

of the landfill that would require 

closure at any given time.  

The text has been revised in 

Section E.1.1 to indicate that the 

maximum extent of closure 

assumes closure of the entire 

landfill.

        Add a sentence to Section E.1.1 

that states that the Closure Plan 

assumes that maximum extent of 

the landfill that will require 

closure at any given time during 

the life of the landfill is the entire 

landfill. This can be changed in 

the future if a decision is made 

down the road to initiate a 

phased closure.  

 

 CIWMB -Closure/Postclosure Maintenance Plan Requirements if part of Joint Technical Document (JTD) -Preliminary Closure Plans  
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Response to URS Comments
 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Item   27 CCR Section No.  

 JTD 

Section/Page*   Summary of JTD text  

 CEQA Documents 

Section/Page  

 Consistent with 

SWFP Application  

 Complies with 

Requirements?   Comment  

 Resolution  (NRR = No 

Resolution Required)

 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Estimated Closure Date   21790(b)(7)   Sec. B.1.7 – p. 

B.1-12  

 Site life – ~30 years. Estimate includes settlement & 

volume occupied by daily cover. Cap of site – net 

airspace (less liner & final cover) = 56.8 mcy; Liner 

system = 1.6 mcy Final cover = 0.9 mcy; Daily & 

immediate cover = 11.4 mcy. Refuse to cover ratio 

= 4:1 Waste flow projections – starting inflow rate 

= 1,950 tpd Compaction density = 1,350 pcy  

 EIR 2003 3.6.1, p. 3-

60  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 Closure Activities   21790(b)(8)   Sec. E.1.12 – pg. 

E.1-16 thru E.1-19  

 Closure construction to start w/in 30 days after 

final shipment of waste & occurs over 14 mos. 

Equip Mob (2 wk); Site Security Fencing/Signage (2 

wk); Site Exploration/Survey (3 wk); Structure 

Removal/Demo (3 wk); Drain Control Sys Const (6 

wk); Fndn Layer Prelim Grading (8 wk); Fndn Layer 

Place (10 wk); Barrier Layer Place (20 wk); Veg 

Layer Place (16 wk); Drain Control Sys Const -over 

refuse (6 wk); Access/Internal Rd Grading (3 wk); 

Gas Extract Sys (13 wk); Demob (3 wk)  

 EIR 2003 3.7, p. 3-71-

75 Ch. 10 (MMRP) EIR 

2007 Ch. 10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 Site Security and Structure 

Removal  

 21790(b)(8)(A) refers 

to 21135 and 21137  

 Sec. E.1.10, 11 – 

pgs. E.1-14, E.1-15  

 Site security includes perimeter fence/gates; signs 

posted 60 days prior to last receipt of waste & not 

<180 days after final waste shipment received; 

notice in local newspaper 30 days prior last receipt 

of waste; operator to secure all points of access 

w/lock & gate & place signs at all access points 

prohibiting unauthorized entry. Structures removal 

includes scales & scalehouse, admin, maint & visitor 

bldg. Structures/ fndns to be demolished & 

disposed onsite. Scale pits & excavations to be 

backfilled & compacted. Scales & associated 

mechanisms, office supplies & computer equip for 

scalehouse to be removed & salvaged.  No plans to 

decommission any of proposed

environ control systems.

 EIR 2003 3.7.4, p. 3-

75 4.16.2.2, p. 4.16-13 

Ch. 10 (MMRP) EIR 

2007 Ch. 10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 Final Cover and Grading   21790(b)(8)(B) refers 

to 21140, 21142, 

21090(a)(1)-(3), (a)(6), 

21090(b)(1)-(3) 

21750(f)(5)  

 Sec. B.1.7 – pg. 

B.1-12; Sec. C.3.3 

– pg. C.3-2; Sec. 

E.1.2 – pgs., E.1-1, 

E.1-2; Sec. E.1.3 – 

pgs. E.1-2 thru E.1-

6; Sec. D.4.6 – 

pgs. D.4-16 thru 

D.4-20; App. C – 

pgs. 3-6 thru 3-10; 

Figures 9 and 31  

 See below.   EIR 2003 3.7.1, p. 3-

71 3.7.1.1, p. 3-71 

3.7.1.2, p. 3-71 3.7.1.3, 

p. 3-73 3.7.3, p. 3-74-

75 Exhibit 3-25 Exhibit 

3-17  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 -Final Cover   21140 21090(a)(1)-(3)   See above.   Final cover consists of min 2 ft. thick fndn layer 

(random soil materials); barrier layer (60-mil LLDPE 

geomembrane); HDPE drainage geocomposite 

layer (deck areas only); & 2 ft. veg layer (silty sand 

to sandy silt) from Stockpile A.  

 EIR 2003 3.7.1, p. 3-

71 3.7.1.1, p. 3-71 

3.7.1.2, p. 3-71 3.7.1.3, 

p. 3-73 Exhibit 3-25  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 -Final Grading   21142 21090(b)(1)-(3) 

21090(e)(1)-(3)  

 See above.   Max elev of landfill w/final cover = 1,100 feet amsl. 

Final deck area = 3% min grade (to promote 

drainage & allow for future settlement). Final landfill 

slopes w/overall gradient of ~3.5:1. Benches to be 

20 ft. wide, placed every 40 vertical ft., sloped 

inward ~6%, overall horiz gradient 3%. Final cover 

surveys -operator to prepare an iso-settlement map 

of entire permitted site every five years thru post-

closure maint period.  

 EIR 2003 3.7.3, p. 3-

74-75 Exhibit 3-17  

 NA   Yes  NRR
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Response to URS Comments
 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Item   27 CCR Section No.  

 JTD 

Section/Page*   Summary of JTD text  

 CEQA Documents 

Section/Page  

 Consistent with 

SWFP Application  

 Complies with 

Requirements?   Comment  

 Resolution  (NRR = No 

Resolution Required)

 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 -Stability Analysis   21090(a)(6) 

21750(f)(5)  

 See above.   Static stability of refuse slopes – SLOPE/W used to 

find FS; method to calc FS: Bishop for circular 

failure, Spencer & Morgenstern/Price for block & 

non-circular failure; assumptions: refuse fill (unit 

weight = 80 pd, Phi = 30°, C = 200 psf), smooth 

HDPE (Phi = 8°, C = 0 psf), textured HDPE (Phi = 

14°, C = 0 psf); FS>1.5. Dynamic stability of refuse 

slopes – Bray & Rathje (1998) used to estimate 

seismic displacement; assumptions: slope height = 

300 ft, shear wave velocity = 1,200 ft. /s, M7.1 at 6 

miles from site, MCE site acceleration = 0.4g, 

period of shaking = 0.5s, duration of MCE = 16s; 

displacement = 0.1 in (less than acceptable, OK). 

Static stability of final cover – SLOPE/W used to 

find FS; assumptions: veg layer thickness = 2 ft., soil 

density = 100 pcf, friction angle between 

soil/LLDPE = 27°, max slope gradient = 3:1, PGA = 

0.4g; FS>1.5. Dynamic stability of final cover – 

Makdisi & Seed (1978) used to estimate seismic 

displacement; displacement = 1.7 to 5.1 in 

(depending on waste thickness); Bray & Rathje 

(1998) used to estimate seismic displacement; 

 EIR 2003 4.2.3.1, p. 

4.2-27 4.2.3.2, p. 4.2-

35, -42  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 Construction Quality Assurance   21790(b)(8)(C) refers 

to 20323, and 20324  

 Sec C.4 – pgs. 

C.4-1 thru C.4-12; 

Sec. E.1.6 – p. E.1-

9; App. M and N  

  EIR 2003 3.2.1, p. 3-

11 3.7.1.1, p. 3-71 

3.7.1.4, p. 3-73, 74  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 -Professional Qualifications   20324(b)   See above.   Registered civil engr or certified engr geologist – 

CQA Officer, oversees CQA program, prepares 

CQA plan.  

 EIR 2003: 3.2.1, p. 3-

11 3.5.1, p. 3-42 Table 

10-2, p. 10-48  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 -Reports   20324(c)   See above.   Text identifies that CQA reports will include CQA 

management organization (CQA Management Org: 

Geo Project Director, Geo Officer, Geo Monitors), 

a detailed description of the level of experience and 

training for the contractor (Experience/Training 

requirements included for CQA Officer, CQA 

inspection personnel, geosynthetic installation 

contractor, geosynthetic placement superintendent, 

seaming personnel) and a description of the CQA 

testing protocols (Preconstruction test protocols: 

inspection of const materials, inspection of 

manufacturing process & QA procedures used in 

manufacturing geosynthetics, obsv in transport, 

handling, & storage of geosynthetics, inspection of 

fndn conditions. Construction test protocols: Obsv 

of all phases of const & documentation of 

contractor's compliance or noncompliance 

w/approved plans & specs, &/or direction of engr; 

field tests & visual obsv to evaluate construction 

practices).  

 EIR 2003 3.4.11, p. 3-

40-41 Ch. 10 (MMRP) 

EIR 2007 Ch. 10 

(MMRP)  

 NA   Yes   The positions of “Geo Project 

Director” and “Geo Consultant” 

are not defined in the JTD text in 

Sec. C.4.2 and C.4.3. Include 

position description from App. 

M and N or reference the 

appendices when position is first 

mentioned. Consider adding a 

statement saying that “CQA 

inspection personnel” position 

described in JTD is same as 

“CQA monitors” described in 

App M and N.  

The definition of these positions 

have been added as Sections 

C.4.3.2 and C.4.3.3.  CQA 

Monitor has been added to 

Section C.4.3.4.

 -Documentation   20324(d)   See above.   Daily summary reports – prepared daily by 

technician w/supporting inspection data sheets & 

records of problems that occur or corrective 

measures implemented thru construction period. 

Acceptance reports – CQA Officer to review daily 

inspection reports, data sheets, & photos; reports 

evaluated for internal consistency, accuracy & 

completeness. Document storage – after const 

completion, facility will store all original documents 

so protected from damage thru post-closure maint 

period.  

 EIR 2003 3.4.11, p. 3-

40-41 Ch. 10 (MMRP) 

EIR 2007 Ch. 10 

(MMRP)  

 NA   Yes   NRR
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Response to URS Comments
 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Item   27 CCR Section No.  

 JTD 

Section/Page*   Summary of JTD text  

 CEQA Documents 

Section/Page  

 Consistent with 

SWFP Application  

 Complies with 

Requirements?   Comment  

 Resolution  (NRR = No 

Resolution Required)

 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 -Laboratory and Field Testing 

Requirements  

 20324(e), (f)   See above.   Field testing – ASTM D 2488 93. Earthen material 

lab testing – ASTM D 1557 91, ASTM D 422 63, 

ASTM D 2487 93. Low hydraulic conductivity layer 

lab testing – ASTM 4318 93, USEPA 9100. Test 

program implemented prior to incorporation of 

material into containment sys & once approved, 

during const to evaluate components const 

according to design specs.  

 EIR 2003 3.5.2.3, p. 3-

53 Ch. 10 (MMRP) EIR 

2007 Ch. 10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 -Test Fill Pad Requirements   20324(g)   See above.   Test fill pad fndn to be constructed by Contractor 

selected to complete liner construction 

w/designated equip to determine if specified 

density/moisture content/hydraulic conductivity 

relationships from lab can be achieved in field 

w/compaction equip to be used & at specified lift 

thickness & to find correlation between design 

hydraulic conductivity & density at which that 

conductivity is achieved.  

 EIR 2003 3.2.1, p. 3-

11 Ch. 10 (MMRP) EIR 

2007 3.2.4, p . 3-1 Ch. 

10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 -Earthen Material Requirements   20324(h)   See above.   Field compaction testing to be conducted by 

nuclear gauge at min freq of 4 tests per 1,000 cy & 

evaluated by sand cone methods at min freq 1 test 

per 1,000 cy placed. ASTM 1557 & ASTM 4318 93 

to be performed at freq of 1test for every 5,000 

cubic yards of material placed, or per change in 

material. Permeability testing: lab -1 test per 5,000 

cy placed, field -1 test per 2,500 cy placed.  

 EIR 2003 Ch. 10 

(MMRP) EIR 2007 Ch. 

10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 -Geosynthetic Membrane 

Requirements  

 20324(i)   See above.   Conformance samples taken & tested at > rate of 1 

per lot or 1 per 100,000sf. Interface shear test 

conducted at rate of 1 per 200,000 sf. 

Conformance tests include density (ASTM 

D1505A); environ stress crack (ASTM 05397); tear 

resistance (ASTM 01004 Die C); carbon black 

content (ASTM 01603); thickness (ASTM 05199); 

tensile characteristics (ASTM 0638); direct shear 

testing for interface strength (ASTM 0-5321); 

puncture resistance (ASTM 04833). Electrical leak 

location survey -identify holes in geomembrane 

liner after LCRS gravel &/or operations layer soil is 

placed, after geomembrane subjected to 

construction activities & after 1st refuse lift is 

placed.  

 EIR 2003 3.2.1, p. 3-

11 Ch. 10 (MMRP) EIR 

2007 3.2.4, p. 3-1 Ch. 

10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 Drainage and Erosion Control   21790(b)(8)(D) refers 

to 21150, 21090(a)(3)-

(a)(3)(b)  

 Sec. E.1.7 – pgs. 

E.1-10 thru E.1-12; 

Sec. B.5.4 – pgs. 

B.5-41, B.5-42; 

Sec. C.2.8 – pgs. 

C.2-16 thru C.2-

25; Figure 17, 19, 

20  

 Final drainage control system includes exterior 

slope downdrains, engineered deck area gradients 

& drainage berms, deck inlets, bench drains & 

inlets, buried drain pipes, trapezoidal channels, & 2 

desilting basins. Primary erosion control includes fill 

area grading, vegetation (erosion control mats, 

mulching, & hydroseed), & slope bench system.  

 EIR 2003 3.2.2, p. 3-

13-14 3.3.1, p. 3-29 

3.5.2, p. 3-44 3.5.2.2, 

p. 3-44-47 3.5.2.5, p. 3-

55 3.7.1.3, p. 3-73 

3.7.4, p.3-75 Exhibit 3-

14 Exhibit 3-15 Ch. 10 

(MMRP) EIR 2007 Ch. 

10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 Gas Monitoring   21790(b)(8)(E) – 

refers to 20920 thru 

20939  

 Sec. E.1.8 – pgs. 

E.1-12, E.1-13; 

Sec. Sec. B.5.2 – 

pgs. B.5-22 thru 

B.5-25, Sec. C.2.7 

– pgs. C.2-14 thru 

C.2-16; Figures 

10D, 11, 16 and 

16A  

 See below.   EIR 2003: 3.5.1, p. 3-

42 Exhibit 3-13  

 NA   Yes  NRR
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Response to URS Comments
 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Item   27 CCR Section No.  

 JTD 

Section/Page*   Summary of JTD text  

 CEQA Documents 

Section/Page  

 Consistent with 

SWFP Application  

 Complies with 

Requirements?   Comment  

 Resolution  (NRR = No 

Resolution Required)

 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 -Gas Monitoring and Control   20921   See above.   Landfill gas control system includes 3 main   EIR 2003:   NA   Yes   NRR

    subsystems; extraction well field; conveyance lines 

& treatment facility. A perimeter landfill gas 

migration monitoring network will be installed. 

Limitations for emissions from crushing, screening, 

transfer points & other operations & process. 

System taken off line in stages as final cover 

constructed.  

 3.5.1, p. 3-42 Exhibit 3-

13  

   

 -Monitoring   20923   See above.   Landfill gas migration monitoring probes will be 

installed in native soils around perimeter to monitor 

for possible subsurface migration.  

 EIR 2003 3.5.1, p. 3-

42 Exhibit 3-13 3.5.2.3, 

p. 3-53 Ch. 10 

(MMRP) EIR 2007 Ch. 

10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 -Perimeter Monitoring Network   20925   See above.   Location – Terrain surrounding footprint is very 

steep & heavily vegetated, requiring significant 

construction of access roads & drilling pads in order 

to place probes at or near facility boundary. This 

would create significant environ issues, thus probes 

will be placed closer to permitted refuse limit. 

Spacing/Depth – 16 probes (2 temp) will be 

installed at multiple depths on approx 1,000 ft.   

centers around refuse prism. Monitoring well 

construction – drilled by licensed drilling contractor 

or drilling crew under supervision of design engr or 

engr geologist & wells logged by a geologist or geo 

engr. Min 5-ft bentonite seal at surface & between 

monitored zones.  

 EIR 2003 3.5.1, p. 3-

42 Exhibit 3-13 3.5.2.3, 

p. 3-53 Ch. 10 

(MMRP) EIR 2007 Ch. 

10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes   The closure perimeter probe 

locations on Figure 10D are no 

more than 1000 feet apart. Regs 

state that spacing between 

probes should not exceed 1,000 

ft.; consider modifying text in 

JTD from approximately 1,000 ft. 

to no more than 1,000 ft. There 

is confusion between 14 probes 

stated on JTD   pg. B.5-29 & 16 

probes stated on JTD pg. C.2-16; 

clarify that 2 probes are only 

temporary.  

Text has been revised to indicate 

"less than 1,000 feet."  Section 

B.5 and C.2 have been revised 

to discuss 14 permanent probes 

and 2 temporary  probes.

 -Structure Monitoring   20931   See above.   On-site structures monitored for detection of 

potential landfill gas migrating into bldg. structures 

in accordance with 27 CCR, Sec 20931.  Ch. 10 

(MMRP)

EIR 2007

Ch. 10 (MMRP)

 EIR 2003 3.5.1, p. 3-

42 Exhibit 3-13 3.5.2.3, 

p. 3-53  

 NA   Yes   NRR

 -Monitored Parameters   20932   See above.   Landfill gas consists of methane & carbon dioxide 

along w/traces of other constituents. Production of 

landfill gas w/in refuse cell is of interest due both to 

flammability of methane in conc between 5 & 15 % 

by volume in air & for air pollution reasons.  

 EIR 2003 3.5.1, p. 3-

42 Exhibit 3-13 3.5.2.3, 

p. 3-53 Ch. 10 

(MMRP) EIR 2007 Ch. 

10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 -Monitoring Frequency   20933   See above.   Monitoring probes will be sampled at min on 

quarterly basis to determine if landfill gas is 

migrating away from landfill.  

 EIR 2003 3.5.1, p. 3-

42 Exhibit 3-13 3.5.2.3, 

p. 3-53 Ch. 10 

(MMRP) EIR 2007 Ch. 

10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 -Reporting   20934   See above.   Results from perimeter gas monitoring probes will 

be compiled into report & submitted to SDAPCD, 

EA & CalRecycle on a regular basis.  

 EIR 2003 3.5.1, p. 3-

42 Exhibit 3-13 3.5.2.3, 

p. 3-53 Ch. 10 

(MMRP) EIR 2007 Ch. 

10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 -Reporting and Control of 

Excessive Gas   Concentrations  

 20937   See above.   If compliance levels are exceeded in any   

monitoring probe, adjustments to gas system will   

be initiated &/or additional extraction wells will be 

installed.  

 EIR 2003  

 3.5.1, p. 3-42  

 Exhibit 3-13  

 3.5.2.3, p. 3-53  

 Ch. 10 (MMRP)  

 EIR 2007  

 Ch. 10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 -Control of Excessive Gas 

Concentrations  

 20939   See above.   Once gas control system is installed & operational, 

landfill gas flare station will be primary method for 

disposal of collected gas. Liquid condensate 

collected will be incinerated in flares, treated onsite, 

& removed off-site for disposal.  

 EIR 2003 3.5.1, p. 3-

42 Exhibit 3-13 3.5.2.3, 

p. 3-53 Ch. 10 

(MMRP) EIR 2007 Ch. 

10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes  NRR
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Response to URS Comments
 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Item   27 CCR Section No.  

 JTD 

Section/Page*   Summary of JTD text  

 CEQA Documents 

Section/Page  

 Consistent with 

SWFP Application  

 Complies with 

Requirements?   Comment  

 Resolution  (NRR = No 

Resolution Required)

 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Leachate Monitoring   21790(b)(8)(F) refers 

to 21160, 20340, 

21090(c)(2)  

 Sec. B.5.1.1 – 

pgs. B.5-1 thru 

B.5-9; Sec. C.2.5 

– C.2-10 thru C.2-

12; Sec. E.1.9.1 – 

pg. E.1-13; Fig. 

13, 15, 15A  

 LCRS designed on basis of max anticipated 

leachate generation for disposal area. LCRS design 

consists of granular drainage blanket constructed 

immediately above liner in bottom liner areas. 

Network of leachate collection pipes placed w/in 

granular drainage blanket will convey accumulated 

fluid by gravity flow to mouth of canyon to be 

discharged into two double-walled collection tanks. 

System in place at closure & maintained thru post-

closure. LCRS design over slope liner areas consists 

of gravel pipe collectors wrapped w/geotextile filter 

fabric placed on interior benches along slopes. 

Prelim analysis includes HDPE pipe w/6-in ID & 

SDR of 11 to carry anticipated liquid volume & 

resist crushing under anticipated refuse loads. LCRS 

will be operated to function w/out clogging, clean-

outs will be utilized to annually test LCRS flow 

capability.  

 EIR 2003 3.5.3, p. 3-

56, 57  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 Items Under 21790 (Preliminary 

Plans)  

 21800(c)   Preliminary 

Closure Plan 

included in Parts 

E and F of the 

JTD.  

 The PCPMP specifies that the Final Closure Plan to 

include following items given in above rows for 

Preliminary Closure Plan – closure cost estimate, 

location maps, post-closure land uses, estimate of 

req’d closure, & closure activities.  

 EIR 2003 3.7, p. 3-71-

75 Ch. 10 (MMRP) EIR 

2007 Ch. 10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 Sequence of Closure Stages With 

Dates  

 21800(c)   Not applicable to 

a Preliminary 

Closure Plan  

 NA   NA   NA   NA  NRR

 Schedule for Disbursement   21800(d)   Not applicable to 

a Preliminary 

Closure Plan  

 NA   NA   NA   NA  NRR

 Criteria for Cost Estimate   21815 and 21820   Table 17, 18 and 

Appendix R  

 Adequate documentation of costs provided. 

Estimates appear to be in compliance with Labor 

Code and Caltrans requirements in section 21815.  

 NA   NA   Yes  NRR

 Description of Planned Uses   21825(b)(1) refers to 

21190  

 Sec. B.1.9 – pg. 

B.1-14; Sec. D.1.3 

– pg. D.1-2  

 Ultimate post-closure end use will be undeveloped 

open space. Final cover will be designed to meet 

reg requirements effective at time of closure. Final 

Closure Plan will be prepared & submitted to 

appropriate regulatory agencies at least 2 yrs. prior 

to landfill's anticipated closure date.  

 EIR 2003 3.2.5, p. 3-

21 3.7.4, p. 3-75  

 NA   Yes  NRR

 Description of Maintenance   21825(b)(2) refers to 

21180  

 Sec. E.2 – pgs. 

E.2-1 thru E.2-21  

 Monitoring & Maint activities will include Landfill 

Gas Migration System (¼ yr.); Groundwater System 

(¼ yr.); Stormwater; Final Cover (¼ yr.); Settlement 

(iso settlement maps every 5 yrs.); Vegetative Cover 

(weed control, reseeding, mulching -½ yr., rodent 

control -1 yr.); Main Access Road & Bridge (¼ yr.); 

Drainage Control System (¼ yr.); Site Security (¼ 

yr.).  

 EIR 2003 3.7, p. 3-71-

75 Ch. 10 (MMRP) EIR 

2007 Ch. 10 (MMRP)  

 NA   Yes  NRR
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Response to URS Comments
 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Item   27 CCR Section No.  

 JTD 

Section/Page*   Summary of JTD text  

 CEQA Documents 

Section/Page  

 Consistent with 

SWFP Application  

 Complies with 

Requirements?   Comment  

 Resolution  (NRR = No 

Resolution Required)

 Table 1 Gregory Canyon Landfill – Title 27 Compliance Matrix  

 Emergency Response Plans   21830(b)(1) refers to 

21130  

 Sec. E.3 – pgs. 

E.3-1 thru E.3-7  

 ERP will be carried out immediately whenever an 

event occurs such as fire, explosion, flood, EQ, 

vandalism, surface drainage problems or release of 

any waste product which may threaten public 

health &/or environ. ERP Procedures include 

removal of non-essential employees & equip from 

incident vicinity; identify nearest equip/supplies for 

response; SSO may utilize on-site personnel to 

control incident if possible; Site Engr will 

communicate any damage &/or injury reports to 

SSO & coordinate all emergency actions directed 

by SSO; immediate surveillance of areas affected 

by incident; monitoring conducted to prevent an 

incident from affecting other areas; operator 

prepared for req’d immediate cover placement.  

 Not identified   NA   Yes   Note -Section 21830 

requirements apply to final, not 

preliminary post closure 

maintenance plans.  

Comment noted.

 List of Responsible Parties   21830(b)(2)   Sec. E.2.2 – pg. 

E.2-1; E.2-2  

 Gregory Canyon Limited 160 Industrial Street, 

Suite 200 San Marcos, CA 92708 Jim Simmons, 

Authorized Representative Phone: (760) 471-2365  

 2003 EIR: 3.1, p. 3-1   NA   NA   Section 21830 requirements 

apply to final, not preliminary 

post closure maintenance plans.  

Comment noted.

 Post-Closure Planned Uses   21830(b)(3) refers to 

21190  

 Sec. B.1.9 – p. 

B.1-14; Sec. D.1.3 

– p. D.1-2  

 Ultimate post-closure end use will be undeveloped 

open space. .  

 EIR 2003 3.2.5, p. 3-

21 3.7.4, p. 3-75  

 NA   NA   Section 21830 requirements 

apply to final, not preliminary 

post closure maintenance plans.  

Comment noted.

 As-builts for Monitoring and 

Control Systems, etc.  

 21830(b)(4)   Not applicable.   Not applicable.   N/A   NA   NA   Requirements apply to final, not 

preliminary post closure 

maintenance plans.  

NRR

 Description of Maintenance   21830(b)(5)   Not applicable.   Not applicable.   N/A   NA   NA   Section 21830 requirements 

apply to final, not preliminary 

post closure maintenance plans.  

NRR

 Operations and Maintenance plan 

for Gas Control System  

 21830(b)(6)   Not applicable.   Not applicable.   N/A   NA   NA   Section 21830 requirements 

apply to final, not preliminary 

post closure maintenance plans.  

NRR

 Plan to Report Results of 

Monitoring and   Collection  

 21830(b)(7)   Not applicable.   Not applicable.   N/A   NA   NA   Section 21830 requirements 

apply   to final, not preliminary 

post closure   maintenance 

plans.  

NRR

 Postclosure Maintenance Cost 

Estimates  

 21830(b)(8)   Not applicable.   Not applicable.   N/A   NA   NA   Section 21830 requirements 

apply   to final, not preliminary 

post closure   maintenance 

plans.  

NRR

J:\Gregory Canyon\1997.0139 Permitting\JTD\JTD 2011 January\Agency Comments\Response to Comments URS Table 1 0110111/14/2011 14 of 14



Response to URS Comments
Table 2 Gregory Canyon JTD/SWFP Application Inconsistencies and Other Comments

 Item #   Section   Page*   Inconsistency or Comment   Resolution  

 1.   General    The PDF files would be much more useful with the following bookmarks: JTD 

Volume I to at least the second level on the Table of Contents and all of the 

Figures. Volume II – Appendices and sub-appendices (e.g., D-1, D-2, etc.) slip 

sheets. Volume 3 – Each drawing.  

Will provide for final submittal of any pdf copies.

 2.   General    DEH contact info will need to be updated due to recent LEA move.  Comment noted.

 3.   Table 2   A.1-11   The “Cover” section of Table 2 is missing a row. The four rows should be: Cover 

Materials 21600(b)(6)(A) Alternative Daily Cover and Beneficial Reuse 

21600(b)(6)(B). Cover Frequency 21600(b)(6)(C). Intermediate Cover 

21600(b)(6)(D).  

Table 2 has been corrected to add the missing 

regulation.

 4.   B.2.2.3   B.2-4   Typo -Delete “n” in “Water Course Alternation Permit.”  The "n" in Alteration has been removed.

 5.   B.4.4.8   B.4-17   Text states “… "11.4 million cubic yards (mcy) would be needed for daily 

operations during the life of the landfill. An additional 2.7 mcy of material will be 

necessary to provide for canyon shaping, the operations layer and final cover over 

for the site." JTD Appendix. B-2 indicates 11.4 mcy + 1.2 for operations layer and 

final cover (JTD).  

JTD Appendix B-2 has been revised to indicate 

11.4 mcy and 2.7 for operations layer.  

 6.   B.1.8   B.1-13   “Traffic counts will be made using computerized records. These records will be 

available for review by LEA during operational hours.” B.5.5 on page B.5-44 states – 

“The landfill operator shall report traffic count information to the Department of 

Environmental Health on a weekly basis in writing.”  

The text in Section B.5.5 has been revised to 

reflect the information in Section B.1.8.

 7.   B.1.8   B.1-14   The end of B.1.8 states “Those mitigation measures can be found in Attachment 

3A, Table 10-1, Pages 6-7 of the Joint Technical Document.” Should be Appendix D 

of the JTD or Attachment 3 of the SWFP application.  

Revised text to reference Appendix D-2, pages 6 

and 7.

 8.   B.3.1.4   B.3-4   The location of the proposed well and 10,000-gallon storage tank is shown in 

Figure 1 of Appendix G-1 (2009 Technical Memorandum). These features are not 

shown on Fig 1 in G-1. Suggest adding them to JTD Fig 2 or inserting the existing 

Figure that shows them as Fig 2B.  

The water tank and proposed well are now 

shown on Figure 2.  References in Section 

B.3.1.4 have been revised to Figure 2.

 9.   B.4.4.5.1   B.4-15   “The use of ADC has been shown to reduce refuse-to-daily/intermediate cover 

ratios from 4:1 to 7:1” C.2.2.2, p. C.2-3 (and Table 9A, p. C.2-4) states – “The use of 

ADC has been shown to reduce refuse-to daily cover ratios from 4:1 to at least 

7.5:1.”  

Section B.4.4.5.1 has been revised to indicate 

7.5:1.

 10.   B.4.4.8   B.4-17   Sections B.4.4.8, Appendix B-2 and C.2.2.3 need to be consistent. May be practical 

to develop text in B.4.4.8 and refer reader to that section in C.2.2.3 instead of 

repeating it. Additionally C.3.1 also needs to be consistent.  

Sections B.4.4.8, C.2.2.3, and C.3.2 and 

Appendix B-2 are all consistent.  Text has not 

been removed from one section to the next as 

they discuss either cover availability or material 

(overall) availability.

 JTD Volume I  
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Response to URS Comments
Table 2 Gregory Canyon JTD/SWFP Application Inconsistencies and Other Comments

 Item #   Section   Page*   Inconsistency or Comment   Resolution  

 11.   B.5.1.3.1   B.5-12 to 15   Groundwater Monitoring Well Locations: To eliminate inconsistencies and 

improve clarity to the reader it is suggested that a table be included that identifies 

the names of wells in the network, the groundwater zone or zones that will be 

monitored (alluvium, weathered bedrock, fractured bedrock, consistent with the 

Huntley recommendations) and the purpose of the well (compliance, sentry, 

background, upgradient, downgradient, cross gradient). It is recommended that the 

table be presented in this manner and in the order of the groundwater 

zone—alluvial, weathered bedrock and fractured bedrock. The number of the wells 

in the network should be updated in the text to reflect those wells recommended 

by Dr. Huntley that are yet to be installed. The proposed wells should be shown on 

a figure and designated as such.  

Section B.5.1.3.1 has been revised as suggested.

 12.   B.5.2.2   B.5-28   Text should also include reference to: San Diego Rule 59.1 – Municipal Solid 

Waste Landfills and its landfill gas control requirements, with respect to surface 

emissions. New AB 32, Greenhouse Gas (GHG), requirements for landfills 

California Code of Regulations, Title 17, Subchapter 10 – Climate Change, Article 

4, Subarticle 6, Sections 95460 to 95476 as it applies to the proposed GCLF.  

The text in Section B.5.2.2 has been revised to 

reference these regulations.

 13.   B.5.2.3.3   B.5-32   “The condensate will then be transported off-site.” Section C.2.7.1 (second 

paragraph) and Section C.2.7.2 (paragraph 3) state that there are several options 

for condensate disposal including on-site treatment and/or injection into a LFG 

flare. Not consistent.  

Section B.5.2.3.3 has been revised to be 

consistent with Sections C.2.7.1 and C.2.7.2.

 14.   B.5.3.1   B.5-33 to 36   The discussion of riparian groundwater use and mitigation in the Dust Control 

section is a little odd. It would probably fit better in the groundwater monitoring, 

hydrogeology or utilities section.  

No change proposed.  The discussions are in the 

correct location for the intended purpose.  

However, a cross-reference to the more detailed 

discussion in Section B.5.3.1 will be added to 

Section B.3.1.4.
 15   B.5.3.1   B.5-33   “The location of the wells where riparian underflow would be pumped are shown 

on Figure 1 of Appendix G-1 (Water Supply Report).” Figure call out is not correct. 

Same issue on p. B.5-33.  

Figure 1 of  the  "Evaluation of Additional 

Percolating Groundwater Resources at the 

Gregory Canyon Property" should have been 

referenced.  The text has been revised 

accordingly.
 16.   C.2.2.2   C.2-2   The graphical documentation (stereographic plots showing the fracture data and 

proposed slope inclinations) to support the kinematic analyses of proposed the 

excavation slopes should be included in Appendix C.  

These plots are referenced in Appendix C as 

being provided in the GLA Phase 5 - 

Hydrogeologic Report (1997).  They may be 

viewed in the 2002 FEIR; Volume I.
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Response to URS Comments
Table 2 Gregory Canyon JTD/SWFP Application Inconsistencies and Other Comments

 Item #   Section   Page*   Inconsistency or Comment   Resolution  

 17.   C.2.2.4   C.2-4   The six critical sections, static analyses and psuedo-static analyses performed on 

the stockpile/barrow area sections are not included in Appendix C.  

The text has been modified to reflect more 

recent stability analyses that were performed 

using two critical cross-sections within the 

borrow/stockpile area.  These are provided in 

Appendix C, Figures 3-3A and 3-3B.  The cross-

section line locations are shown on Figure 2-7.
 18.   C.2.7.3   C.2-16   Landfill gas probes are on Figure 10D, not Figure 2. Also, text should be revised to 

reflect 14 perimeter probes and two temporary probes consistent with B.5.2.3.2.  

The text has been revised as requested.

 19.   C.2.9.4.5   C.2-34   “Once an area reaches 20 percent of pre-developed vegetative condition then 

storm water flows will be diverted to the perimeter channels.” It should say 70%.  

The text has been revised to reflect 70%.

 20.   C.4.3   C.4-3   The terms Geotechnical Consultant and Geotechnical CQA Consultant are 

inconsistently used in the JTD text, App. M (pg. 3) & App. N (pg. 5).  

The JTD has been revised to refer to 

"Geotechnical CQA Consultant."

 21.   C.4.2; C.4.3   C.4-2; C.4-3   CQA inspection personnel should be called CQA inspectors instead of monitors in 

Appendix M & Appendix N to be consistent with Title 27.  

The JTD has been revised to refer to "CQA 

Inspection Personnel/Monitor."

 22.   C.4.4.2   C.4-10   List of minimum requirements in Section 20324(d)(1) or for daily reports should be 

included in the JTD text, Appendix M ( pgs 32, 33) and Appendix N (page 49).  

Section C.4.4 has been revised to reference that 

the details for daily reporting are included in  

Appendices M and N.
 23.   C.4.4.2   C.4-10, C.4-

11  

 Monthly Construction summaries are included in App M and N but not in text.  Section C.4.4.2, which includes a subheading 

"Monthly Construction Summaries" has been 

modified and titled Daily Construction Reports. 

This section has been revised to be consistent 

with the daily reporting requirements identified 

in App M and N. 
 24.   D.3.2; 

Appendix. I-1  

 D.3-1; 2-1   App. I-1 uses Fallbrook rain gauge data (~10 miles NW of project); median annual 

rainfall for 30 yrs. of data = 14.1in. D.3.2 uses gauging stations in Escondido to S, 

Fallbrook to W, & Lake Henshaw to E (10-20 miles from project); average annual 

rainfall = 17.5-25.27in. Figure 28A – Iaohyetal Map shows ~16.6 in.  

No change proposed.  The current JTD 

discussion was revised to be consistent with the 

discussion in the RFEIR.  As discussed in the 

RFEIR, the use of a particular rainfall station is 

dependent on the purpose of the analysis.
 25.   D.3.2; 

Appendix. I-2  

 D.3-1; 2-2   App. I-1 uses rainy season from Oct thru April w/most significant rain events 

occurring Dec thru March. D.3.2 says rainy season from Nov thru April.  

Text has been revised to reflect the rainy season 

from October through April with the most 

significant occurring in December through 

March.
 26.   D.5.6   D.5-24   The JTD text correctly indicates that the wells are shown on Figure 30A, but the 

footnote on Table 12D says well locations are shown on Figure 2-2.  

Table 12D has been revised to reference Figure 

30A.
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Response to URS Comments
Table 2 Gregory Canyon JTD/SWFP Application Inconsistencies and Other Comments

 Item #   Section   Page*   Inconsistency or Comment   Resolution  

 27.   E.1.4.2   E.1.8   “Two settlement monuments and two permanent survey monuments will be 

placed on the landfill area in accordance with 27 CCR, Section 20950. The 

locations proposed for the monuments are shown on Figure 9.” Only one 

monument location is shown on Fig 9.  

The text has been corrected to indicate that 

there is one permanent survey monument.  

 28.   E.1.7.2   E.1-11   States USLE   is used. Make consistent with Section C.2.8.3.4 and Appendix L. The text is consistent and indicates that USLE 

was used.

 29.   E.2.3.4   E.2-4   “The general maintenance of the landfill gas extraction/control system involves 

weekly inspections by operating personnel of all wells, pipelines, mainline valves, 

and mainline sample points.” Table 14 and page E.2-7 says quarterly.  

The text and Table 14 now indicate weekly 

inspections.

 30.   E.2.4.1   E.2-7   Suggest updating to reflect the surface emission limits of <= 200ppmv (per the 

California GHG regulations – Title 17, Subchapter 10, Article 4, Subarticle 6, 

Sections 95460 to 95476).  

Section E.2.4.1 has been revised to add "or any 

other applicable standard as promulgated."

 31.   E.2.8.2   E.2-13  “Figure 30 shows a typical cross-section of the final cover system design.” The 

correct Figure is

31.

The figure reference has been corrected.

 32.   Figure 11    The footprint shown on Figure 11 to accommodate the LFG flares, blowers, 

condensate knockout tanks, and condensate collection sumps that would be a little 

tight within the footprint included on this figure. Ultimately, generating the quantity 

of LFG expected would likely warrant the opportunity to install a LFG to energy 

facility and there does not appear to be enough room for this.  

The space allocated for the flare station is 

approximately 3,500 square feet.  This is ample 

area for the gas collection/control facilities and 

potentially for any other equipment associated 

with energy recovery.

 33.   Appendix A    Subtitle D Checklist, Location Restriction B2 -Wetlands -The location restriction 

addresses wetlands related to MSWLF units. The ACOE 404 permit application and 

indicates that <0.1 acres of wetlands would be impacted by the bridge 

construction. It would be reasonable to consider that the current location 

restriction analysis is correct considering that the bridge is not the MSWLF unit and 

that the bridge could be designed and constructed without impacting the wetlands 

(albeit at a significant cost). Legal counsel may be appropriate to determine if the 

checklist should be changed.  

No change proposed to this discussion.  The 

bridge is not part of the MSWLF, as defined in 

Subtitle D regulations, as no solid waste is 

"received" at that location (see 40 CFR 258.2).

 34.   Appendix B , 

Appendix B-4  

  Siting element is included twice in the JTD (Appendix B and Appendix B-4) as well 

as in the SWFP App – Attachment 4. JTD Appendix B is 1997 version. Unclear why 

this is here since the 2005 version in Appendix B-4 supersedes it. DEH prefers it in 

the SWFP application and not the JTD.  

The 1997 Siting Element has been removed and 

reference removed from Section B.2.2.3.  

However, the 2005 version in Appendix B-4 

remains as it completes the JTD, as the JTD and 

SWFP application are considered separate and 

not companion documents.  
 35.   Appendix. B-3    Legal Description same as SWFP-A (redundant).  See response to Comment 34.

 JTD Appendices  
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Response to URS Comments
Table 2 Gregory Canyon JTD/SWFP Application Inconsistencies and Other Comments

 Item #   Section   Page*   Inconsistency or Comment   Resolution  

 36.   Appendix. 

C;D.4.6,  

 3-7, Figs 3-

3A, 3-3B; 

D.4-17  

 Text says calculated min FS = 1.9 from results in Fig 3-3A and 3-3B; Fig 3-3A shows 

a FS = 1.5. The 1.9 number appears to be a typo.  

Text has been corrected to match Appendix C.

 37.   Appendix. C   3-7   Cannot locate Figure 3-1 that is referenced in Appendix C.  Figure 3-1 is provided herein for inclusion in 

Appendix C.

 38.   Appendix. D    Though the BMPs and monitoring strategy is still current, it appears that all 

elements of the SWPPP may not have been updated per the latest General 

Construction Permit (Project Risk Level assessment, identification of the LRP, QSD, 

and QSP, etc.). If it is acceptable to the RWQCB and LEA, in order to avoid 

needing to amend the JTD every time the stormwater regs or SWPPP changes, it 

may be advisable to revise the JTD text to indicate that the facility will operate 

under a current SWPPP that has been prepared and updated to reflect the current 

general permit requirements, and that the current version of the SWPPP will be  

provided to the LEA (it has to be submitted to the RWQCB anyway) This language, 

combined with the general drainage and erosion control discussion in Section B.5.4 

and the BMPs shown on the JTD Figures could be adequate for a complete and 

correct determination by the LEA.

The text in Section B.5.1.4 has been revised as 

recommended.

 39.   Appendix D-2 

and associated 

tables 10-1 

and 10-3  

  The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) users guide would be 

much more useful if it included the source document for each measure (e.g., Prop 

C, 2003 EIR, 2007 EIR, etc.). With this additional clarification, the source 

documents themselves could be cited as references in the JTD and MM excerpts 

from the source documents may not need to be included in the JTD.  

The User's Guide was submitted as matter of 

convenience to assist LEA in administering the 

MMRP.  The recommended revisions can be 

made  at a future time if requested by LEA, but 

this is not related to a completeness 

determination since this is not a required 

element.
 40.   Appendix. I    The 100-yr and 10-year, 6-hr calculations are provided but not the 100-yr, 24-hr 

calculations as stated on page B.5-41 in the JTD.  

Intensity-Duration curves have been developed 

by the County of San Diego and are based on 

the 6-hour precipitation event.  This is then 

inputted into the software program which then 

produces a site specific curve from which to 

computed rainfall.  Since only the peak flow (Q), 

not the peak volume, was needed for this site 

analysis only the duration for the time 

concentration (Tc) for a 100-year event is 

needed to design the onsite protection facilities 

to comply with Title 27
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Response to URS Comments
Table 2 Gregory Canyon JTD/SWFP Application Inconsistencies and Other Comments

 Item #   Section   Page*   Inconsistency or Comment   Resolution  

 41.   Appendix. I-1    Hydrogeomorphology report -The hydrology calculations in Appendix I show that 

the proposed condition reduces the flow compared to the existing conditions. In 

the Hydromod section, it states that the infiltration areas are used to reduce the 

WQ volume. If the proposed condition is less that existing, infiltration basins would 

not be needed for hydromod.  

The surface water calculations in Appendix I 

show that there is a reduction in peak flow (Q) 

not volume.  When the landfill reaches full build 

out the peak volume of runoff will likely increase 

when compared to the existing condition.

 42.   Appendix. J    Confirm that facilities were sized for 100-year, 24 hour storm event since 

calculations were not found in Appendix I.  

Appendix I contains the proposed final 

conceptual design and the associated hydrology 

study.  The AES output contains verification of 

the conceptual hydraulic design of the perimeter 

and major down drain structures.  The final 

design of the drainage structures will be verified 

upon design of each phase.
 43.   Appendix. N   6, 7   Title 27 requires that the CQA Officer be a CA reg civil engr or certified engr 

geologist. Appendix N lists the Geotechnical Project Director with these 

qualifications.  

Appendix N, Section 2.2 includes definitions for 

the CQA staff.  The Geotechnical Project 

Director is equivalent to the CQA Officer 

identified in Title 27, a State of California 

registered professional. 
 44.   Appendix P    Financial Assurance Docs are redundantly included in both Appendix R and in the 

SWFP application, Attachment 5 -“to be provided” is stated in both locations. 

(Finalized documents will be needed).  

Financial documents are now included in 

Appendix R and SWFP application.  A copy will 

remain in each document as they are considered 

separate and not companion documents. 
 45.   Appendix. S    WDRs are also in SWFP Tab D-2 (redundant).  See response to Comment 44.

 1.   SWFP   Part 6   Item C shows that date of the JTD as March 2010  instead of September  Part 6 has been corrected to indicate the 

September 2010 date.

 2.   SWFP   D-2  County Water Authority ROW application is in PDF in this section but should be D-

6 instead of D-2.

SWFP attachments D-2 and D-6 have been 

corrected.

 3.   SWFP   EIR Mitigation Measures in Attachment 3 are redundant with JTD Appendix D-2. 

Suggest eliminating the copy in the SWFP app and replace with a slip sheet 

referring to JTD Appendix D-2.

See response to Comment 44.

 4.   SWFP    Attachment 6 Insurance cert in hard copy missing from PDF.  A copy of the Insurance Certificate is now 

included.

 SWFP Application  
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Response to Comments
Table 1

URS Review of JTD (Including PCPMP) and CEQA

 Item 

#  

 JTD (Section, 

Page)*   JTD Text  

 EIR 2003 (Section, 

Page)   EIR 2003 -Text  

 Comment (JTD v. EIR 

2003)  

 EIR 2007 

(Section, 

Page)   EIR 2007  

 Comment (re: EIR 

2007)   "Other" documents  Response/Discussion

 1   A.2.1, p. A.2-1   1,770 acres   3.1, p. 3-1   1,770 acre   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A   SWFP (Habitat 

Restoration Plan) 2.2, 

p. 2-1 -1,783 acres 

(discrepancy in 

acreage)  

EIR p. 3-1describes the 1,770 cares owned by 

GCL and the approximately13 acres 

(rounded) owned by SDG&E that are 

proposed to be acquired.  JTD text revised to 

refer to the 13.43 acres to be acquired from 

SDG&E.
 2   A.2.1, p. A.2-1   308 acres   3.2, p. 3-5   Approximately 308 acres; Table 3-1 = 307.8   Minor acreage 

inconsistency  

 4.9, p. 4.9-

14  

 308.6 acres   Minor acreage 

inconsistency  

 SWFP (Habitat 

Restoration Plan) 2.3, 

p. 2-1 -308.6 acres  

JTD text revised to state 308.6 acres.

 3   A.2.1, p. A.2-1   Two dairies (the Lucio and Verboom properties) were 

operated for a number of years within the property limits 

though neither operated within the proposed disposal area 

footprint  

 3.1, p. 3-4   …one dairy is operational on the site   Minor inconsistency 

(also see EIR 2003 

Land Use section)  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The discussions are not inconsistent.  The JTD 

describes the historic uses, while the EIR 

describes the condition as of 2002 (the Lucio 

Diary had closed).
 4   A.2.1, p. A.2-1   183 acres will be used for refuse disposal   3.1, p. 3-5   Table 3-1: landfill footprint 196.3 acres   Different numbers 

(global -196 figure 

seen thru EIR 2003). 

The EIR evaluation of a 

larger site is 

conservative.  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The disposal area is 183 acres.  The additional 

13.1 acres is for the pads to be constructed 

for the relocated SDG&E power line right of 

way.

 5   A.2.2, p. A.2-3   Gregory Canyon Limited will also be shown as the operator 

of record on all permits and approvals. Actual day-to-day 

operations at the site will be conducted by a contract 

operator.  

 N/A   N/A   EIR 2003 speaks 

generally of "an 

operator", no mention 

of "contract operator" 

for day-to-day 

operations in Project 

Description  

 N/A   N/A   EIR 2007 speaks 

generally of "an 

operator", no 

mention of "contract 

operator" for day-to-

day operations in 

Project Description  

 NA  GCL will be listed as the operator under the 

SWFP and has compliance responsibility.  

Some functions, such as "cut and cover," are 

proposed to be contracted out.

 6   A.2.2, p. A.2-3   Gregory Canyon Limited Certificate of President and 

Presiding Member of Gregory Canyon, Ltd. LLC (A.5)  

 3.1, p. 3-4   Gregory Canyon, Ltd.   Discrepancy in name   N/A   N/A   EIR 2007 uses 

Gregory Canyon, 

Ltd. In appendices  

 SWFP (Habitat 

Restoration Plan) 2.1, 

p. 2-1 -Gregory 

Canyon Ltd, LLC 

(Discrepancy in 

name used 

throughout doc 

(however, cover says 

Gregory Canyon 

Ltd.))  

The official name of the entity is "Gregory 

Canyon, Ltd., a limited liability company. " 

While some abbreviations are used, there is 

no question that this is the entity that will 

own and operate the facility.

 7   A.2.3, p. A.2-5   The proposed disposal area will provide approximately 

30.731.1 million tons of refuse capacity  

 3.6.1, p. 3-60 

ES3.2, p. ES-3  

 It is anticipated that an average of approximately 3,200 

tpd, or 1.0 million tons annually, of waste will be deposited 

at the landfill over its site life with maximum peaks of 5,000 

tpd experienced occasionally, based on the waste stream 

projections for North County. Accounting for the volume 

occupied by the containment system, daily, intermediate, 

and final covers, the estimated site life is approximately 30 

years. ...with a 30-million ton capacity  

 JTD = 30.7 million 

tons, EIR 2003 implies 

30.0 million tons in EIR 

Project Description 

(PD), indicates 30 

million in ES  

 4.5.3.2, p. 

4.5-9  

 N/A   JTD = 30.7 million 

tons, EIR 2007 also 

implies 30.0 million 

tons  

 N/A  EIR p. 3-60 provides for disposal capacity of 

33.43 million tons; the JTD estimate is lower.  

Narrative discussions in the EIR provide 

approximations only.  Latest capacity 

estimate dated January 2011 is 30.8 million 

tons; JTD to be revised accordingly.

 8   A.2.3, p. A.2-5, 

Appx B-2  

 The project described in the JTD was downsized from the 

“proposed project” in the FEIR and as a result has less 

potential impacts than would occur from the “proposed 

project” in the FEIR. Appendix B-2 presents comparison 

information contained in the FEIR and JTD to show these 

changes. JTD App. B-2 indicates 49.44 mcy or 33.43 million 

tons (FEIR "Proposed Project")  

 3.6.1, p. 3-60   The total estimated refuse volume, based on a refuse to 

daily and intermediate soil cover volume ratio of 4:1, is 

approximately 49.44 49.52 mcy or 33.43 million tons based 

on an in-place refuse density of 1,350 lbs/cy  

 The extra digits in the 

EIR 2003 are a typo.  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides the most up to date 

information related to disposal capacity, 

which is less than the 33.43 million tons 

analyzed in the EIR.

 9   A.2.4, p. A.2-6   Total PGM accepted as ADC may not exceed 20% of the 

amount of waste accepted for disposal each day  

 N/A   N/A   Info not included in 

EIR 2003 PD  

 N/A   N/A   Info not included in 

EIR 2007  

 N/A  JTD Section B.4.5.5.1 has been revised to 

reflect newer Title 27 regulations governing 

use of PGM as ADC; anticipated volume of 

ADC is now expected to be substantially less 

than the prior estimate of up to 20% of waste 

received.  JTD text revised to delete last bullet 

in Section A.2.4.
 10   B.1.2, p. B.1-3   A sand and gravel extraction operation was formerly located 

south of SR76 approximately 3,000 feet north of the proposed 

landfill footprint, but is now inactive.  

 3.1, p. 3-4 4.1, p. 4-

4  

 H.G. Fenton Materials…a sand and gravel 

operation…located to the northeast The H. G. Fenton 

Materials, Inc. (formerly known as Fenton) sand and gravel 

mining operation is located south of SR 76 about 3,000 feet 

north of the proposed landfill footprint.  

 Contradicts (also see 

EIR 2003 Land Use 

section)  

 4.12, p. 4.12-

2  

 Fenton Material 

currently used for 

sand and gravel 

operations  

 Contradicts   N/A  The JTD provides updated information that 

the Fenton Materials quarry is no longer 

operational.

 11   B.1.4, p. B.1-3   13 acres for power pole pads.   3.1, p. 3-5   Table 3-1: Footnote a: includes 13.1 acres for the three 

SDG&E transmission pads  

 Minor -JTD rounds 

number  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  JTD text revised to state 13.1 acres.

 12   B.1.4, p. B.1-3   The remaining 25 acres will be utilized for the main access 

roads and bridge, desilting basins, stockpile/borrow area, haul 

road and the ancillary facilities discussed in Section B.3. 

(stockpiles = to 87 acres -should not be included in this 

sentence; delete)  

 3.1, p. 3-5   Table 3-1: Ancillary Facilities Area (11.9 ac), access road 

and bridge (4.1 ac), borrow/stockpile haul road (3.1 ac), 

desilting basin E (1.8 ac), desilting basin W (3.7 ac) = 24.6 

acres  

 Typo in JTD; Minor -

JTD rounds number  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  JTD has more detail; JTD text revised to state 

24.6 acres.

Table 1

Review of JTD (including PCPMP) and CEQA Documents
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Table 1

URS Review of JTD (Including PCPMP) and CEQA

 Item 

#  

 JTD (Section, 

Page)*   JTD Text  

 EIR 2003 (Section, 

Page)   EIR 2003 -Text  

 Comment (JTD v. EIR 

2003)  

 EIR 2007 

(Section, 

Page)   EIR 2007  

 Comment (re: EIR 

2007)   "Other" documents  Response/Discussion

Table 1

Review of JTD (including PCPMP) and CEQA Documents

 13   B.1.4, p. B.1-4   Two additional parcels, totaling 13.43 acres, are within the 

overall project boundary but are owned and maintained by 

San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E).  

 3.1, p. 3-1   SDG&E owns two parcels totaling 13 acres   Minor -EIR 2003 

rounds number  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  JTD has more detail and does not round; see 

response to Comment 1.

 14   B.1.4, p. B.1-4  The landfill owner is in the process of acquiring these parcels. 3.1, p. 3-1 These parcels will be incorporated into the site

area…resulting in a total size of approx. 1,766.5

acres

Info deleted from

JTD

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  Property acquisition not included in 

regulatory requirements addressed in SWFP 

or WDR's, therefore discussion not needed 

for JTD.  LEA had recommended deletion.
 15   B.1.5.1, p. B.1-5   Though the service area has not been determined, it is 

anticipated that the GCLF will serve the North County area of 

San Diego County.  

 2.1, p. 2-1   (Objective) Provide a Class III solid waste disposal facility 

that is locally available, cost effective, and provides a long-

term solution (i.e., 25 years) for disposal of waste generated 

in North County jurisdictions.  

 EIR more definitive 

that the objective is to 

serve North County  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  No inconsistency - the primary market area is 

expected to be North County, but other areas 

may also be served. EIR discussion is a 

statement of general intent in the project 

description and the JTD is a description of 

anticipated operations.  
 16   B.1.6, p. B.1-11   Site Capacity Section.   3.6.1, p. 3-60   Wastestream Characteristics and Volumes   Conflicting numbers 

(But JTD App. B-2 

updates these)  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides the most up to date 

information related to disposal capacity - 30.8 

million tons, which is less than the 33.43 

million tons analyzed in the EIR.
 17   B.1.8, p. B.1-13  Bullet list of vehicles includes 3 types of water trucks.  3.4.2, p. 3-32  Table 3-3: Bullet list on p-32 lists no water trucks;

Table 3-3 lists only 5,000 Gallon Water Truck;

Consistency 4.5.3.2, p.

4.5-12

in contrast to 

previous

traffic studies for the

project,

implementation of

water trucks…

consistent with JTD 

in that water trucks

are noted; however,

not updated in

Project Description

 N/A  The JTD provides greater detail.  Trip limits in 

EIR MM's are per vehicle (e.g. 675 trips per 

day) with no distinction between vehicle size.

 18   B.1.8, p. B.1-14   Mitigation measures related to the early warning system for 

both daily and hourly traffic restrictions are contained in 

Mitigation Measures 4.5-2 and 4.5-3 of the EIR.  

 Section 3, 4.5   N/A   Example of Different 

MM #s between 2003 

and 2007 EIRs  

 N/A   N/A   JTD intended to use 

2007 MMs 

numbering in JTD  

 N/A  The MMRP as updated in the 2007 RFEIR is 

utilized for the JTD, since it is the most recent 

compilation of MM's.

 19   B.1.8, p.B.1-13, 

15  

 Implementation of the daily traffic restriction is set forth in 

Mitigation Measure MM 4.5-2 of the EIR…4.5-3 of the FEIR.  

 MM 4.5-2   MM 4.5-3   Example of different 

MM #s  

 N/A   N/A   JTD intended to use 

2007 MMs 

numbering in JTD  

 N/A  The MMRP updated in the 2007 RFEIR is 

utilized for the JTD, since it is the most recent 

compilation of MM's.
 20   B.1-7   14 CCR, Section 17354   Ch. 4-15, p. 15   EIR states "14 CCR, Section 1354" instead of "14 CCR, 

Section 17354" for tire storage on site.  

 Apparent typo in EIR      JTD has correct citation.

 21   B.2.2.3, p. B.2-4   A revised Siting Element was prepared and approved by the 

County of San Diego on January 5, 2005 and approved by the 

CIWMBCalRecycle on September 20-21, 2005.  

 4.1, p. 4.1-16   The CIWMP (approved and adopted September 16, 1996 

by the County Board of Supervisors) The County Siting 

Element, which is part of the CIWMP.  

 Updated siting 

element  

 4.1.3.9, p. 

4.1-1  

 CIWMB approved 

the CIWMP for 

SDCo. On Feb. 12, 

1997…Countywide 

Siting 

Element…approved 

by the CIWMB on 

September 21, 2005  

 consistency   N/A  The JTD provides updated information.  The 

2005 Siting Element  is noted in the 2007 

RFEIR and is contained in the administrative 

record compiled in support of the 2007 

RFEIR.

 22   B.3.1, p. B.3-1   The temporary facilities, such as scales and structures, will be 

replaced with permanent facilities within three years of the 

initial receipt of waste.  

 N/A   N/A   Not ID'ed in PD   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides greater detail.

 23   B.3.1.1, p. B.3-1   In addition, the improvements will widen the roadway from 

52 to 64 feet to provide for an eastbound deceleration lane 

and a westbound turn lane into the GCLF. The proposed 

access road from SR 76 will be two to three lanes, 

approximately 32-36 feet wide and will include a bridge over 

the San Luis Rey River.  

 ES3.2, p. ES-5   The improvements include an increase in pavement width 

west of the access road to 48 feet to provide for an 

eastbound deceleration lane, and pavement improvements 

east of the access road to a width of 36 feet to 

accommodate a westbound left turn lane. The proposed 

access road from SR 76 to the ancillary facilities area is a 

two to three lane paved road, 32 to 44 feet wide.  

 Minor inconsistency 

in Road lengths  

 N/A   N/A   Consistent with JTD   N/A  The JTD provides greater detail.  The wider 

right of way on SR 76 is accounted for within 

the 308.6 acre disturbance from the project, 

which was verified in the 2007 RFEIR.

 24   B.3.1.1, p. B.3-2   A bridge, approximately 681 feet in length, supported by five 

large diameter piers.  

 3.2.3, p. 3-14   A bridge, approximately 640 feet in length, with five sets of 

two piles each (for a total of ten piles).  

 Minor inconsistency   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The longer bridge span was adopted to avoid 

any requirement for permanent dredge and 

fill in the San Luis Rey River channel, beyond 

the support pillars, reducing the 

environmental impacts to riparian areas 

analyzed in the EIR.  The acreage of 

permanent fill for the bridge pillars is the 

same under both pillar configurations, less 

than .01 acres, which was confirmed in the 

2010 Addendum.
 25   B.3.1.4, p. B.3-4   A 10,000-gallon water tank will be constructed within Borrow-

Stockpile Area B to provide water for dust control related to 

excavation or placement of soil at this location. The water 

tank would be continuously refilled from proposed 

percolating groundwater wells located at the western edge of 

Borrow/Stockpile Area B.  

 N/A   N/A   Not ID'ed in PD   N/A   N/A   N/A   Addressed in 2009 

addendum  
The JTD provides greater detail.  Potential 

impacts were analyzed in the 2009 

Addendum.
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#  
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Table 1

Review of JTD (including PCPMP) and CEQA Documents

 26   B.3.1.4.1, p. B.3-

5  

 Based on a more recent evaluation of water needs, the 

operator has determined that it can purchase clay liner 

material pre-conditioned at the clay mine, eliminating the 

requirement for the 125,000 gallons per day of water. In 

addition, the operator will implement the widespread use of 

chemical dust suppressants for unpaved roads on the landfill 

 N/A   N/A   Not ID'ed in PD or 

4.3  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   Addressed in 2009 

addendum  
The JTD provides greater detail.  Potential 

impacts were analyzed in the 2009 

Addendum.

 27   B.3.1.5, p. B.3-6   The operations support facilities will consist of an office 

building to be used for administrative functions, a 

maintenance building, an equipment and storage area, a 

parking area for employees and visitors, a water tank, 

portable toilets, and a concrete pad used for temporary 

storage of source separated recyclable goods, which will be 

 N/A   N/A   PD mentioned a 

recyclable area with 

bins for drop-off -

minor inconsistency.  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides greater detail.

 28   B.3.1.8, p. B.3-7   At this location, the LCRS outfall will discharge into one of 

two 10,000-gallon leachate storage tanks. The outfall pipe is 

connected to up to two 10,000-gallon leachate collection 

storage tanks located in the southwest corner of the ancillary 

facilities area. (B.5.1.1.2, p. B.5-3). The outfall pipe will 

discharge to two 10,000-gallon leachate collection storage 

tanks located in the southwest corner of the ancillary facilities. 

(C.2.5.4, p. C.2-12). Leachate will flow from the outfall to two 

above ground tanks with a minimum storage capacity of 

20,000 gallons (C.2.5.4.1, p. C.2-13).  

 3.2.4, p. 3-19   Two 10,000-gallon leachate holding tanks and one 10,000-

gallon subdrain water tank will be located in the 

southwestern corner of the ancillary facilities area.  

 Minor inconsistency. 

JTD reasonably 

assumes that the EIR 

language intent is that 

the two tanks are the 

maximum, not 

minimum.  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides greater detail.  The need for 

a second leachate holding tank will be 

determined based on actual leachate 

generation.  Construction may be less than 

assumed for the EIR impacts analysis.

 29   B.4.1, p. B.4-1   Traffic coming to the site before the hours of operation will 

be queued on the access road up to the fee booths/scales to 

prevent stacking of vehicles on SR76. To accommodate the 

queuing, the gates located at the north side of the bridge will 

be opened one hour prior to the hours of operation. 

Therefore, the entrance gates will be opened at 6:00 a.m. 

Monday through Friday, and 7:00 a.m. on Saturday. (B.5.5, p. 

B.5-43).  

 N/A   N/A   Minor inconsistency. 

It is reasonable to 

assume that opening 

the gate is not 

considered 

"operating".  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  Agreed, under 27 CCR 20164 "operating" 

refers to the placement of waste in a waste 

management unit.

 30   B.4.2.1, p. B.4-2   Actual staffing is dependent on the waste inflow rate. This 

level of staffing is based on handling the average (3,200 TPD) 

to peak (5,000 TPD) tons per day received.  

 3.4.9, p. 3-39   The number of employees needed to operate and maintain 

a sanitary landfill is dependent on the hours a facility is 

open, the daily tonnage received, and the overall areas to 

be maintained.  

 Minor inconsistency   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  JTD text revised to be consistent with EIR 

discussion.

 31   Table 6, p. B.4-2   Traffic Director/Spotter = 2; Recycled Water Supervisor = 1; 

Total = 22  

 Table 3-2, p. 3-40   Traffic Director/Spotter = 1; Total = 20   Minor inconsistency   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides greater detail. The use of 

recycled water was not incorporated into the 

project until the 2007 RFEIR. Recycled water 

supervisor is included as a project design 

feature.  The additional traffic spotter will 

better facilitate movement on internal roads.  

Additional traffic trips from additional 

employee vehicles must still stay within daily 

and hourly limits.
 32   B.4.4.1.1, p. B.4-

7 B.5.3.1, p. B.5-

37  

 Excavated rock will be stored on-site for future use, or ground 

for use as daily or intermediate cover., or used as base 

material for the internal haul roads. Any excess material may 

be exported offsite. Most unpaved haul roads will be 

constructed with a non-toxic soil sealant, which is thoroughly 

mixed into the uppermost six inches of the road, and then 

maintained periodically with a topical application of soil 

 3.4.6, p. 3-38   Crushed rock will be stored for future use, ground for use 

as daily or intermediate cover or for use on the internal haul 

roads, and any excess material could be exported off site 

for sale if a MUP is obtained.  

 EIR analysis includes 

the potential to export 

rock and to use 

crushed rock for 

roads. This is has been 

removed from the 

JTD.  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  Even though analyzed in the EIR, GCL does 

not intend to export rock off-site for sale.

 33   B.4.4.5.1, p. B.4-

15  

 The use of ADC has been shown to reduce refuse-to 

daily/intermediate cover ratios from 4:1 to 7:1, The use of 

ADC has been shown to reduce refuse-to daily cover ratios 

from 4:1 to at least 7.5:1 (C.2.2.2, p. C.2-3 & Table 9A, p. C.2-

4).  

 3.4.5.1, p. 3-38   The use of ADC has been shown to reduce refuse-to-daily 

cover ratios from 4:1 to 7:1.  

 7:1 v 7:5.1 (conflict 

between JTD sections, 

and JTD and EIR 2003)  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides greater detail, and the 

discussion is based on a recent detailed 

review of soil balance, and incorporation of 

modern techniques to reduce cover use.  

URS found the assumptions and conclusions 

reasonable.
 34   B.4.4.8, p. B.4-

17 JTD Appx. B-

2  

 Assuming a 4:1 cover ratio, approximately 11. 5 4 million 

cubic yards (mcy) would be needed for daily operations 

during the life of the landfill. An additional  1.21.52.7 mcy of 

material will be necessary to provide for canyon shaping, the 

operations layer and final cover over for the site. The total 

anticipated soil requirement, including cover, would be 

12.914.1 mcy. The proposed landfill development will include 

the excavation of approximately 7.9 mcy within the landfill 

footprint, of which approximately 4.9 mcy consists of topsoils, 

alluvium/colluvium, or weathered bedrock and rippable hard 

rock that would be suitable for cover material with limited 

processing required, primarily crushing of the rippable hard 

rock.  

 6.7.2.1, p. 6-76   The quantity of excavated rock and soil material would be 

about 7.93 million cubic yards (mcy), of which 1.48 mcy 

would be used in the formation of the landfill bottom prior 

to placement of the containment system. This alternative 

would reduce total excavation for the project by 

approximately 3.5 mcy in comparison to the proposed 

project. Approximately 6.44 mcy of rock and soil material 

would be available from the refuse footprint area and 4.5 

mcy would be available from the stockpile/borrow areas for 

use as final, intermediate and daily cover soil. The amount 

of cover material needed for daily, intermediate, and final 

cover is estimated at 12.7 mcy.  

 Inconsistency and 

rounding.  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides an updated, broader and 

more detailed discussion of soil availability 

and uses. The updated estimate of soil needs 

is less than assumption analyzed in EIR (EIR 

assumed 14.2 mcy for cover and canyon 

shaping, while JTD estimate is 14.1 mcy for 

cover, canyon shaping and operations layer). 

URS found the assumptions and conclusions 

reasonable, and concurred that adequate soil 

for all purposes would be available on-site.  

Estimated capacity of soil stockpile areas in 

EIR and JTD is the same.
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 35   B.4.4.8, p. B.4-

18  

 Based on drilling conducted on the site, approximately 60 

percent of the material excavated from the landfill footprint, 

or 3.9 mcy, could be used directly as cover material.  

 3.4.5.1, p. 3-37   Based on drilling conducted on the site, approximately 40 

percent of the stockpiled 9.8 mcy of material excavated 

from the landfill footprint, or 3.9 mcy, could be used directly 

as cover material.  

 Deleted from JTD   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  Discussion deleted to reflect updated solid 

balance analysis. Weathered bedrock and 

rippable bedrock is considered suitable for 

use directly as cover material.  Material from 

landfill excavation that could be used directly 

for cover, 4.9 mcy of 7.9 mcy, as discussed in 

the JTD, is consistent with the 60% 

assumption based on drilling.  9.8 mcy 

excavation discussed in EIR was for the 

proposed project, not the selected project 

alternative which provided for reduced 

excavation.  Deeper excavation for proposed 

project analyzed in the EIR would produce 

higher percentage of rock.
 36   B.4.4.8, p. B.4-

18 JTD Appx. B-

2  

 Therefore, approximately 89.4 mcy of material will be 

available on-site for cover, leaving a shortfall of readily useable 

material over the life of the project of 3.54.7 mcy.  

 6.7.2.1, p. 6-76   Approximately 6.44 mcy of rock and soil material would be 

available from the refuse footprint area and 4.5 mcy would 

be available from the stockpile/borrow areas for use as 

final, intermediate and daily cover soil.  

 Inconsistency 

between JTD text, 

Appx B-2 and EIR.  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides greater detail, and the 

discussion is based on a recent detailed 

review of soil balance.  URS found the 

assumptions and conclusions reasonable. See 

comments 33, 34 and 35.
 37   B.4.6.3, p. B.4-

20  

 Two-way handheld radios will be used for communication 

purposes at the ancillary facilities to the staff located at the 

working face or other locations around the landfill property 

boundary.  

 N/A   N/A   Not ID'ed in PD   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides greater detail.

 38   B.4.6.4, p. B.4-

20  

 All lighting at the GCLF will comply with the County Light 

Pollution Code.  

 4.1, p. 4.1-15   San Diego County Light Pollution Ordinance.   Minor consistency   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  JTD text revised to use "Ordinance."

 39   B.4.6.4, p. B.4-

21  

 Lighting will be low impact, focused, and shielded to 

minimize spill light into the night sky or adjacent properties 

and to avoid significant impacts to biological resources.  

 3.2.4, p. 3-21   Lighting will be low impact, focused, and shielded to 

minimize spill light into the night sky or adjacent properties.  

 Additional info added 

to JTD text.  

 4.9, p. 4.9-6   N/A   consistent with JTD   N/A  The JTD provides greater detail, and would 

be more protective of biological resources.

 40   B.5.1.3, p. B.5-

15  

 If a new non-constituent is identified in any sample, the LCRS 

will be resampled in April of the following year for each non-

COC.  

 3.5.2.3, p. 3-53   Any constituent identified in the October leachate sample 

that is not currently included as a water quality monitoring 

parameter and is confirmed to be present by a retest 

sample collected and analyzed in April of the following year 

will be added to the list of routine (quarterly) water quality 

monitoring parameters.  

 April deleted in JTD 

text  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  Revised JTD text would provide for more 

prompt action to confirm discovery of a new 

constituent in the LCRS, and if confirmed the 

constituent would be added to the 

parameters for quarterly groundwater 

monitoring.
 41   B.5.1.3.1, p. B.5-

13  

 The water quality monitoring program will also include 

monitoring in the San Luis Rey River valley from an upgradient 

replacement well Lucio #2R located at the Lucio Dairy near 

the eastern property boundary and three wells downgradient 

of the project area including wells GMW-3; SLRMWD #34R, a 

replacement well adjacent to and slightly south of existing 

well SLRMWD#34 (SLRMWD designation); and well GLA-16 

within the San Luis Rey River valley.  

 4.3, p. 4.3-27   The water quality monitoring program will also include 

monitoring in the San Luis Rey River valley from existing 

Lucio Dairy well #2 and well GMW-3, located upgradient of 

the project area, and wells #34 (SLRMWD designation), and 

GLA-16 downgradient of the facility relative to groundwater 

flow direction.  

 Contradicts   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  JTD is correct, GMW -3 is a downgradient 

well.

 42   B.5.1.3.1, p. B.5-

13  

 The groundwater monitoring system at the GCLF was initially 

designed to include a total of 20 wells, 16 of which monitor 

the bedrock fractured flow system...Additional groundwater 

monitoring wells have been proposed to reflect Dr. Huntley’s 

recommendations (Appendix C-2), and the revised workplan 

is included in Appendix G-2. The water quality monitoring 

program will also include monitoring in the San Luis Rey River 

valley from an upgradient replacement well Lucio #2R located 

at the Lucio Dairy near the eastern property boundary and 

three wells downgradient of the project area including wells 

GMW-3; SLRMWD #34R, a replacement well adjacent to and 

slightly south of existing well SLRMWD#34 (SLRMWD 

designation); and well GLA-16 within the San Luis Rey River 

valley.  

 Table ES-1, p. ES-12   in addition to the 13 monitoring wells surrounding the 

landfill, the water quality monitoring shall include at a 

minimum monitoring of two production wells 

(downgradient SLRMWD well #34 and upgradient Lucio 

well #2), upgradient alluvial monitoring well GMW-3, and 

downgradient alluvial monitoring well GLA-16 located 

within the project boundary).  

 Consistency   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides for an expanded 

groundwater monitoring system.  GMW -3 is 

a downgradient well.

 43   B.5.1.8, p. B.5-

25  

 If necessary, the effluent (clean water) will be stored in a tank 

and then discharged into the San Luis Rey River or used on 

site and would meet a standard of 500 parts per million (ppm) 

of TDS or a standard as set by the RWQCB for discharge to 

the San Luis Rey River.  

 5.3.2.3, p. 3-54   If necessary, the effluent (clean water) will be stored in a 

tank and then used for dust control onsite, or with 

approved permits, discharged to re-injection wells, or 

discharged into the San Luis Rey River. The water would 

meet a standard of 500 parts per million (ppm) of TDS.  

 Minor inconsistency.   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD reflects updated information 

regarding standard setting by RWQCB for 

TDS, which reflects existing conditions in the 

water basins and sets levels that will preserve 

existing ambient levels.  This is an issue 

unrelated to both the SWFP and WDR's.
 44   B.5.2.3.1, p. B.5-

29 Figure 10D  

 The gas migration monitoring system at GCLF will ultimately 

consist of 14 probes spaced at approximately 1,000-foot 

centers around the entire refuse prism.  

 3.5.3, p. 3-42 

Exhibit 3-3  

 As required in 27 CCR Section 20925(b), a system of 

landfill gas migration monitoring probes will be installed on 

1,000-foot centers around the entire refuse prism to detect 

gas migration at the property boundary…The 15 probes.  

 Inconsistent. 

However, even with 

fewer probes, the JTD 

presents a more 

conservative design as 

the probes closer to  

the landfill boundary 

and will allow earlier 

detection of landfill 

gas migration.  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  JTD text, Sections B.5.2.3.1 and C.2.7.3, and 

Figure 10D, have been revised to indicate 

that 14 probes and two temporary probes are 

proposed.  No significant difference from 

design analyzed in EIR, and more protective.
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Response to Comments
Table 1

URS Review of JTD (Including PCPMP) and CEQA

 Item 

#  

 JTD (Section, 

Page)*   JTD Text  

 EIR 2003 (Section, 

Page)   EIR 2003 -Text  

 Comment (JTD v. EIR 

2003)  

 EIR 2007 

(Section, 

Page)   EIR 2007  

 Comment (re: EIR 

2007)   "Other" documents  Response/Discussion

Table 1

Review of JTD (including PCPMP) and CEQA Documents

 45   B.5.3, p. 5-33   Mitigation Measures included in the MMRP from the 

Certified FEIR are included in Appendix D-2 of the JTD.  

 N/A   N/A   Suggest 

consolidation, as 

multiple sets of 

varying MMs in 

several places  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The MMRP's are in both the SWFP 

application and JTD Appendix D-2. A copy 

will remain in each document as they are 

considered separate and not companion 

documents.  This was the "significant" issue 

raised by URS in the narrative portion of its 

report.
 46   B.5.3.1, p. B.5-

36  

 Traffic speeds of no more than 15 miles per hour will be 

maintained on all on-site, unpaved road surfaces.  

 3.5.8, p. 3-59   Traffic speeds of no more than 10 miles per hour will be 

maintained on all on-site, unpaved road surfaces.  

 15 v. 10   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  JTD text revised to provide for speed limit of 

10 mph on unpaved roads.
 47   B.5.3.1, p. B.5-

36  

 The main access road will be paved and swept regularly with 

a wet sweeper.  

 3.5.8, p. 3-59   The main access road will be paved until the last 500 feet 

of the road and will be swept regularly.  

 EIR 2003 has 500'   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  JTD text revised to state that main access 

road is to be paved up to the last 500 feet.
 48   B.5.3.1, p. B.5-

36  

 In addition, wheel wash trackout controls may also be 

installed as needed to meet APCD requirements. Most 

unpaved haul roads will be constructed with a non-toxic soil 

sealant, which is thoroughly mixed into the uppermost six 

inches of the road, and then maintained periodically with a 

topical application of soil sealant. Topical application would 

occur as needed, at an estimated frequency of between 

quarterly and biennially.  

 FN1, p. 3-5   Proposition C identified a truck wash and wash water 

treatment area, which was originally proposed in the 

ancillary facilities area, but has been removed. Rather than 

use a water dependent approach for tire wash, thereby 

increasing runoff, dry best management practices (BMPs), 

such as sweeping, the physical removal of loose 

impediments (i.e., good housekeeping practices), and the 

use of absorbents will be incorporated. Other features, such 

as berms around the fueling area and hazardous waste 

storage area will remain. Equipment maintenance will be 

conducted within an enclosed building. A Hazardous Waste 

Exclusion Program will be implemented on the site.  

 Suggest revision as 

follows to be 

consistent with EIR 

"...wheel wash trackout 

controls with 

appropriate runoff 

BMPS…".  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  JTD text revised consistent with suggested 

language.

 49   B.5.3.3, p. B.5-

38  

 Litter migrating off-site will be minimized by perimeter 

fencing. The operator has also proposed the installation of a 

12-foot high litter fence along the bridge deck to control litter 

from waste collection vehicles from reaching the San Luis Rey 

River (a memorandum providing litter fence detail is included 

in Appendix T).  

 N/A   N/A   Minor inconsistency. 

Information/level of 

design detail not 

included in the EIR PD.  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides greater detail. These 

additional project details will minimize 

impacts from litter.

 50   B.5.3.4, p. B.5-

39  

 Such as berms or acoustical curtains, are used to reduce 

combined landfill noise levels to below the County Noise 

Ordinance limit.  

 4.6, p. 4.6-38   A 15-to 20-foot high berm will be constructed and 

maintained along the northern boundary of 

Borrow/Stockpile Area A from the haul road westward 

wrapping around the western boundary of 

Borrow/Stockpile Area A. Five-foot high berms will be 

constructed along the southern edge of the 

Borrow/Stockpile Area B and the landfill working face, 

which face the residential zoned property south of Gregory 

Canyon Landfill. A 10-to 16-feet high sound wall will be 

 Level of specificity   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  Noise control is not a matter addressed in the 

SWFP or WDR's, and for that reason is not 

discussed at the same level of detail in the 

JTD as it was in the CEQA documents.

 51   B.5.4, p. B.5-41   The drainage control system for the GCLF will consist of a 

variety of treatment BMP’s, which may include perimeter 

drainage systems for the open channels (for adjacent area run-

on) and buried pipe (for run-off from the landfill footprint), 

drainage berms, downdrains, energy dissipaters, desilting 

basins, drainage swales, structural media filtration, bio-

treatment swales and percolation areas.  

 3.5.2.2, p. 3-47   This system will consist of a buried drainage pipe, 

engineered grading, drainage berms, downdrains, and 

energy dissipaters, and two desilting basins.  

 Minor inconsistency   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides greater detail. These 

additional project details will provide for 

greater protection of water quality and avoid 

hydromodification (see JTD Appendix I-1).

 52   B.5.4, p. B.5-41   The surface water drainage control system for the GCLF is 

designed to accommodate a 100-year, 24-hour storm event 

run-off volumes and the volume of water caused by a 

simultaneous rupture of the existing Pipeline 1 and 2 and the 

future Pipeline 6.  

 3.5.2.2., p. 3-44   The surface water drainage control facilities are designed 

to carry 100-year, 24-hour storm event runoff volumes.  

 Inconsistency but JTD 

design is more 

conservative.  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides greater detail, its 

description is correct, and design is more 

conservative. URS found design assumptions 

for perimeter drainage system were 

reasonable.
 53   C.2.1, p. C.2-1   All of the engineering plans reflecting the landfill are 

conceptual in nature and subject to change.  

 N/A   N/A   Minor inconsistency. 

"conceptual" used in 

EIR PD; however, 

"subject to change", 

though implied is not 

stated.  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  "Conceptual" clearly implies "subject to 

change."

 54   C.2.2.1, p. C.2-1   The excavation plan shown on Figure 12 presents final 

subgrade contours and limits of excavation. The overall 

interior slope gradient will be 2:1 and the flatter bottom areas 

will have a minimum gradient of 5 percent.  

 3.2.1, p. 3-10   The bottom area of the footprint will be graded to drain 

northerly at a minimum gradient of three percent  

 Minor inconsistency. 

JTD more 

conservative.  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides greater detail, and as noted 

is more conservative.

 55   C.2.2.4, p. C.2-4   Stockpile Area A = ~22 acres, Stockpile Area B = ~65 acres = 

87 acres total.  

 3.1, p. 3-5   Table 3-1: Stockpile Area A = 22.4 acres, Stockpile Area B 

= 64.5 acres = 86.9 acres total  

 Minor -JTD rounds 

number  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  JTD text revised to use 22.4 and 64.5 acres, 

respectively.

 56   C.2.2.4, p. C.2-4   The maximum height of the Borrow/Stockpile Area B ranges 

from about 940 to 1,020 feet amsl.  

 3.2.2, p. 3-13   Borrow/Stockpile Area B will have two decks, with a 

maximum elevation of 1,020 feet.  

 Minor inconsistency   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides greater detail, and reflects 

that the height of Borrow-Stockpile Area B 

will change as material is utilized.  The 

maximum height is consistent.
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Response to Comments
Table 1

URS Review of JTD (Including PCPMP) and CEQA

 Item 

#  

 JTD (Section, 

Page)*   JTD Text  

 EIR 2003 (Section, 

Page)   EIR 2003 -Text  

 Comment (JTD v. EIR 

2003)  

 EIR 2007 

(Section, 

Page)   EIR 2007  

 Comment (re: EIR 

2007)   "Other" documents  Response/Discussion

Table 1

Review of JTD (including PCPMP) and CEQA Documents

 57   C.2.2.4, p. C.2-5   Borrow/Stockpile Area A will be used for stockpiling or 

excavated material during the initial construction after which 

the area will be graded to promote proper drainage, and then 

revegetated with native plant species. Borrow/Stockpile Area 

A will then not be used again until the last few years of landfill 

operations about year 25 at which time material will be 

removed from Area A and utilized for cover.  

 3.2.2, p. 3-13   Borrow/Stockpile Area A will be used for stockpiling during 

the initial construction after which the area will be 

revegetated with native plant species. Area A will not be 

used again until about year 25 at which time material will 

be used from Area A for cover.  

 Minor inconsistency   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD clarifies that use of Borrow/Stockpile 

Area A is not tied to a specific operating year, 

which is not inconsistent with the EIR since 

the term used was "about year 25."

 58   C.2.5.3.1, p. C.2-

12  

 Modeling indicates that the leachate generation will peak at 

approximately 9,250 gallons per day.  

 4.3, p. 4.3-21   The peak daily leachate generation is estimated to be 142 

ft3 (1,062 gallons) for the floor areas and 1,094 ft3 (8,184 

gallons) for the slope areas during the 16th year  

 Minor -JTD rounds 

number  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  JTD text revised to state 9,246 gallons.

 59   C.2.8.3.4, p. 

C.20-20  

 Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation (RUSLE).   3.5.2.2, p. 3-48   Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE)   Typo in EIR 2003   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  JTD reference to RUSLE is correct.

 60   C.2.8.3.4, p. 

C.20-21  

 J. Ateshian...The equation (R=16.55xP2.2) utilizes 2-year, 6-

hour rainfall data (P), and the product R is used in the RUSLE 

equation to estimate potential silt volumes sediment loading.  

 FN22, p. 3-48   J. Ateshian...The equation (R=16.55xP2.2) uses two-year, six-

hour rainfall data (P), and the product R is used in the USLE 

equation to estimate potential silt volumes.  

 Minor inconsistency   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  JTD reference to RUSLE is correct.

 61   C.2.9.2.2, p. C.2-

29  

 It is anticipated that the initial excavation will be completed 

in an area of approximately 50 acres with approximately 34 

acres lined to accommodate the first million tons of refuse 

received at the GCLF.  

 3.3.1, p. 3-27 

3.6.2.1, p. 3-61  

 The EIR includes the following for the Proposed Project, but 

no details are presented related to the phasing for the 

Alternative that was selected. The initial construction of the 

project includes: Excavation of approximately 25 acres of 

Phase I of the landfill footprint. The Phase I area will be 

divided into three smaller stages (Stages IA, IB, and IC).  

 Level of detail   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides updated and more detailed 

phasing information.  The phasing in the EIR 

was for the proposed project, not the 

selected alternative.

 62   C.2.9.3.2, p. C.2-

32  

 Phase II will be excavated to a depth of approximately 525 

feet amsl or 25 feet below ground level during filling of Phase 

I. The total Phase II excavation is approximately 3.7 mcy. 

.Phase II gross fill capacity is approximately 6.3 mcy.  

 3.6.2.2, p. 3-64   The EIR includes the following for the Proposed Project, but 

no details are presented related to the phasing for the 

Alternative that was selected. The total Phase II excavation 

is approximately 6.4 mcy as shown on Exhibit 3-20. Phase II 

gross capacity will be approximately 10.8 mcy.  

 Level of detail   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides updated and more detailed 

phasing information.  The phasing in the EIR 

was for the proposed project, not the 

selected alternative.

 63   C.2.9.4.2, p. C.2-

33  

 Once the Phase II excavation is complete two small final 

phases of excavation (Phases III and IV) are proposed prior to 

and in conjunction with Phase III fill operations  

 3.6.2.3, p. 3-64   During filling of Phase II, excavation of Phases III and then 

IV will begin.  

 Minor inconsistency   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides updated and more detailed 

phasing information.  The phasing in the EIR 

was for the proposed project, not the 

selected alternative.
 64   C.2.9.4.4, p. C.2-

34  

 Phase III will provide approximately 43.1 mcy of gross 

airspace  

 3.6.2.3, p. 3-64   The EIR includes the following for the Proposed Project, but 

no details are presented related to the phasing for the 

Alternative that was selected. Phase III and IV fill sequences 

will provide approximately 43.6 mcy of gross capacity.  

 Level of detail   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides updated and more detailed 

phasing information.  The phasing in the EIR 

was for the proposed project, not the 

selected alternative.
 65   D.3.3, p. D.3-2   Figure 28 shows the annual wind speed and directions as 

recorded at the nearest meteorological station. As indicated, 

predominant winds are from the west quadrant with an 

annual mean speed of 6.60 miles per hour (see Figure 28). 

Winds from the southwest and west-northwest are also 

common. Weather data is recorded at the McClellan-Palomar 

Airport...The land/sea breeze is primarily easterly/westerly 

while the canyon topography is oriented north/south. Winds 

within the canyon are predicted to be light due to the 

conflicting perpendicular flow regimes. Wind directions in the 

canyon normally follow a pattern of weak south to north 

drainage at night, a light sea breeze from the south-southwest 

during the morning, and a strengthening onshore flow from 

the northwest beginning midday and continuing until late 

evening. The ridgeline east of Gregory Canyon also protects 

the canyon from the occasional Santa Ana winds that blow 

from the northeast.  

 4.7.1.1, p. 4.7-1   Weather data, including surface and upper air 

measurements, are routinely recorded at Miramar Marine 

Corps Air Station, the meteorological station nearest the 

project site….predominant winds at Miramar are from the 

northwest quadrant…  

 consistency-McCellan-

Palomar data in JTD v. 

Miramar data in EIR 

2003 ---different wind 

roses shown of figures 

in JTD and EIR ---

different predominant 

winds, etc. Also note 

Exhibit 4.7-1 in EIR 

2003 displays the 

Miramar wind rose. 

Miramar is over 10 

miles further from the 

landfill site than 

McCellan-Palomar.  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD included more recent meteorological 

data from a monitoring station closer to the 

site, which would provide a more accurate 

representation of site conditions.

 66   D.4.2.1, p. D.4-

7  

 Table: References GLA (1998)   Table 4.2-1, p. 4.2-

12  

 References GLA (1997)   consistency (Note -

did not check all 

references, simply 

noticed this one)  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  JTD text revised to use consistent date.

 67   D.5.1.2, p. D.5-

6  

 There are 26 bedrock monitoring wells within the proposed 

landfill footprint and along the periphery of the site.  

 4.3.1.3, p. 4.3-8   There are 20 bedrock monitoring wells within the 

proposed landfill footprint and along the periphery of the 

site.  

 Consistency   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides for an more robust and 

extensive groundwater monitoring program 

than analyzed in the EIR.
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URS Review of JTD (Including PCPMP) and CEQA
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#  
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Page)*   JTD Text  

 EIR 2003 (Section, 

Page)   EIR 2003 -Text  
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Table 1

Review of JTD (including PCPMP) and CEQA Documents

 68   D.5.2, p. D.5-17   Regional Groundwater Quality. Water quality data for wells 

in the Pala Hydrologic Subarea are sparse. One key indicator 

of groundwater quality is the total dissolved solids (TDS) 

concentration. As a result, for aesthetic reasons (i.e., taste, 

odor, appearance), the state has recommended that the TDS 

concentration be no greater than 500 mg/l in drinking water 

supplies. Currently, TDS concentrations in SDCWA imported 

supplies range from about 500 to 700 mg/l (SDCWA, 1997). 

Based on available groundwater quality data, the alluvial 

aquifer in the Pala Basin is good, with groundwater 

concentrations of TDS estimated in the range of 200 to 860 

mg/l (J.A. Moreland, 1974) compared with 600 to 3,400 mg/l 

TDS for the Bonsall Basin. The average TDS concentration for 

the Pala Basin is estimated to be 600 mg/l (NBS Lowry, 

1995)...Then, beginning in December 2000, samples were 

collected quarterly for one year from 15 bedrock wells and 

four alluvial wells, and analyzed for the full suite of 

“constituents of concern” (COCs) as defined by the Code of 

Federal Regulations  

 N/A   N/A   The JTD information 

is more robust as a 

majority of detail from 

this section not in not 

in 4.3  

 N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides greater detail.

 69   Figure 12   Excavation contours between 380 and ~925 feet   6.7.2.1, p. 6-76   The lowest depths of excavation for the Prescriptive Design 

with a Double Liner Alternative range from between 

approximately 400 feet above mean sea level (amsl) at the 

northern toe of excavation to approximately 700 feet amsl 

at the southern toe.  

 Minor inconsistency   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  The JTD provides greater detail. Liner 

construction will maintain the required 5-foot 

separation from groundwater. 380 feet amsl 

and approximately 400 feet amsl for 

excavation at lower end of canyon is not 

significantly different.  JTD reflects less 

excavation at upper end of canyon.

 A   N/A   N/A   MM 4.5-1, p. 10-13   …This analysis shall not be extended west…   N/A   MM 4.5-1, 

p. 10-6  

 This analysis shall be 

extended west…  

 Discrepancy bet 

MMs, however, no 

highlight/underline in 

2007 document to 

ID this. Consolidate 

MMs to eliminate 

transcription errors?  

 N/A  This was the "significant" issue raised by URS 

in the narrative portion of its report.  The 

MMRP as updated in the 2007 RFEIR is 

utilized for the JTD, since it is the most recent 

compilation of MM's.  The 2007 revision 

provides for a potentially expanded scope of 

structural analysis if the Palomar Quarry did 

not become operational.  This is now moot, 

as the quarry is currently operating.

 B   N/A   N/A   MM 4.5-2, p. 10-3   At the commencement of operation, the project applicant 

shall make a fair-share contribution for the addition of an 

eastbound left turn lane and westbound through lane on 

the I-15 overcrossing.  

 N/A   MM 4.5-5, 

p. 10-8  

 At the 

commencement of 

operation, the 

project applicant 

shall make a fair-

share contribution 

for the addition of an 

eastbound left turn 

lane and westbound 

through lane on the I-

15 overcrossing.  

 MMs same; 

however different 

number between 

2003 and 2007  

 N/A  This was the "significant" issue raised by URS 

in the narrative portion of its report.  The 

MMRP as updated in the 2007 RFEIR is 

utilized for the JTD, since it is the most recent 

compilation of MM's.

 C   N/A   N/A   MM 4.5-3, p. 10-13   The Project applicant shall make an irrevocable offer of 

dedication for right-of-way to 108 feet in width within the 

Project boundary for the widening of SR 76 to four lanes 

per the County of San Diego Circulation Element, including 

a designated bike route. In addition, the project applicant 

shall provide a fair share contribution for the cost to provide 

four lanes on SR 76 from the western boundary of the 

project site to the project access road.  

 N/A   MM 4.5-6b, 

p. 10-9  

 The Project 

applicant shall make 

an irrevocable offer 

of dedication for 

right-of-way to 108 

feet in width within 

the Project boundary 

for the widening of 

SR 76 to four lanes 

per the County of 

San Diego 

Circulation Element, 

including a 

designated bike 

route.  

 MMs same; 

however different 

number between 

2003 and 2007 (note 

how this one is 

underlined); portion 

missing from 2007  

 N/A  This was the "significant" issue raised by URS 

in the narrative portion of its report.  The 

MMRP as updated in the 2007 RFEIR is 

utilized for the JTD, since it is the most recent 

compilation of MM's.   The fair share 

contribution is addressed through payments 

to the TIF as required by MM 4.5-4 and 4.5-

6a.

 D   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A   MM 4.5-2, 

p. 4.5-36  

 New MMs (4.5-2, 

4.5-3, 4.5-4, 4.5-6a, 

4.5-7, 4.9b, 1g, 1h, 

4.9-20)  

 New MMs; 

however, some re-

use other MM 

numbers from 2003 

EIR (confusing)  

 N/A  This was the "significant" issue raised by URS 

in the narrative portion of its report.  The 

MMRP as updated in the 2007 RFEIR is 

utilized for the JTD, since it is the most recent 

compilation of MM's.

 The following inconsistencies between the various CEQA documents were observed during the JTD/CEQA consistency review:  
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Table 1

Review of JTD (including PCPMP) and CEQA Documents

 E   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A   Appendix in SWFP: 

Biological 

Assessment for the 

Gregory Canyon San 

Luis Rey River Bridge 

Replacement (August 

2006); Section 5 -

Note that SWFP 

contains MMs. Most 

are in line with the 

2007 EIR; however, 

there are some that 

contain 

inconsistencies (e.g., 

MM 4.9-1d, 1e, etc.)  

This was the "significant" issue raised by URS 

in the narrative portion of its report.  The 

MMRP as updated in the 2007 RFEIR is 

utilized for the JTD, since it is the most recent 

compilation of MM's.  The 2006 Biological 

Assessment pre-dated the 2007 RFEIR.

 F   N/A   N/A   MM 4.9-1a, p. 10-

18  

 N/A   Revised between 

2003 and 2007  

 MM 4.9-1a, 

p. 4.9-20  

 Revised/New MMs 

(4.9-1a, 1b, 1c, 1d, 

1e, 1f, 4.9-2, 3a 4.9-, 

4.9-5a, 4.9-14, 4.9-

18, 4.9-19b, 4.9-19c; 

p.10-10)  

 Revised/new MM; 

however, some re-

use other MM 

numbers from 2003 

EIR (confusing)  

 N/A  This was the "significant" issue raised by URS 

in the narrative portion of its report.  The 

MMRP as updated in the 2007 RFEIR is 

utilized for the JTD, since it is the most recent 

compilation of MM's.

 G   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A   MM 4.9-3b, 

p. 4.9-22  

 N/A   EIR 2007 indicates 

change but no 

change is apparent.  

 N/A  Should not have been underlined (no 

change), but nonetheless still fully 

enforceable. The shading of the word 

"dispersing" was correct.
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March 15, 2011 

 
Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency Response 

to Petitioners’ Statement of Issues 
 

The County of San Diego Solid Waste Local Agency (LEA) submits this 
Response to the March 3, 2011 Statement of Issues submitted by Walter Rusinek 
of Procopio, Cory, Hargreaves and Savitch, LLP on behalf of the Pala Band of 
Mission Indians (Petitioners).  A copy of that Statement of Issues, bracketed to 
identify comments by number in a manner that corresponds to the discussion in 
this Response, is attached as Exhibit 1.   

 
The LEA Application Review Process 
 

The version of the Gregory Canyon, Ltd. (GCL) permit application that is 
before this panel for review is the application as it existed on February 1, 2011, 
not the application submitted on June 24, 2010 and resubmitted as incomplete on 
August 5, 2010.  February 1, 2011 is the date on which the LEA made the 
determination challenged by Petitioners, i.e., that this application was “complete 
and correct” under the standards set out in Title 27, California Code of 
Regulations, Section 21570 (27 CCR Section 21570).   

 
The permit application package at issue here is more than 3,000 pages long.   

That final application package is the product of an intensive seven month process 
of refinement.  GCL submitted the first version of this permit application to the 
LEA on June 24, 2010.  State law requires the LEA to determine within 30 days 
whether such applications are complete and correct.  The LEA, after an 
insufficient in-house review, determined that the June 2010 application was 
complete and correct.  Petitioners requested a hearing to challenge that 
determination, and provided a detailed statement of issues.  The LEA and GCL 
reviewed the statement of issues, and after consultation with the LEA, GCL asked 
the LEA to rescind its determination that the application was complete and correct.  
The LEA did so.  GCL then resubmitted that application as “incomplete,” a 
classification that allowed GCL up to 180 additional days to correct deficiencies in 
the application package.   

 
During this 180 day period, the incomplete application package was 

corrected, updated, supplemented and refined.  This was a systematic, 
documented, well-staffed, comprehensive process.  The LEA expended 
approximately 289 staff hours on its internal review of the application package.  
LEA staff and LEA legal counsel identified issues and provided specific 
comments to GCL.  GCL supplemented and corrected the application package as 
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necessary.  GCL then provided a summary table to the LEA indicating the action 
taken in response to each LEA comment/proposed revision.  The LEA considered 
this table when making its determination that the application package was 
complete and correct.  This “LEA/GCL” tracking table is attached as Exhibit 2.   

 
In addition, the LEA commissioned an independent peer review of the 

application package by URS Corporation, an expert solid waste consulting firm.  
The LEA and URS reviews overlapped in time.  The LEA estimates that URS 
expended approximately 550 staff hours on this peer review process.  In addition 
to checking for statutory and regulatory deficiencies in the resubmitted incomplete 
application package, URS checked for consistency between different parts of the 
application package, and between the application package and the environmental 
documentation for the project.  

 
URS submitted a report, two tracking tables, and a final Memorandum with 

detailed comments and proposed revisions to the LEA.  (Tracking tables were 
revised as work progressed; the URS Report was provided on December 21, 
2010.)   All of URS’s detailed comments were carefully reviewed by the LEA and 
GCL, and revisions to the application package were made as appropriate.  GCL 
added response columns to the URS tracking tables indicating the action taken in 
response to each URS comment or proposed revision.  These “URS/GCL” 
tracking tables were submitted to the LEA by GCL, and were considered by the 
LEA when making its determination that the refined permit application package 
was complete and correct.  Identified issues were addressed by revising the 
application package.  The URS/GCL tracking tables (Table 1 and Table 2) are 
attached as Exhibit 3.  The URS Report is attached as Exhibit 4.  After GCL 
responded to the URS tracking tables, URS reviewed those responses and 
provided a final Memorandum to the LEA, dated January 28, 2011.  LEA staff 
annotated this memorandum as final changes to the permit application were made.  
That annotated memorandum is attached as Exhibit 5. 
 

Significantly, in addition to checking for errors and omissions, URS also 
reviewed all of the key design assumptions for the landfill design against the 
compliance criteria set out in state law and regulations and expressly against the 
requirement for sufficient detail set out in 27 CCR 21570(d).  This requirement for 
detail is quoted and relied on by Petitioners.  Section 21570(d) states that 
information must be “supplied in adequate detail to permit thorough evaluation of 
the environmental effects of the facility and to permit estimation of the likelihood 
that the facility will be able to conform to the standards over the useful economic 
life of the facility.”  URS made 35 separate findings against this standard in its 
report, concluding that all reviewed design elements were reasonable, sufficiently 



Response to Statement of Issues 
March 15, 2011 
Page 3 
 

 

detailed, and in compliance with applicable requirements.  The URS findings are 
attached at pages 2-1 to 2-4 of the URS Report, Exhibit 4.   

 
The Prior Petition and the Current Petition 
 

Both the LEA’s internal review and the peer review by URS, described 
above, benefited greatly from the detailed comments in Petitioners’ July 2010 
challenge to the LEA’s determination concerning GCL’s June 2010 submission.  
The specific issues addressed in Petitioners’ July 29, 2010 letter were carefully 
reviewed by the LEA, by URS, and by legal counsel.  Where appropriate, these 
issues were fully responded to in the course of preparing revisions to the 
application package.   

 
The effectiveness of this process is evident in the new Statement of Issues 

filed by Petitioners.  This second statement does not assert technical errors or 
oversights.  There are no claims that required determinations are missing or 
unsupported.  There are no challenges based on inconsistencies or out-of-date 
supporting documents.  

 
Instead, Petitioners now raise very different challenges.  As discussed 

below, the large majority of these challenges are not only incorrect, but are also 
matters not appropriate for resolution by the Solid Waste Hearing Panel in this 
proceeding.  A very brief introductory discussion of these four issue areas is 
provided below.  Further detailed discussion follows based on the bracketed and 
numbered issues shown in Exhibit 1.   

 
First, in section III.A (Issue #2) of the Statement of Issues, Petitioners 

assert that the Preliminary Closure/Post-Closure Maintenance Plan has not been 
approved by state agencies.  That is correct, but irrelevant for this Solid Waste 
Hearing Panel:  this plan only needs to be deemed complete by, not approved by, 
those agencies for permit application purposes.  A submission date and a calendar 
determine whether these plans are deemed complete.  There is no issue before this 
Solid Waste Hearing Panel concerning the adequacy of this plan, and the fact that 
the plan was deemed to be complete by these state agencies is indisputable. 

 
Second, in section III.B (Issue #3) of the Statement of Issues, Petitioners 

assert that the application does not demonstrate compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The LEA believes that assertion is incorrect, 
but more importantly for this proceeding, the assertion is irrelevant.  State law and 
regulations,  allow for an application  to demonstrate compliance with CEQA or 
for an application to disclose the status of the CEQA process for the project.  This 
application complies with both provisions.  The environmental impact report 
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(EIR) and the revised EIR for this project have been challenged by Petitioners in 
other proceedings, and have been fully litigated and upheld by the Courts.  
Remaining disagreements between the LEA and Petitioners concerning the 
adequacy of CEQA for this project should be resolved in a special judicial writ 
proceeding as specified in CEQA, not in this proceeding before the Solid Waste 
Hearing Panel.   

 
Third, in section III.C (Issue #4) of the Statement of Issues, Petitioners 

assert that Proposition C (enacted by the voters of San Diego County in 1994, 
attached to this Response as Exhibit 6) requires an agreement between the operator 
and the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA or County Water Authority) 
concerning protection of the First San Diego Aqueduct before a solid waste 
facility permit (SWFP) can be issued.  The LEA disagrees with the assertion, but 
more importantly, the assertion is irrelevant to what the Public Resources Code 
requires for an application to be complete and correct.  The Solid Waste Hearing 
Panel is not the arbiter of what Proposition C requires. 

 
Fourth, in section III.D (Issue #9) of the Statement of Issues, Petitioners 

assert that the Joint Technical Document that is a key part of the permit 
application package does not include enough design detail.  Petitioners’ seven 
specific assertions concerning inadequate design detail are discussed as issues 5 
through 13 below. This part of the Statement of Issues as a whole is essentially a 
challenge to the LEA’s deliberations as the permitting agency.  Specifically, 
Petitioners seem to believe that the LEA needs more information to write a 
(proposed) permit that conforms to the Public Resources Code.  The Solid Waste 
Hearing Panel should take into account that these LEA judgments were based on 
the 2,800 pages of information in the JTD, and were further informed by the URS 
peer review of key design assumptions for the landfill design, and by URS’s 35 
separate findings that those designs were reasonable, provided the detail required 
by 27 CCR 21570(d), and were in compliance with applicable requirements.  (See 
Exhibit 4 at pages 2-1 to 2-4)  The Solid Waste Hearing Panel should defer to the 
permitting agency on these issues; it cannot reject the LEA’s determinations 
concerning the sufficiency of the design information in the permit application 
package unless it finds that specific information in the application was clearly 
incomplete or incorrect under state law and regulation.  On the record presented, 
following the review process described above, no such finding is possible. 

 
Finally, as discussed in more detail in the response to Issue #1, many of 

these “insufficient detail” challenges (Issue #’s 6, 7, 10 and 11) incorrectly 
require LEA to make substantive determinations as to matters within the 
regulatory authority and expertise of the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB).  Petitioners are, in effect, asking the LEA and this Solid Waste 
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Hearing Panel to overstep their authority in violation of Public Resources Code 
Section 43101(c)(2). 

 
In summary, of the 12 substantive claims raised by Petitioners (Issue #’s 2 

through 13), eight of those, Issue #’s 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 10 and 11 can be summarily 
rejected as not relevant to whether an LEA determination that this solid waste 
facility permit application was complete and correct under applicable state law and 
regulations. These issues do not require detailed substantive consideration by the 
Solid Waste Hearing Panel.  This leaves only four issues - Issue #’s 5, 8, 12, and 
13 – that require further consideration.   

 
Nonetheless, the remainder of the LEA’s response will address each of the 

issues raised in the Statement of Issues. 
 

Attachments to this Response 
 
As noted above, the permit application package at issue here is more than 

3,000 pages long.  The JTD alone, with appendices, is approximately 2,800 pages 
long.   

 
Tracking tables, reports and memoranda summarizing the LEA/URS 

review of incomplete revisions to this package are attached as Exhibits 2, 3, 4 and 
5, as discussed above.   

 
Selected portions of the complete permit application package are attached 

in hard copy as follows:  Transmittal letters for the final permit application 
package and the Solid Waste Facility Permit Application Form itself, including all 
required attachments other than the JTD, are attached as Exhibit 7.  The JTD, 
without the JTD appendices, is attached as Exhibit 8.   

 
A CD containing the entire permit application is attached as Exhibit 9.  This 

material is also available to the Solid Waste Hearing Panel and to the public on-
line, at http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/deh/waste/chd_gc_eir.html#2011%20SWFP.    

 
For the convenience of the Solid Waste Hearing Panel, a hard copy of 

Proposition C is attached to this Response as Exhibit 6.  (Proposition C is also 
Appendix B to the JTD, on the CD attached as Exhibit 9.)  Proposition C is not a 
part of the Public Resources Code, it is a county-wide Proposition passed by the 
voters in 1994.  Whether the proposed landfill conforms to Proposition C is not a 
directly relevant issue for the Solid Waste Hearing Panel, which sits to assess the 
LEA’s compliance with state law and regulations.  But Proposition C has affected 
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the design of the proposed facility, and the proposition is cited by Petitioners and 
discussed in this Response.  

 
Other attachments have been included as necessary to respond to 

Petitioners’ contentions, and are introduced when relevant within the following 
discussion.   
 
Response to Issue #1 [Legal Standards]: 
 

In making a general recitation of applicable regulatory requirements, the 
Statement of Issues does not cite or consider the requirements of the Solid Waste 
Disposal Regulatory Reform Act of 1993, found at Public Resources Code §43101 
et seq.  Section 43101(c)(1) mandates that “[a] clear and concise division of 
authority shall be maintained in both statute and regulation to remove all areas of 
overlap, duplication, and conflict between the board [CalRecycle] and the state 
water board and regional water boards, or between the board and any other state 
agency, as appropriate.”  Section 43101(c)(2) mandates that “[t]he state water 
board and the regional water boards shall be the sole agencies regulating the 
disposal and classification of solid waste for the purpose of protecting the waters 
of the state.”  The state regulation that implements this legislation is very direct.  
27 CCR Section 21650(i) states “The proposed solid waste facility permit shall 
contain the EA’s conditions.  The proposed solid waste facilities permit shall not 
contain conditions pertaining solely to air or water quality, nor shall the conditions 
conflict with conditions from WDRs [waste discharge requirements] issued by the 
RWQCB.”  
 

The Statement of Issues routinely glosses over these mandates by raising 
matters outside the scope of LEA’s regulatory authority, and in particular raises 
matters within the authority of the RWQCB.  The sufficiency of information in a 
permit application to the LEA, for LEA purposes under the Public Resources 
Code, must be judged in the context of the clear legal prohibition on the LEA’s 
ability to regulate air and water quality.  The LEA cannot write permit terms on 
matters that are reserved to the RWQCB.   

 
The state regulations that address the required contents of a SWFP permit 

application are layered.  At the first layer, a list of 12 required elements for a 
complete and correct application is provided in 27 CCR Section 21570(f).  (The 
Statement of Issues erroneously references 27 CCR Section 21570(e), but attaches 
all of Section 21570 as Exhibit A.)  This list is not described in the regulations as a 
“minimum” list, as Petitioners state, but as a “not necessarily limited to” list.  The 
grant of grace in the latter clause means both that a permit application would not 
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be “incorrect” if it contained other elements or information, and that it would not 
be “incomplete” if it only contained these twelve elements.   

 
In a second layer, 27 CCR Section 21570(d) requires that “information be 

supplied in adequate detail to permit thorough evaluation of the environmental 
effects of the facility and to permit estimation of the likelihood that the facility 
will be able to conform to the standards over the useful economic life of the 
facility.”  Contrary to the assertion of Petitioners, this is not a requirement for 
construction-level designs for all aspects of the facility, nor a requirement that the 
applicant specify design elements that show a clear single path to compliance with 
regulatory standards.  The tests within this subsection are instead, as stated, (1) 
whether information is sufficient to evaluate environmental effects, and (2) 
whether information is sufficient to assess the likelihood of compliance.  As to the 
environmental effects test, the Solid Waste Hearing Panel should be cognizant of 
the years of CEQA litigation that have surrounded this project, and of the ultimate 
judicial determination that the Revised Final EIR for the project meets CEQA 
requirements.  As to the “likelihood of compliance” test, the Solid Waste Hearing 
Panel should take into account that this test is expressly related to expert LEA 
regulatory judgment.  The Solid Waste Hearing Panel must give considerable 
deference to LEA determinations of whether information supplied to the LEA is 
adequate to support LEA determinations.   

 
In a third layer, on which Petitioners appear to primarily rely, Section 

21570(f)(2) requires that the joint technical document (“JTD”), which is one of the 
12 required elements in an application package, itself be “complete and correct.”  
The adjectives “complete” and “correct” are in turn defined for application to a 
broad set of regulations at 27 CCR Section 21653(d)(1) and (2).  

 
 “Complete” is defined to mean “…all requirements placed upon the 

operation of the solid waste facility by statute, regulation, and other agencies with 
jurisdiction have been addressed in the application package.”  That definition fits 
very poorly with the requirement for a “complete JTD” in Section 21570(f)(2), 
because the JTD by itself is not “the application package” referenced within the 
definition.  Moreover, the JTD is a document that describes the proposed facility; 
it is not a compilation of all applicable requirements, and is not a permit. It is 
therefore appropriate to say that a “complete permit application” must be 
“complete” as defined in Section 21653(d)(1), but it is internally contradictory to 
say that a mere JTD must be “complete” according to the application-referencing 
definition in Section 21653(d)(1).   In practice, the required contents of a JTD 
need not be interpreted from this poorly fitting, general purpose definition.  State 
regulations instead provide a detailed description of what a JTD must contain in 
three columns of detailed regulatory text at 27 CCR Section 21600, attached as 
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Exhibit 10.  The LEA and URS reviews of the permit application package cross-
referenced the JTD against these detailed regulatory specifications, and concluded 
that those specifications had been met.  See Exhibits 2 and 3.   

 
In addition, even in the context of the permit application as a whole, the 

Statement of Issues reads too much into the 27 CCR §21563(d)(1) definition of 
“complete.”  When no other permits have yet been issued, the reference in this 
definition to “all requirements placed upon the operation of the solid waste 
facility . . . by other agencies with jurisdiction” (emphasis added) describes an 
empty set: an application cannot address permit requirements that have not yet 
been imposed.  What an applicant can do, and what makes sense in the context of 
the JTD for a landfill, is address RWQCB permit application requirements.  
Requiring such information in the JTD portion of an application for a landfill 
permit is appropriate, because the JTD is a part of the permit application both for 
the LEA and the RWQCB.1   

 
The definition of “complete” refers to “all requirements placed on the 

operation of the” facility, and Petitioners’ quotation of this definition emphasizes 
that this clause relates to “other agencies with jurisdiction.”  Petitioners do not 
identify any important “other agency” requirements have been omitted from the 
permit application package, so the Solid Waste Hearing Panel need not address 
that issue.  Because the phrase “other agencies with jurisdiction” was emphasized, 
however, the LEA wants to be clear that it does not agree that all requirements that 
may be imposed by all other agencies need to be dealt with in the permit 
application package.  The information a permit application should contain on 
statutes, regulations, and permit requirements that are not the LEA’s permitting 
business is very limited:  27 CCR §21563(d)(1) only calls out requirements that 
are “placed upon” “the operation” of the facility.  Similarly, the most detailed 
description of the CalRecycle-required contents of a JTD that can be found in state 
regulations, at 27 CCR Section 21600, imposes only a feasible requirement:  the 
JTD must include a “Compilation of approvals—Provide a list of all approvals 
having jurisdiction over the disposal site.  (27 CCR Section 21600(b)(9).) 

 
As discussed above, “placed upon” can only mean actual permit conditions 

imposed by other agencies, to the extent they exist at the time of the complete and 
correct determination by LEA, that condition the operation of the solid waste 
facility.  The LEA cannot speculate as to these future undefined conditions.   
                                                
1 As other requirements are “placed upon the operation” of the solid waste facility 
by other agencies, those requirements would be included within the application 
package or permit requirements in accordance with 27 CCR Sections 21620 or 
21655, as appropriate. 
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Finally, these requirements, to the extent they exist, only need to be 

“addressed” in the permit application.  That means simply what it says – that 
information on a required topic is contained in the application.  A recitation of the 
information required by RWQCB contained in the JTD is set forth in Table 1 of 
the JTD, at p. A.1-6 - A.1-9, and all required topics are “addressed”.  (The JTD, 
not including appendices, is attached to this Response as Exhibit 8.  JTD 
Appendices are included on the Exhibit  9 CD.) 

 
27 CCR Section 21570(f)(2) also requires that the JTD be “correct.”  

Reference to the detailed specifications for JTDs at 27 CCR Section 21600 is the 
most appropriate test of whether a JTD is correct, in part because that section 
provides the most detailed specifications that can be found in state law and 
regulations, and in part because the general purpose definition of “correct” at 
27 CCR Section 21563(d)(2) is not an appropriate fit as an adjective modifying 
“JTD.” Section 21563(d)(2) refers to information outside of the JTD, i.e., to “…all 
information provided by the applicant regarding the solid waste facility…”  
Despite this apparent inconsistency, the key terms in the definition that elaborate 
on “correct” are not problematic in this case.  The definition requires that “correct” 
information, whether in the JTD or elsewhere, “must be accurate, exact, and must 
fully describe the parameters of the solid waste facility.”  See 27 CCR Section 
21563(d)(2).      

 
The “correct information” requirement does not require the LEA to 

undertake a substantive review of RWQCB requirements, or any other non-LEA 
requirement.  The definition of “correct” does not include a reference to “other 
agencies with jurisdiction,” or to “requirements,” or to compliance.  Information is 
“correct” if it is sufficiently descriptive.  Such a distinction is necessary because 
the RWQCB is the expert agency in matters related to water quality, while the 
LEA is the expert in solid waste facility operations. 

 
A proper understanding of these applicable regulatory provisions 

summarily disposes of Petitioners’ claims in Section III.D of the Statement of 
Issues related to JTD Sections B.5.1.3.1, B.5.1.7, C.2.5.4 and C.2.8.3.4 (Issue #’s 
6, 7, 10 and 11) for purposes of this Solid Waste Hearing Panel.  That is because 
the LEA is not required to make a substantive determination; it is only required to 
determine whether these topics were “addressed”. 

 
Moreover, the LEA notes that the “correct” definition does not call for a 

complete description of the facility, at a construction-level or otherwise, as 
Petitioners urge.  What must be described are “parameters,” not features or details.  
Dictionaries define “parameters” as “limits,” “boundaries,” or “characteristic 
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elements.”  The descriptive materials in the 3,000 pages of this permit application 
package are more than adequate to allow the LEA to set limiting parameters in a 
solid waste facility permit.   

 
Once again, the detailed CalRecycle specifications for JTDs at 27 CCR 

Section 21600 confirm that construction-level design specifications are not 
required.  Under “General Design Parameters” the JTD must “Describe how the 
site design accommodates or provides for the service area, climatological factors, 
physical setting, soils, drainage, and other pertinent information.”  That is very 
general.   
 

Based on the above discussion, the requirements for the LEA’s complete 
and correct determination with respect to Issue #’s 6, 7, 10, 11 were satisfied 
because those matters were addressed in the JTD.  No further inquiry is required 
for purposes of this appeal. 
 
Response to Issue #2 [Preliminary Closure/Post Closure Maintenance Plan]: 
 

Petitioners assert that the Preliminary Closure/Post Closure Maintenance 
Plan (PCPCMP) for the landfill must be “approved by the Regional Board and by 
CalRecycle before the LEA can accept the application…”  Petitioners assert that 
compliance with this requirement has not been demonstrated, because “GCL 
merely refers to Section 21860, which applies to final closure plans.”  

 
Petitioners are incorrect.  In order for LEA to make its complete and correct 

determination, the PCPCMP need only be deemed complete by the reviewing 
agencies.  That requirement has been met.  There is no support in state law and 
regulations for the assertion by Petitioners that the PCPCMP must be affirmatively 
determined to be complete, or must be “approved” by the reviewing agencies.   

 
Petitioners’ selection of regulatory provisions to quote in support of its 

argument is incomplete, and its application of the relevant regulations is incorrect.  
 
First, the SWFP permitting regulations simply do not require that a 

PCPCMP be “approved” by the Regional Board and CalRecycle before a permit 
application can be accepted by the LEA.  The actual language in 27 CCR Section 
21570(f)(6), only requires a “completeness determination…as specified in 
Sections 21780, 21865, and 21890.”   

 
Completeness determination procedures are controlled by 27 CCR Section 

21860.  That section is not cross referenced in 27 CCR Section 21570(f)(6), but 
the three sections that are cross-referenced are either silent on procedures, or point 



Response to Statement of Issues 
March 15, 2011 
Page 11 
 

 

to Section 21860.  21780 discusses when and how plans must be submitted, 21865 
discusses the amendment of plans and cross references Section 21860 on the 
evaluation and approval of plan, and 21890 requires adherence to plans approved 
pursuant to Section 21860 unless changes are approved.   

 
 27 CCR 21860 is not limited in its application to “final” closure plans as 

Petitioners assert.  Unlike other sections of these regulations, neither the title nor 
the text of Section 21860 draw a distinction between preliminary and final plans.  
(This section is titled “Schedule for Review and Approval of Closure and Post-
Closure Maintenance Plans.”)  There is no other section of the regulations that 
addresses completeness determinations or the schedule and process for review and 
approval of closure and maintenance plans, whether preliminary or final.  The 
regulatory provision that applies is Section 21860.   

 
27 CCR 21860(c) contains the following critically important language, 

which Petitioners chose not to attach, cite or quote:   
 
21860(c).  Within 30 days of receipt, closure and postclosure 
maintenance plans shall be deemed complete by default unless the 
RWQCB, the EA, or the CIWMB determines and informs the 
operator that the plan is determined to be incomplete pursuant to 
applicable CIWMB and SWRCB requirements. … (emphasis added) 
 

 Summarizing the above, state law and regulations require that the PCPCMP 
be submitted to state agencies when a permit application is submitted, they require 
a completeness determination for that plan, and they provide that state agencies 
will be deemed to have made that determination 30 days after the plan is 
submitted, unless they affirmatively state otherwise 
 

The PCPCMP was provided by GCL to the reviewing agencies on 
December 23, 2010.  These transmittal letters are attached as Exhibit 11.  The 
LEA determined that the PCPCMP was complete on January 23, 2011; this letter 
is attached as Exhibit 12.  The LEA also copied the reviewing agencies on the 
LEA’s determination.  In accordance with 27 CCR §21860(c), the PCPCMP was 
deemed complete by default by the other agencies 30 days after receipt by those 
agencies (i.e., on or about January 23, 2011)  because none of the reviewing 
agencies informed GCL that the PCPCMP was incomplete within thirty days of 
their receipt of GCL’s submittal.   

 
It is informative to note that the process for completing the review of the 

PCPCMP for approval is ongoing, and that under state law and regulations the 
final date for completing that process in this case is April 23, 2011, 120 days after 
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the initial submission by GCL.  This deadline for plan approval is after the 
statutory deadline for LEA submittal of a proposed permit to CalRecycle.  If this 
plan need not be approved for an actual permit to be proposed, it clearly need not 
be approved for a permit application to be determined to be complete and correct.    
 
Response to Issue #3 [CEQA]: 
 

Petitioners assert that the LEA has not complied with CEQA because the 
certified EIR documents for the project are old, because subsequent addendums 
were not adequate, and because the effects of green house gas emissions from the 
landfill have not been assessed.  After making those CEQA-based assertions, 
Petitioners stop. 

 
Petitioners do not actually assert in their Statement of Issues that 

compliance with CEQA is required for an application for a solid waste facility 
permit to be accepted as complete and correct (as discussed below, it is not), and 
Petitioners do not attempt to explain how the CEQA issues they raise make the 
LEA’s determination that this application package is complete and correct 
contrary to law.   The Solid Waste Hearing Panel should therefore decline to 
address Issue #3.   

 
If the Solid Waste Hearing Panel does address CEQA in the context of this 

permit application package, it must find for the LEA because state law and 
regulations do not require “compliance with CEQA” before a solid waste facility 
permit application can be accepted as complete and correct.  An applicant may 
provide “evidence that there has been compliance with CEQA” as one way to 
provide the “CEQA compliance information” required by 27 CCR §21570(f)(3).  
See 27 CCR 21570(f)(3)(A).  But 27 CCR §21570(f)(3)(B) provides that an 
application can instead meet the “CEQA compliance information” requirement by 
including “information on the status of  the application’s compliance with 
CEQA…”.  Attachment SWFP-C to the permit application form (See Exhibit 7) 
provided (at a minimum) the status of CEQA compliance for this project.  The 
Statement of Issues did not challenge the accuracy of the information contained in 
Attachment SWFP-C.  While the CEQA issues raised in the Statement of Issues 
may be litigated at a future time, the information in the permit application on the 
status of CEQA was adequate to support LEA’s complete and correct 
determination. 
 

Based on the applicable state law and regulations regarding CEQA and 
solid waste facility permit application requirements, the Solid Waste Hearing 
Panel need not and should not engage on the substantive and procedural CEQA 
issues that Petitioners appear to be proposing in their Statement of Issues.  The 
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LEA cannot be certain, at the time it submits this Response, that these issues will 
not be raised by Petitioners at the requested hearing.  Therefore, the LEA offers 
the brief discussion below.   
 

The demand for additional CEQA analysis to address greenhouse gas 
(GHG) impacts was previously raised in a letter from Petitioners to the LEA, dated 
April 21, 2010, and fully responded to in a letter from GCL to the LEA dated June 
21, 2010.  These letters are not part of the permit application package but were 
known to the LEA when it determined this application package was complete and 
correct.  Therefore, these letters are attached as Exhibits 13 and 14.   

The LEA’s ability to require a subsequent or supplemental EIR for this 
project, which has a certified EIR, is limited by state law, which provides that an 
environmental impact report is conclusively presumed to be valid after 
certification, unless the requirements for a supplemental EIR (SEIR) are met.  
Public Resources Code section 21167.2, and 14 CCR Section 15162.  

The Statement of Issues seems to assert that GHG emissions represent new 
information that was not analyzed and thus, a SEIR was needed.  However, the 
threat of global warming was well known even before the RFEIR was certified on 
May 31, 2007, and does not constitute "new information" within the meaning of 
Public Resources Code section 21166(c).2  Similarly, the revisions to the CEQA 
Guidelines referred to by Petitioners became effective on March 18, 2010, after 
the RFEIR was certified.  Thus, the revisions are not applicable to this project.  
 
 
Response to Issue #4 [Protection of County Water Authority Pipelines]: 
 

Water supply pipelines cross the landfill site, outside of the proposed waste 
footprint.  The Statement of Issues describes briefly how landfill construction and 
operation could affect these pipelines, and quotes relevant language from 
Proposition C (Exhibit 6), as follows:  “The Project will include work required to 
protect any San Diego Aqueduct pipelines to the extent and in the manner required 
by the San Diego County Water Authority.”   Petitioners then equate project to 
                                                
2  See, A Local & Regional Monitor v. City of Los Angeles (2d Dist. 1993) , 12 
Cal.App.4th 1773, 1800 (in order to show that an SEIR is required, a petitioner must 
demonstrate that the "new information was not known and could not have been known at 
the time the EIR was certified." Emphasis in original.); Citizens for a Megaplex-Free 
Alameda v. City of Alameda (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 91, 114 (petitioner must establish 
"new information" could not have been obtained "with the exercise of reasonable 
diligence.").  Since the information on GHG emissions was known and available, the 
conditions for requiring preparation of a SEIR are not met. 



Response to Statement of Issues 
March 15, 2011 
Page 14 
 

 

permit, and state “the issue of how the aqueduct would be protected to the 
satisfaction of the County Water Authority must be resolved before the SWFP can 
be issued….” (emphasis added)  Note that this Statement of Issues does not 
directly contend that this issue must be resolved prior to LEA’s complete and 
correct determination.   

 
The Solid Waste Hearing Panel could choose not to address this issue on 

either of two grounds.  First, as noted above, Petitioners have not properly raised 
this as an issue that is relevant to the determination that a permit application is 
complete and correct. This is not simply a technical or semantic distinction, 
because Petitioners combine their lack of a focused assertion, with a complete 
absence of any explanation why Petitioners believe that their preferred earlier 
timing for an agreement is legally mandatory.  Proposition C is clear that the 
operator of this landfill is eventually going to need an agreement with the County 
Water Authority.  The issue is whether that agreement was required before this 
permit application could be determined to be complete and correct, and Petitioners 
have not met their threshold burden of putting that issue before this hearing panel.   

 
A second ground for not engaging on this issue is that Petitioners are not 

asking for a decision based on state law and regulation, but based on a local 
Proposition addressing purely local land use matters—a General Plan amendment, 
a zoning change, and establishment of a use-by-right within rezoned parcels.  The 
requirement for an agreement with the County Water Authority is a local condition 
imposed by the voters of San Diego County in connection with those land use 
entitlements—it is not a requirement imposed by or derived from state law or 
regulations.   The function of the Solid Waste Hearing Panel sitting pursuant to 
Public Resources Code section 44310(a)(1) is to address issues of compliance with 
state law and regulation.  The hearing panel has no authority to tell the LEA how 
Proposition C—a local law—should be interpreted or applied. 3  

 
If the Solid Waste Hearing Panel chooses to engage on this issue, it should 

uphold the LEA’s determination that this permit application was complete and 
correct, for several independent reasons.   

 
First, even if the Solid Waste Hearing Panel has authority over this issue, it 

must uphold the LEA’s determination unless the LEA has clearly acted “contrary 
to law.”  Proposition C does not say when this agreement is required, so the LEA’s 
determination that the agreement is not required yet cannot be contrary to law.   

 
                                                
3 It must be noted for the record that the LEA disagrees with the interpretation of 
Proposition C proposed by Petitioners.  



Response to Statement of Issues 
March 15, 2011 
Page 15 
 

 

Second, the LEA has stated clearly and repeatedly that it will require this 
agreement to be in place prior to the start of construction, i.e., prior to any activity 
that could endanger the pipeline.  Petitioners have attached an August 12, 2010 
County Water Authority letter asking the LEA not to issue a permit until this 
agreement is in place.  (Note that the Water Authority did not ask that the permit 
application be rejected as not being complete and correct.)  The LEA replied to 
that letter, providing appropriate assurances.  The LEA reply to the SDCWA letter 
of August 12, 2010 is attached as Exhibit 15.   

 
Third, the agreement that Proposition C requires need only address work 

that is required to protect the pipelines.  It is likely that the agreement will include 
allowances for uncertainty before it is satisfactory to the County Water Authority, 
but the core issue to be addressed is still the work that is required to protect the 
pipelines.  To a significant degree this is a fact-driven technical question, and the 
full answer to the technical part of this question is apparently not yet resolved to 
the mutual satisfaction of the parties who must make this agreement.  The Solid 
Waste Hearing Panel should not compel the LEA to require that this agreement be 
in place before it is feasible for the parties to reach agreement.   
 

Finally, the timing that Petitioners are seeking is clearly unnecessary.  The 
LEA is committed to prohibit any landfill construction until this agreement is in 
place.  That is sufficient to ensure that these pipelines are not put at risk by the 
landfill project.  Acceptance of a permit application does not authorize any activity 
that could endanger these pipelines, so an agreement at this preliminary stage is 
not required to ensure protection of the aqueducts.   
 
Response to Issue #5 [Inclement Weather Operations]: 
 
 The JTD provides for a bridge over the San Luis Rey River that should 
provide 18 inches of clearance above the expected river level in a 100 year, 24 
hour storm.  The Statement of Issues asserts that the JTD “fails to discuss” and 
should provide contingency measures if the San Luis Rey River damages the 
bridge, or otherwise poses risks that require the bridge to be closed.   
 
 27 CCR Section 21600(b)(4)(A) states that a JTD must “describe how the 
site design accommodates or provides for….climatological factors….”  The JTD 
does this.  Apart from the flood-accommodating design of the bridge itself, the 
actions to be taken in response to high river conditions are adequately described 
on page B.4-14 of the JTD.  If there is potential flooding that could overtop the 
bridge deck, waste haulers will be notified using the ongoing notification system, 
and operations will be halted.  Although the JTD does not expressly say so, 
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obviously the same contingency measures would be implemented if the bridge 
were damaged and could not be safely used.  
 

The Statement of Issues also says the JTD fails to address risks associated 
with a landfill that can only be accessed by a bridge.  The premise of that 
comment is incorrect; alternative access to the landfill site would be in place for 
fire protection and other purposes in the event the bridge were damaged.  The 
2003 Final Environmental Impact Report (2003 FEIR) for the project, at p. 3-28, 
describes the use of an existing river crossing prior to construction of the landfill 
access road bridge. The location of that crossing at the western end (boundary) of 
the site, which is permanently available to the applicant through an easement, is 
depicted on Figure 3, of Appendix I-3 of the JTD and the property description is 
set forth in Attachment SWFP-A of the permit application (Parcel 43).   
 
Response to Issue #6 [Groundwater Monitoring Well Locations]: 
 
 The JTD describes an enhanced groundwater monitoring system that GCL 
proposes to implement, based on the recommendation of Dr. David Huntley, 
Professor Emeritus of Geological Sciences, San Diego State University.  Approval 
of plans for this enhancement is pending at the RWQCB.  GCL and the LEA 
anticipated that if WDRs are issued for this landfill, they will require that this 
system be implemented.   
 

The Statement of Issues asserts that the Solid Waste Hearing Panel should 
direct the LEA to require the installation of this enhanced system before the LEA 
determines that an application is complete and correct.  In effect, Petitioners would 
turn a proposed system enhancement that is under consideration at the RWQCB, 
into an application defect at the LEA.  To satisfy Petitioners, the LEA would have 
to somehow require that this good idea be implemented before the idea could be 
accepted for consideration by the LEA or RWQCB.  That is not the sequencing 
that state solid waste facility permitting laws and regulations require. State laws 
and regulations also do not empower the LEA to require physical work on any 
aspect of a facility as a precondition for accepting a permit application.   

 
Petitioners are also challenging the wrong agency.  Groundwater 

monitoring relates directly to protection of waters of the state, and falls within the 
regulatory authority of RWQCB.  The LEA has no authority to approve the 
pending workplan for this enhanced groundwater monitoring system, or to impose 
permit conditions to protect groundwater.  The LEA’s role under the Public 
Resources Code is limited to ensuring, when it accepts a permit application as 
complete and correct, that groundwater monitoring is addressed in the JTD.  That 
requirement has been met.   
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The Statement of Issues cites no authority to support its assertion that the 

permit application cannot be complete and correct for SWFP purposes because 
RWQCB has not approved the work plan, or because the additional monitoring 
wells have not yet been installed.  A review of Title 27 reaches a different 
conclusion. 
 

27 CCR §20415 provides general standards for groundwater monitoring 
programs.  The purpose for the detection monitoring program (DMP) is to monitor 
groundwater that might be affected by a release from the Unit.  The need for a 
DMP is triggered by the receipt of waste, not a complete and correct 
determination, or even the issuance of WDR’s by RWQCB.  27 CCR §20420 
provides additional detail for the DMP.  In addition to well installation, adequate 
samples have to be taken to establish background.  However, there is no set time 
for this to be achieved, other than prior to waste receipt.   
 

The tentative Monitoring and Reporting Program (M&RP) for the landfill, 
found at Appendix S, p. 29-30 of the JTD, requires submittal of a plan for 
expanding and improving the existing groundwater quality network, in order to 
meet all the required performance criteria for a DMP.  Although that portion of the 
JTD pertains to RWQCB, not LEA matters, the LEA can discern deadline dates 
from the draft M&RP.  The submittal date for the workplan, at Appendix S, p. 33 
of the JTD, is within 90 days of adoption of the RWQCB Order (issuance of 
WDR’s).  That timing would be well before the initial receipt of waste, and for 
that reason would appear to the LEA to be consistent with the requirements of 27 
CCR §20415. 4 
 
 

In summary, regardless of the merits or feasibility of these groundwater 
monitoring enhancements, and regardless of the status of this plan at the RWQCB, 
the requirements for the LEA’s complete and correct determination with respect to 
Issue 6 have been satisfied because those matters were addressed in the JTD. (See 
Table 1 of the JTD, at p. A.1-6 – A.1-9.  The JTD is attached as Exhibit 8.)  No 
further inquiry is required for purposes of this petition.   
 
Response to Issue #7 [Mitigating a Foreseeable Release]: 

                                                
4 GCL asserts that the Gregory Canyon Landfill is remarkable for the number of 
monitoring wells that have been installed and sampled at this stage of development.  The 
LEA understands that this is expected to provide a wealth of information for RWQCB in 
making its permitting decision.  
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 The Statement of Issues asserts that GCL should have used a different 
release scenario to determine the required amount of assurance for financial 
responsibility required pursuant to 27 CCR 22221(a).  The release scenario 
Petitioners dislike was developed by Dr. Huntley, who also developed the 
groundwater monitoring enhancements that Petitioners are so eager to have 
implemented. (Issue #6.)  Although this is a RWQCB issue with an LEA follow-
on, Petitioners have challenged only the RWQCB aspects of the issue. 
 
 27 CCR 22221(a) is related to groundwater corrective action scenarios, but 
the section is a CalRecycle regulation.  The cross-reference in Section 22221(a) is 
to a corrective action cost estimate submitted or approved pursuant to Section 
22101(a), which is also a CalRecycle regulation.  But 22101(a) states that this 
critical cost estimate for reasonably foreseeable releases from landfills to water 
must be “in accordance with the program required by the [State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB)] pursuant to Section 20380(b).”   
  

The determination of the reasonably foreseeable releases to water relates 
directly to protection of waters of the state, and based on the allocation of 
responsibility between agencies on which state solid waste facility regulatory 
programs are based, this determination falls squarely within the regulatory 
authority of RWQCB and SWRCB.  The regulations discussed above confirm this:  
even where the requirement for financial assurance is administered by CalRecycle, 
the corrective action cost estimate, which is driven by the release scenario, must 
conform to the SWRCB program.   

 
Once that cost estimate is submitted to an LEA, it is a CalRecycle / LEA 

responsibility to ensure that appropriate financial assurance is provided.  But the 
gravamen of Petitioners’ claim on this issue is that GCL’s release scenario is 
technically inappropriate because of the way Petitioners assert contaminants from 
the landfill would behave in groundwater.  That is an SWRCB / RWQCB issue.  
The issue is addressed in the JTD, which is sufficient and provides adequate 
information to support a complete and correct determination by LEA on any 
matter that is within the exclusive jurisdiction of the RWQCB. 
 

There is sufficient information in the JTD for the SWRCB to assess the 
reasonableness of the release scenario submitted by GCL.  The JTD, at p. B.5.21-
23, includes a detailed discussion and rationale for the selection of the reasonably 
foreseeable release, which formed the basis for the corrective action cost estimate.  
Based on that material, there is substantial evidence that a release from the landfill 
would not significantly impair the alluvial aquifer.  In fact, Dr. Huntley opined in 
Appendix C-2, p.4 of the JTD that any release from fractured bedrock to the 
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alluvial aquifer would be rapidly attenuated over a distance of as little as 50 feet 
downgradient of the interface between the fractured bedrock and the alluvial 
aquifer, to a point of virtual non-detection.  This would be well within the landfill 
property, and there would be no reasonably foreseeable impact on any 
downgradient users of the alluvial aquifer.  These are determinations to which the 
SWRCB and RWQCB can readily apply their expertise.  It is the LEA’s 
understanding that the RWQCB will address this issue before WDRs are issued, 
and that state regulations will require the issue to be revisited periodically 
thereafter. 
 

In summary, regardless of any dispute as to whether the release scenario 
addressed in the JTD is appropriate, the requirements for the LEA’s complete and 
correct determination with respect to Issue 7 were satisfied because those matters 
were addressed in the JTD. (See Table 1 of the JTD, at p. A.1-6 – A.1-9.  The JTD 
is attached as Exhibit 8.)  No further inquiry is required for purposes of this 
petition. 
 
Response to Issue #8 [Fire Control]: 
 
 The Statement of Issues asserts that more information on fire control should 
have been included in the permit application package.  In some sense more 
information is always better, but the LEA determined that the information in this 
application was sufficient to inform the permitting process.  Petitioners have not 
shown that that determination was clearly contrary to state law and regulation. 
 

The JTD contains more information on fire control than Petitioners 
acknowledge.  The on-site capabilities of the operator to respond to fires on the 
landfill property are apparent from the equipment list included on p. B.4-6 of the 
JTD, which include 2-4 dozers, 1-2 compactors, and 2 scrapers.  This is the 
equipment that would be utilized to address subsurface fires, as provided in the 
JTD, p. B.5-41.  This equipment could also be used to assist in combating 
wildfires, for activities such as brush clearance or creation of fire breaks. 
 

The primary thrust of the discussion in the Statement of Issues relates to 
wildfires, and the discussion is incomplete.  The Statement of Issues failed to 
acknowledge that the JTD, at p. B.5 -41, discussed additional fire protection 
capabilities through the San Diego County Fire Authority, the North County Fire 
Protection District, and the Pala Reservation fire station.  Also, the JTD noted that 
the fire protection authorities are parties to reciprocal aid agreements, meaning 
that the closest fire stations would provide the initial response to a wildfire. 
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With respect to blasting operations, the JTD, at p. B.5- 41 notes that the 
agency providing fire protection services will enforce compliance with all 
provisions of the County Consolidated Fire Code.  Based on the fire protection 
letter provided in Attachment SWFP-D of the permit application, that agency 
likely would be the San Diego County Fire Authority, since the landfill site is 
within the boundaries of the Authority.  Also, the JTD at p. B.5 - 42 notes that fire 
protection measures related to blasting include the use of a fine mesh screen over 
the blasting area to prevent the escape of rock fragments, dust or other debris. 

 
The LEA’s determination that this information is sufficient is confirmed by 

the independent URS Corporation peer review.  The URS report (Exhibit 4) 
assessed the fire protection information in the JTD, and concluded at page 2-2 that 
“Litter, dust, vector, bird, noise, fire, odor and hazardous waste controls are typical 
to techniques that have been successfully used at other similar facilities.” 

 
Response to Issue #9 [Design Features]: 
 

The Statement of Issues makes the unsupported claim that “conceptual” 
design drawings are inadequate for permitting purposes, and cites to the example 
of remodeling a private residence.  There is no support for this claim and no 
indication as to what level of design state law and regulations require, or 
Petitioners would acknowledge to be adequate.  Moreover, the analogy to a home 
remodeling is inapposite, since a home remodel would require a building permit, 
and that process would require a final design.  That situation is not the same as 
that one presented here. 
 

The confusion over this issue is best demonstrated  by a review of the 
precise words used in the Statement of Issues -- “[w]hile final drawings may not 
be required, conceptual designs are not sufficient” (emphasis added).  Moreover, 
Petitioners’ position seems to be evolving, since in its July 29, 2010 Statement of 
Issues (discussion of JTD Section C.2.1), Petitioners conceded that “final 
drawings are not required”. (emphasis added.) 
 

Furthermore, this claim is nothing more than a bald assertion that whatever 
has been submitted is not enough.  That hardly suffices as a substitute for the 
LEA’s (or RWQCB’s) reasoned judgment as to what is required to demonstrate 
the ability to conform to applicable standards.  The implicit suggestion that final 
design drawings would attempt to undercut the level of environmental protection 
imposed by the authorities is both speculative and unwarranted, since final 
drawings would be required to be consistent with permit-level drawings to obtain 
approval from RWQCB.  As explained at Appendix S, p. 44 of the JTD, the 
tentative WDR’s require that detailed designs be submitted to and approved by 
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RWQCB prior to initiating construction, and that final construction reports with 
as-built drawings be submitted to and approved by RWQCB prior to the receipt of 
waste.   

 
Useful guidance on the amount of design detail that is sufficient in an 

application for a solid waste facility permit is contained in 27 CCR Section 21600 
(Exhibit 10), which has been cited frequently in this Response.  Regarding 
ancillary facilities:  “provide a plot plan showing all ancillary facilities at the site, 
including ….buildings, entrance facilities, scales, maintenance structures, and 
hazardous materials storage areas.”  Regarding general design parameters:  
“Describe how the site design accommodates or provides for the service area, 
climatological factors, physical settings, soils, drainage and other pertinent 
information.”  Regarding drainage and erosion:  “Provide a conceptual design and 
description of the drainage system as it pertains to roads, structures and gas 
monitoring systems, preventing safety hazards and preventing the escape of 
waste.”  (Emphasis added.)  These requirements are general in nature, and there is 
no provision in 27 CCR §21570 or any other provision of Title 27 that requires a 
discussion in the JTD as to how the landfill is to be constructed.  The required 
information in the JTD goes to “what”, but not “how”.  The information in the 
JTD is adequate to support LEA’s complete and correct determination. 

 
It should also be noted that URS, an expert firm with substantial experience 

with solid waste permitting throughout California, did not take issue with the level 
of design drawings in the permit application.  Instead, URS expressly found that 
designs for required elements provided the level of detail required by 27 CCR 
21570(d).   See, Exhibit 4, pages 2-1 to 2-4.  Concerning the perimeter storm 
drain, URS found at p. 2-4 that “the perimeter storm drain (PSD) system 
consisting of a reinforced concrete trapezoidal drainage channels placed around 
(outside) the refuse footprint and earthen berms to divert run-on from adjacent 
slopes and the up-canyon areas of the undisturbed footprint into the perimeter 
storm drains is appropriate for the site”, that “the phased construction of the PSD 
moving up canyon as the landfill is developed is reasonable”, and that the 
“discharge and percolation area appears to be adequately sized and the energy 
dissipaters proposed are typical”. 
 

It is helpful that URS’s expert judgment confirms that of the LEA 
concerning sufficiency of design detail.  But for purposes of the decision the Solid 
Waste Hearing Panel must make, it may be more important that that 27 CCR 
21600(b)(8)(F) expressly endorses the JTD’s use of “conceptual” designs for 
drainage systems, and of “plot plan” designs more generally.  Because the JTD 
often goes beyond this minimum level of detail and generally includes design 
drawings at a level of detail consistent with longstanding industry and regulatory 
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practices, the JTD presents more than is necessary for the LEA’s complete and 
correct determination.  But even if the designs for the perimeter drainage channel 
(or for other aspects of the landfill) were merely “conceptual,” the minimal design 
detail standards established in 27 CCR 21600 mean that LEA cannot be said to 
have acted contrary to state law and regulation when it found this permit 
application to be complete and correct.   
 
Response to Issue #10 [Leachate Control and Recovery]: 
 
 As to this issue, and no other, the Statement of Issues asserts that an aspect 
of the landfill design as disclosed in the permit application package would violate 
a specific regulatory standard.  Petitioners are mistaken. 
  

The discussion of 27 CCR §20340 in the Statement of Issues is misleading.  
The regulation provides that certain Class III landfills (including Gregory Canyon) 
are required to have a Leachate Collection and Recovery System (LCRS), but does 
not “require that the entire waste unit be underlain by an LCRS”.  Since Gregory 
Canyon will utilize a standard LCRS, the design is governed by 27 CCR 
§20340(e), which requires that the LCRS extend up the side slope as much as 
possible. 
 

The JTD at p. B.5-2 – B.5-3 includes a detailed discussion of the design of 
the side slope collectors and the rationale for compliance with 27 CCR §20340(e).  
In particular, the JTD indicates that leachate entering into the bench collectors 
would flow by gravity into the LCRS mainline placed down the center of the 
refuse area.  Leachate not entering the bench collectors would flow by gravity 
along the interface between the operations layer and the geomembrane liner to the 
bottom areas and into the LCRS.  The benches and bench collector piping would 
be sloped to prevent ponding, and, obviously, the side slopes would be sloped and 
would prevent ponding.  The URS report, at p. 2-3 noted that one important 
advantage of a gravity-based LCRS is that it would eliminate the possibility of a 
pump failure causing a leachate release.  This design complies with applicable 
regulatory requirements. 
 

The Solid Waste Hearing Panel should decline to address this issue.  
Leachate collection and treatment are undertaken  to protect waters of the state, 
and falls within the regulatory authority of RWQCB.  Leachate collection and 
treatment is addressed in the JTD, which is sufficient to support a complete and 
correct determination by LEA on any matter that is within the exclusive 
jurisdiction of the RWQCB. (See Table 1 of the JTD, at p. A.1-6 – A.1-9.  The 
JTD is attached as Exhibit 8.) No further inquiry is required for purposes of this 
appeal. 
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Response to Issue #11 [Desilting Basin]: 
 
 In this issue area, the Statement of Issues alleges a missing rationale, a lack 
of discussion, use of an obsolete reference, and inadequate support for a selected 
technical parameter.  All of these allegations are mistaken, but the nature of the 
allegations is sufficient to show that Petitioners are off the mark.  The question 
before the Solid Waste Hearing Panel is whether the LEA clearly acted contrary to 
state law and regulations, not whether technical debates about hydrology issues are 
possible.  In addition, the issues Petitioners raise (and confuse) here are storm 
water desiltation and infiltration.  Those aspects of storm water management relate 
to protection of waters of the state, and fall within the regulatory authority of 
RWQCB.  Storm water management is addressed in the JTD, which is sufficient to 
support a complete and correct determination by LEA on any matter that is within 
the exclusive jurisdiction of the RWQCB. 
 

Despite that conclusion, the discussion in the Statement of Issues 
demonstrates a lack of understanding of the design methodology for the storm 
water management system.  As indicated in the JTD at p.C.2-20 – C.2.21, the 10-
year, 6-hour event was used in conjunction with particle size to determine the 
desiltation efficiency of the sedimentation basins, and determine their appropriate 
sizing to reduce downstream sediment loading.  This is different than flows 
through the system, which were designed to accommodate a 100-year, 24-hour 
storm calculated using the Rational Method.  And, the JTD, at p. C.2-20, notes that 
the design of the desilting basins was based on the 2009 version of the California 
Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook, not the earlier 2003 version as 
alleged in the Statement of Issues. 
 

The URS Report, at p. 2-3 concluded that “[d]esilting basins are designed 
based on the 10-year, 6-hour storm flows sediment capacity and for the storm 
water runoff flows of the 100-year, 24-hour storm event. The spillway is sized for 
the 100-year, 24-hour storm event. This complies with the regulatory requirements 
and is reasonable for the site.” 
 
 

The Statement of Issues makes the unsupported claim that all flows, even 
from undisturbed areas, should flow though the desilting basins for sediment 
removal.  This claim reflects a fundamental misunderstanding of current storm 
water protection practice, which is to mimic the pre-development condition with 
respect to both flows and functions.  The plan presented in the Storm Water 
Management Plan (Appendix I-1 of the JTD) was designed to mimic the volumes 
of flow from the Gregory Canyon mainstem occurring during pre-development 
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condition.  The goal was not to prevent flow, but to allow flow to occur under 
conditions where flow would occur during the pre-development condition.  The 
storm water management system also is designed to allow for the  transport of 
sediments where it would have occurred during the pre-development condition.  
Routing storm water flows from undisturbed areas through the desilting basins 
would limit the ability to preserve this pre-development function. 
 

The comment letter prepared by Dr. Richard Horner, attached to the 
Statement of Issues, makes two primary assertions.   First, the landfill is criticized 
for not utilizing a flow modeling technique that is not fully developed, and is not 
in widespread (or even any) use in California.  Such a criticism cannot constitute a 
reason to overturn LEA’s complete and correct determination.   

 
Moreover, the crux of this new and untested method is to take into account 

additional factors, such as rainfall over a period of time and antecedent moisture, 
and Dr. Horner further criticizes GCL for not making more detailed on-site 
observations.  However, GCL undertook extensive on-site observations of an 
extreme rainfall event during the 2004-2005 rain year occurring over a period of 
numerous days that resulted in flows in the Gregory Canyon mainstem.   Those 
observations considered the factors raised in the Horner comment letter (e.g. 
rainfall over a period of time and antecedent moisture), and were described in the 
Updated Hydrogeomorphology and Beneficial Uses at Gregory Canyon report 
(Hydrogeomorphology Report), included as Appendix I-1 of the JTD.  GCL also 
performed HEC-1 modeling of flows, which are presented in Table 1, p. T-1 of the 
Hydrogeomorphology Report.   

 
The series of storms producing flow in the 2004-2005 rain year exceeded 

six inches of rain, as described in the Hydrogeomorphology Report, p. 2-7.  And, 
importantly to the design of storm water facilities, the maximum flow volume in 
this extreme event was in the range of  21-31 cubic feet per second (cfs), with an 
average of 26 cfs, and was representative of a 10-40 flood event (depending on the 
frequency and method), as described in the Hydrogeomorphology Report, p. 2-6.  
The volume of flow seen onsite was substantially less than the volumes calculated 
through use of the Rational Method (138.35 cfs in a 10-year event), which was the 
basis of design for the basic elements of the storm water management system.  The 
calculations were consistent with the flow estimates produced through the HEC-1 
modeling.  The Hydrogeomorphology Report at p. 2-4 noted that the Rational 
Method tends to exaggerate flows within the watershed, which was the case here.  
But, in any event, the calculations  provide substantial assurance that the storm 
water management facilities are adequately sized, and if anything, oversized. 
 

The URS Report (Exhibit 4), at p. 2-3 – 2-4 concluded that “[t]he drainage 
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control system designed for 100-year, 24-hour storm event run-off volumes 
complies with the regulatory requirements and is reasonable for the site”, that 
“[t]he estimated run-off values calculated based on the San Diego County 
Hydrology Manual (2003 version) in conjunction with computer software 
developed by Advanced Engineering Software (AES) is appropriate”, and that 
“[t]he hydrologic analysis conducted using the Rational Method Computer 
program (in accordance with the San Diego County Hydrology Manual Criteria) to 
determine the peak flows discharged from the Gregory Canyon watershed under 
pre- and post-developed conditions is reasonable for the project”. 
 

The requirements for LEA’s complete and correct determination with 
respect to Issue #11 were satisfied because those matters were addressed in the 
JTD. (See Table 1 of the JTD, at p. A.1-6 – A.1-9.  The JTD is attached as Exhibit 
8.) No further inquiry is required for purposes of this appeal. 
 
Response to Issue #12 [Floodplain]: 
 
 The Statement of Issues asserts that the landfill design calls for desilting 
and infiltration structures and “possibly” other facilities to be located within the 
100 year floodplain, that the impacts of this “construction” have not been studied, 
and that without further analysis and FEMA (Federal Emergency Management 
Agency) approval, the permit application package cannot be complete and correct.  
These assertions are erroneous in part, and to the extent they may be correct, they 
do not establish that the LEA acted contrary to law and regulation when it 
determined that the permit application was complete and correct. 
 

The assertion in the Statement of Issues that the eastern desilting basin and 
portions of the facilities area are within the 100-year floodplain is not established 
by the map Petitioners have attached.  Figure 30B does not include an outline of 
the location of those features, and without that information it would be impossible 
to reach the conclusion asserted in the comment.  Floodplain mapping in the 2003 
FEIR (Exhibit 4.4-2, p. 4.4-5) shows that no portion of these features is within the 
100- or even 500- year floodplains, and the adequacy of this mapping or analysis 
was never challenged by Petitioners (or any other party) or overturned by the 
courts. 
 

 Nevertheless, floodplain maps can be imperfect.  However, even if the 
infiltration area were within the 100-year or 500-year floodplain, the LEA’s 
determination that the permit application package was complete and correct would 
not be contrary to law.  As discussed in response to Issue #11, one goal of the 
storm water management system is to mimic the pre-development condition.  Thus, 
if there were pre-development flooding in this area during a storm event, the storm 
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water management system would want to allow flooding to occur post-
development.  Also, this simply is an infiltration area, there is no physical 
development or disturbance of the pre-development condition.  An infiltration area 
would not interfere with a flood.   
 

The Statement of Issues does not specify what “FEMA approvals” 
allegedly are required for the landfill project to receive a SWFP, or for the permit 
application to be complete and correct.  That is because there are no required 
FEMA approvals, and FEMA has not been designated as responsible agency for 
this project for CEQA purposes, or as an approving agency for SWFP application 
purposes.  FEMA mapping relates to the availability of flood insurance, or disaster 
recovery assistance.  In contrast, regulation of federal or state waters is through the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers or the RWQCB. 
 
Response to Issue #13 [Rockfall and Protective Construction]: 
 
 The Statement of Issues notes that the JTD states that rockfall protection 
measures will be necessary at the landfill, and objects because the location and 
design of those features is not disclosed.  
 

Essentially, this is another “design detail” objection, and the discussions of 
that objection in connection with Issue #’s 1 and 9 above are also applicable here.  
The information provided in the JTD is adequate to support the LEA’s complete 
and correct determination.  The tentative WDR’s, at Appendix S, p. 44 of the JTD, 
require that drainage control facilities be subject to detailed design and as-built 
review by RWQCB, as discussed in more detail in the response to Issue #9. 
 

Regarding locations, Petitioners’ reference to open space appears to be 
based on a concern that open space required to be maintained pursuant to 
Proposition C (and CEQA) could be affected by this construction.  Proposition C 
compliance and CEQA compliance are not issues within the purview of this 
Hearing Panel, as discussed above in connection with Issues #3 and #4.   

 
Furthermore, GCL and the LEA do not expect this construction to intrude 

on protected open space.  Construction of rockfall protection of one or more of the 
types depicted in the examples in Figure 36 of the JTD can be accommodated 
within the current limits of grading.   In addition, the current limits of grading 
preserve more open space than Proposition C required.  Section 3B of the 
Proposition provides that the amount of open space acreage can be adjusted, but 
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must be at least 1,313 acres.5 Also, Section 3A of the Proposition provides that the 
size and location of facility components can be adjusted.  
 
Conclusion 
 
 Petitioners have not shown that the LEA acted contrary to state law and 
regulations.  The relief Petitioners seek should therefore be denied. 

                                                
5 The FEIR, at Exhibit 3-9 on p. 3-23, provides that with the proposed project 
development, and subtracting 150.5 for “other areas and easements” (some of which are 
speculative), there would be 1324.7 acres remaining for open space, in excess of the 
required 1,313 acres. 
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Memorandum 

To: Mike Porter, San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 

From: Bill Magdych, Ph.D., Bill Magdych Associates Environmental Consulting 

Date: 4/19/2011 

Re: Comments on letter from Richard R. Horner, Ph.D. dated January 3, 2011 

Message 

The comment letter prepared by Dr. Richard Horner promotes the use of one specific 
hydrologic model, the Hydrologic Simulation Program – FORTRAN (HSPF), as superior 
in his opinion to the use of Rational Method and HEC-1 modeling that have been used 
for various purposes in the planning, design, and permitting for this project.  He further 
asserts that because of his opinion that the HSPF model is a better model to use, that 
the uses of the other modeling methods are not appropriate and should be discarded in 
lieu of further modeling using the HSPF method. 
 
The objective of the hydrology study was to provide sizing and location information for 
the site's storm drain facilities based on the final fill configuration (JTD Volume 1 Part 
C).  The Rational Method was used according to the San Diego Hydrology Manual for 
the calculation of the peak discharge of a 24-hour, 100-year storm event, which is a 
very conservative approach.  The Rational Method is among the more straight forward 
hydrologic models available, and it provides a conservative approach to predicting 
discharge events.  Predicted discharges are expected to be higher than those actually 
observed (as is the case with Gregory Canyon, as discussed below), especially when 
applied to very large surface areas and when conservative input parameters are 
applied, as was the case with the Gregory Canyon modeling using this method.  The 
Rational Method tends to predict discharge levels that are conservatively high, even 
more so for lower level storm events.  Therefore, the resultant discharges predicted 
using the Rational Method are expected in this case to be larger than would really occur 
for a given design storm scenario, and this provides a substantial measure of protection 
when designing storm water features. 
 
The HEC-1 modeling (URS 2004) was developed for ecological assessment purposes.  
It was used to evaluate likely surface flows that are expected to occur in Gregory 
Canyon, including those from low level rain events, in consideration of how often 
surface flow is actually observed in Gregory Canyon, how much flow actually occurs, 
and its likelihood to reach the San Luis Rey River.  The results of this modeling were 
first compared to flows observed after a large storm event in January 2005 that 
produced a peak discharge at the mouth of Gregory Canyon of 26 cfs.  This water flow 
in Gregory Canyon occurred after a total rainfall of 11.28 inches between December 25, 
2004 and January 11, 2005, with most of the rain falling in the few days before and on 
January 10-11, 2005, based on the Couser Canyon rain gage, which is located 
approximately 0.25 miles west of the Gregory Canyon property.  This is a very high level 
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of rain fall.  The 2005 rain year (July 2004 through June 2005) was the third wettest 
year on record in 155 years of record for the region.  The annual peak discharge 
measured at the Oceanside, California U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) stream gage on 
the San Luis Rey River for this storm event was 21,800 cfs, which was the peak 
discharge for this storm event and also the third highest peak discharge recorded in the 
San Luis Rey River at Oceanside since 1930.  The highest annual peak discharge 
recorded for the San Luis Rey River at Oceanside was 25,700 cfs in 1993.  96 percent 
of the annual peak discharges measured for the San Luis Rey River since 1930 have 
been lower than the level experienced in 2005.  The flood stage gage at Shearer 
Crossing Road registered a peak height of 5.1 feet for this 2005 flood.  The water flow 
observed in Gregory Canyon that peaked at 26 cfs was the result of a very high level 
storm event that occurred in the third wettest year of record. This level of flow 
corresponded to an approximate 37-year flow event in the canyon based on evaluation 
of the HEC-1 modeling, which is very consistent with levels observed in the San Luis 
Rey River, as well as regionally.  The peak discharge from this very extreme storm 
system produced relatively low flows from Gregory Canyon that were ephemeral in 
nature, and expressed in a short duration peaking event with rapid attenuation to a 
trickle shortly after the peak event. 
 
Water flow was also observed in Gregory Canyon on January 22, 2010 during the 2010 
rain year.  The peak flow observed in the canyon was 4.7 cfs with a surface nexus to 
the San Luis Rey River of less than 12 hours based on direct observation.  The peak 
discharge observed in the San Luis Rey River at Oceanside was 2,090 cfs (which was 
also the annual peak discharge for that rain year) and 75.6 percent of all measured 
annual peak discharges since 1930 are lower than this amount.  The Shearer Crossing 
stage gage on the San Luis Rey River registered a peak height of 3.6 feet.  The 4.7 cfs 
of flow in Gregory Canyon occurred at the end of this single storm event which occurred 
over several days after a total of 6.11 inches of rain measured on site.  Flow in Gregory 
Canyon subsided shortly after the peak event (within hours).  This observed flow was 
ephemeral in nature and consistent with the predictions of the HEC-1 modeling. 
 
Water flow was also observed in Gregory Canyon on December 22, 2010 during the 
2011 rain year.  The peak discharge observed in the canyon was 22.2 cfs.  The peak 
discharge observed in the San Luis Rey River at Oceanside was 6,810 cfs (this is also 
the annual peak discharge for the 2011 rain year) with 88.5 percent of all measured 
annual peak discharges lower than this amount.  The Shearer Crossing stage gage on 
the San Luis Rey River registered a peak height of 6.05 feet.  This measurement at 
Shearer Crossing indicates that the local peak flow level in the San Luis Rey River at 
the project site was approximately 1 foot higher than observed in 2005, even though the 
discharge level measured at Oceanside was lower than in 2005.  The National Weather 
Service (2010) has described the December 22, 2010 storm as an extreme storm event 
in southern California with rainfall ranging from 400 to 800 percent of normal, with rains 
in San Diego County most intense in north county and inland (which describes the 
project site and watershed upstream of the project site for the San Luis Rey River).  The 
limits of San Luis Rey River flooding observed on the Gregory Canyon property coincide 
with the limits of the 50-year floodplain for the San Luis Rey River (Excel Engineering 
2011) on site, and in some cases went beyond this limit.  The 22.2 cfs peak discharge in 
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Gregory Canyon occurred at the end of this single storm event, which occurred over 
several days after a total of 8.05 inches of rain measured on site.  Flow in Gregory 
Canyon subsided shortly after the peak event and the nexus of surface flow from 
Gregory Canyon to the San Luis Rey River was less than 12 hours based on direct 
observation.  This observed flow was ephemeral in nature and consistent with the 
predictions of the HEC-1 modeling. 
 
On site rain and potential flow has been directly monitored since 2001.  The total 
connection of surface flow from Gregory Canyon to the San Luis Rey River during the 
past 11 years is less than 36 hours.  Flow does not appear to be produced in Gregory 
Canyon to the San Luis Rey River until approximately 6 inches of rainfall occurs within a 
relatively continuous and short timeframe of several days, and flow has not been 
observed in the canyon developing from similar rain levels occurring over longer periods 
of time.  Therefore, most rain storms do not produce flow in Gregory Canyon, which is 
also consistent with the HEC-1 modeling.  The flow events observed in Gregory Canyon 
are not only rare, but appear to only occur with storms that exceed a 25-year or greater 
return frequency.  Flows in the canyon are associated with high level storms, ephemeral 
in nature, subsiding shortly after rain peaks and rapidly reduced to a trickle within less 
than a day, and with a nexus to the San Luis Rey river of only a few hours when the 
San Luis Rey River is in sufficient flood stage to meet the canyon drainage before it is 
able to percolate into the alluvial fan at the base of the canyon based on direct 
observation to date.   
 
Little or no debris transport has been associated with these flows based on direct 
observation.  Small volumes of sediment have been observed eroding from the SDG&E 
and SDCWA dirt roads on site during these storms.  Annual maintenance grading of 
these roads creates a more readily erodible surface, and erosion control and sediment 
control measures on these roads have been limited to date.  Observable evidence of 
sedimentation in the canyon drainage has been traced to point sources of erosion from 
these roads without evidence of sedimentation readily observable at locations 
upgradient of these point sources.  Other sediment transport from the greater watershed 
has been minimal. The sediments eroded from the dirt roads on site have been 
deposited in areas with steeper slopes along the drainage as well as at the very base of 
the canyon as an alluvial deposit prior to reaching the San Luis Rey River, further 
documenting the lack of large flows with sufficient energy to complete transport of most 
sediment to the alluvial fan at the mouth of the canyon. 
 
The HEC-1 modeling performed for the project predicts flows that are consistent with 
those observed on site, including flows from very high level storm events.  This 
modeling also predicts the general lack of flow in Gregory Canyon which has been 
confirmed by direct observation during small rain events.  The flows predicted by the 
Rational Method performed to date for the project are 1 or more orders of magnitude 
greater than the flows actually observed for high level storm events.  The flows 
predicted by the Rational Method are unlikely to occur in the canyon and use of these 
predicted flows for design purposes should provide a substantial level of extra capacity 
in the system. 
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It is clear that Dr. Horner promotes the use of the HSPF method of hydrologic modeling; 
however, an individual preference for a given model is not justification to demand its use 
or to suggest that other methods are not appropriate.  Rather, the models used should 
be evaluated based on the purpose of the model in the given situation.  In this case, the 
use of the Rational Method for purposes of design of storm water conveyance features 
produces results that provide a substantial level of protection compared to other 
models, likely including the HSPF model, because the result is design of the system to 
accommodate flows much higher than are likely to occur in the system.  For the 
purposes of understanding the flows that are likely to actually occur in the system, 
especially for ecological purposes, the predictions from existing HEC-1 modeling is very 
close to direct observations on site and is technically adequate. 
 
There are a lot of alternative hydrologic models in existence and one could run models 
using these various methods without gaining additional relevant or useful information 
beyond what has been obtained and used to date for this project.  The HSFP model has 
been in development for a number of years, but as Dr. Horner points out, it is not fully 
developed, and is not in widespread use in California.  It has only recently been 
indicated as one of several models that may be used for specific purposes in San Diego 
County.  Dr. Horner promotes use of the HSPF model because it takes into account 
additional factors such as rainfall over a period of time and antecedent moisture.  There 
are other models that do this as well.  However, GCL has taken extensive on site 
observations of several extreme rainfall events when flow occurred (including during 
some of the most extreme rain conditions on record) as well as numerous lesser events 
that did not produce flow, all of which document consistency with the HEC-1 modeling.  
Therefore, additional modeling using methods such as HSPF would not likely produce 
results that add to our understanding of the hydrology of the site in a meaningful or 
relevant way.   
 
Recently, the San Diego County Department of Environmental Health commissioned an 
independent peer review of the Joint Technical Document by URS Corporation, which 
included a review of the modeling performed on site for purposes of design of storm 
water features.  A copy of the URS Report is attached.  URS (2010) made the following 
findings: 
 

 The drainage control system designed for 100-year, 24-hour storm event 
run-off volumes complies with the regulatory requirements and is 
reasonable for the site. 

 
 Desilting basins are designed based on the 10-year, 6-hour storm flows 

sediment capacity and for the storm water runoff flows of the 100-year, 24-
hour storm event. The spillway is sized for the 100-year, 24-hour storm 
event. This complies with the regulatory requirements and is reasonable 
for the site. 

 
 The surface control and down-drain system design are sized correctly and 

reasonable for the site. 
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 The estimated run-off values calculated based on the San Diego County 

Hydrology Manual (2003 version) in conjunction with computer software 
developed by Advanced Engineering Software (AES) is appropriate. 

 
 The hydrologic analysis conducted using the Rational Method Computer 

program (in accordance with the San Diego County Hydrology Manual 
Criteria) to determine the peak flows discharged from the Gregory Canyon 
watershed under pre- and post-developed conditions is reasonable for the 
project. 

 
 The hydrology map for on-site flows, hydrology analysis, and the hydraulic 

calculations appear to be reasonable. 
 
Movement away from the results of the Rational Method, whether by using HSPF, HEC-
1, or other models that take into consideration more detailed assessments of conditions 
on site and through calibration using the direct observations on site are expected to 
indicate that the reliance on the Rational Method has produced results that exceed 
expected discharges by a large factor, and that storm water features could be 
downsized.  GCL is not recommending downsizing these storm water design features, 
and there is no apparent justification to perform additional modeling that would indicate 
that downsizing storm water features was appropriate. 
 
Citations: 
 
National Weather Service. 2010a. December 15 to 22, 2010 Rain Event and Flooding. 
http://www.wrh.noaa.gov/sgx/DecPrecipBrief.pdf  
 
National Weather Service. 2010b.  Major Precipitation Event across Southern California 
in December 2010. http://www.wrh.noaa.gov/sgx/SummaryDecember2010media.pdf  
 
URS. 2004. Transmittal and Reporting of Hydrology Information for the Gregory Canyon 
Landfill Project.  Letter report to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
 
URS. 2010. Gregory Canyon Landfill Joint Technical Document and Solid Waste Facility 
Permit Application Review – Title 27 Compliance. Prepared for the County of San 
Diego, Department of Environmental Health. 
 

http://www.wrh.noaa.gov/sgx/DecPrecipBrief.pdf
http://www.wrh.noaa.gov/sgx/SummaryDecember2010media.pdf
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300

ELEV. +/-310'
4.5"

STA. 20+02, ON

12 1.4 S2

C-2

16 2.4 R1 116.7

L

5.5

11-2-2009

ALLUVIUM (Qal1): Well graded SAND with SILT, light brown to gray,
   medium dense

Poorly graded SAND, light brown to gray brown, damp, medium dense,
   trace of well rounded fine gravel

   ...wet

   ...becomes coarse grained

   ...trace of well rounded gravels up to 1 inch

SANDY SILT zone, gray to dark brown, wet, medium dense, abundant
   biotite, trace of CLAY 4 inches thick
Poorly graded SAND, light gray, medium dense, fines upward into above SILTS

SILTY SAND, medium gray, medium dense, fine grained

C GREGORY CANYON ROAD

Well graded SAND with SILT, medium gray, wet, medium dense, trace of well
   rounded gravel up to 1 inch

   ...increase in well rounded gravels up to 1 inch

   ...coarse grained sand, trace of silts

Alluvium (Qal2): GRAVELS and COBBLES in a SANDY matrix, sand is medium
   gray, wet, medium dense
   ...dense

   ...very dense, cobbles predominantly weathered, felsic, well rounded in 
      sandy matrix

Poorly graded SAND with well rounded gravels and cobbles, gray brown, fines
   washed out, cobbles less than 2 inches in diameter and less than 50 percent

   ...up to 6 inch Tonalite cobbles

   ...igneous cobbles up to 4 inches

   ...Metamorphic boulder clast up to 14 inches, cobbles and boulders are moderately weathered
   ...cobbles up to 6 inches

   ...minor coarse grained sands, fines washed out
   ...igneous clast up to 6 inches

   ...igneous clast up to 4 inches
   ...4 inch cobble

   ...6 inch cobble

   ...6 inch cobble

   ...matrix consists of sand and gravels, brown, to gray brown, trace silts, 6 inch granodiorite cobble
   ...16 inch boulder

Poorly graded SAND with gravels and cobbles, sandy matrix is light brown to olive brown, wet, dense
   ...igneous cobbles up to 6 inches
SILTY SAND, olive brown, loose, fines upward, trace of fine silts and clays

Poorly graded SAND with gravels, brown to gray brown, trace silts
   ...6 inch granodiorite cobble
   ...matrix becomes dark gray SAND with trace of orange brown clay
   ...matrix becomes yellow brown, trace of sub-rounded gravels, trace of fine silts
   ...8 inch igneous cobble
   ...4 inch cobble, weathered, gravels are moderately weathered and break in hand

   ...increase in silts and sands

Poorly graded SAND with cobbles, sandy matrix is olive brown, coarse grained,
   cobbles up to 2.5 inches
   ...trace of fine silts, cobbles up to 3 inches

OLDER ALLUVIUM (Qoa): SILTY SAND, olive to red brown, 5yr 4/4
   ...poorly graded SAND with GRAVEL, olive to light brown, fines upward into olive silty sand 
BEDROCK - GRANODIORITE (Kgr): Granodiorite, slightly weathered, wet, fractured, strong,
   pings with hammer

   ...foliation generally 20-30 degrees narrow, little or no filling, planar, slightly rough
   ...lightly weathered interval, possibly minor shear

   ...becomes extremely  strong, fresh

SILTY SAND, light brown to orange brown, medium dense, moist to damp

GWS 299.5'
11-2-2009

ELEV. 306'
4.5"

STA. 24+11.5, 21' LT OF

15 1.4 S1

11-17-2009

16 2.4 R2 111.7 15.4

C-5a
LC GREGORY CANYON ROAD

GWS 297.7'
11-16-2009

12 1.4 S3

39 2.4 R4 116.8 14.1

11 1.4 S5

25 2.4 R6 113 13.9

21 1.4 S7

35 2.4 R8 114.4 17.3

40 1.4 S9

23 1.4 S11

50/2" 1.4 S12

26 1.4 S4

26 2.4 R3

17 1.4 S6

26 2.4 R5 108.4 15.6

19 1.4 S8

31 2.4 R7 107.9 14.6

28 1.4 S10

49 2.4 R9 122.2 9.2

42 1.4 S12

40 2.4 R11 NR NR

104/9" 1.4 S13

ALLUVIUM (Qal1):  Poorly graded SAND with SILT, light gray,
    loose, fine to medium grained
   ...becomes medium gray, medium grained
   ...medium dense

   ...loose

Poorly graded SAND, predominantly medium to coarse sand, medium gray,
   medium dense, minor gravel to 3/4 inch

Poorly graded SAND with SILT, medium gray, wet medium dense, occasional
   gravel to 1/2 inch

   ...gray, wet, medium dense, contains Silty fine Sand layers with minor clay

ALLUVIUM (Qal2): COBBLE, highly weathered granodiorite clast

   ...trace of coarse grained sand
   ...6 inch igneous cobble

   ...6 inch igneous cobble
   ...4 inch igneous cobble
Poorly graded SAND with gravel and cobbles, sandy matrix, gray brown,
   coarse grained, 3 inch cobble
   ...increase in cobbles, 5 inch igneous cobble
   ...5 inch igneous cobble
   ...15 inch igneous boulder
   ...trace of coarse sand and gravel
   ...10.5 inch igneous boulder
   ...trace of sand and silt
   ...6 inch cobble

   ...6 inch igneous cobble
   ...trace of coarse grained sand
OLDER ALLUVIUM (Qoa): Sandy CLAY, brown to red brown, wet, dense,
   possibly paleosol soil horizon, 5yr 4/5

Silty  SAND, red brown, wet, dense, trace of clay, 5yr 4/5

   ...light brown to yellow brown, trace of coarse sand, dense

   ...Silty Sand with gravel, gray brown, medium dense, trace of clay
   ...quartzite cobble, very hard
   ...Silty SAND, gray brown, firm, micaceous, medium grained
   ...Silty fine SAND, reddish brown, very stiff, contains clay (paleosol)
   ...Silty SAND, grayish brown, medium to coarse grained, contains gravel
   ...predominately decomposed granodiorite over bedrock surface
BEDROCK - GRANODIORITE (Kgr):
   ...becomes slightly weathered
   ...weathered granodiorite
   ...feldspars are weathered
   ...becomes fine grained, fewer mafics

   ...closely spaced in strong rock
   ...closely spaced foliations, highly weathered

ELEV. 313.3'
8"

STA. 14+51, 3' LT OF

12-22-2009

B-10
LC GREGORY CANYON ROAD

GWS 298.8'
12-22-2009

14 2.4 R2 83.2

6 1.4 S3

Bulk 1

18.3

38 2.4 34 104.3

29 1.4 S5

19.8

49 2.4 R6 124.5

45 1.4 S7

11.3

ALLUVIUM (Qal): Silty SAND, yellow to olive brown, damp,
   loose, fine grained

Poorly graded SAND with SILT, yellow brown, damp, loose,
   trace of fine sub-rounded gravels
Poorly graded SAND, gray brown, wet, medium dense

   ...becomes medium to coarse grained

   ...trace of coarse grained sand
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ELEV. 304.1'
4.5"

STA. 26+44, 3' RT OF

11-17-2006

ELEV. 308.2'
8"

STA. 29+00, ON

12-22-2009

C-7
LC GREGORY CANYON ROAD

B-8
LC GREGORY CANYON ROAD

GWS 294.3'
11-16-2009

GWS 296.7'
12-22-2009

ELEV. 301.6'
4.5"

STA. 25+22, 5' LT OF
C-6

LC GREGORY CANYON ROAD

GWS 295.1'
11-11-2009

12 1.4 S1

24 2.4 R2 118.6 9.5

38 1.4 S3

28 2.4 R1 105.4 5

14 1.4 S2

26 2.4 R3 114.6 10.3

19 1.4 S4

37 2.4 R5 104.2 15

20 1.4 S6

44 2.4 R7 105.2 14.4

28 1.4 S8

29 2.4 R2 100.8 7.3

17 1.4 S3

33 2.4 R4 122.5 12.7

17 1.4 S5

34 2.4 R6 108.8 13.8

22 1.4 S7

46 2.4 R8 119 10.7

21 1.4 S9

11-10-2009

47 1.4 S4

24 1.4 S6

36 1.4 S8

38 1.4 S9

38 1.4 S10

50/2" 1.4 NR

57 2.4 R7 100.7 25.5

45 2.4 R5 107.9 17.5

32 2.4 NR

ALLUVIUM (Qal1): Well graded SAND, gray, brown, clay, medium dense,
   fine grained

   ...medium gray, medium dense, wet, trace of well rounded fine gravel

   ...saturated, dense

Poorly graded SAND, medium gray, becomes coarse grained, dense, trace
   of gravel up to 3/4 inch

   ...medium dense

   ...trace of well rounded gravels, dense

   ...trace of coarse gravel

   ...dense, trace of silts and gravels up to 1 inch, predominantly medium to
      coarse grained sands

Silty SAND, fine gained, dense

   ...becomes dark gray, trace of gravel up to 1 inch

ALLUVIUM (Qal2): Sandy GRAVEL with Cobbles, sandy matrix is gray brown,
   gravels are sub-rounded, fines are washed out, cobbles up to 4 inches

   ...fines washed out, gravels are well rounded to sub-rounded
   ...cobbles up to 4.5 inches

   ...generally small cobble fragments

   ...well rounded gravels with very little fines, fines washed out
   ...weathered granodiorite cobbles
   ...8 inch granodiorite cobble, slightly  weathered, strong

Poorly graded SAND with gravel and cobbles, sandy matrix is gray brown,
   coarse grained
   ...cobbles up to 4 inches
   ...sands and gravels washed out
   ...3 inch cobble

   ...7 inch diorite cobble, dark gray, slightly weathered, strong

   ...diorite, dark gray, and granodiorite cobbles up to 5 inches
   ...reddish brown fluid return, possible paleosol

   ...only minor redrilled cobble fragments

   ...granodiorite gravels 1 to 2 inch diameter
   ...granodiorite clast up to 6 inches
OLDER ALLUVIUM (Qoa): Silty medium SAND, dark reddish brown, 25yr 3/4,
   wet, medium dense, trace of clay, paleosol on brown surface
BEDROCK (Kgr): Granodiorite, light gray with dark bands, moderately

   ...granodiorite, gray, slightly weathered, weak
   ...fractured quartz lens

   ...more weathered, decomposed quartz

   ...decomposed to quartz grains
   ...decomposed to quartz grains
   ...diorite, gray, fresh, strong, horizontal contact
   ...granodiorite

Run 1

50/6" 2.4 R9 109.6 11.7

52 1.4 S10

50/6" 2.4 R11

48 1.4 S12

50/2" 1.4 S13

50/1" 1.4 S14

ALLUVIUM (Qal1): Poorly graded SAND, light brown to olive brown, damp,
  medium dense, trace of pea sized, well rounded gravels

Well graded SAND with SILT, gray brown, medium dense

Poorly graded SAND, dark to medium gray, saturated medium dense, trace
  of coarse gravel sand

   ...becomes fine grained and no gravels

Well graded SAND, medium gray, saturated trace of sub-rounded gravels
  up to 1 inch, medium dense

Poorly graded SAND with SILT, medium gray, medium dense to dense,
  some coarse grained sand

   ...becomes very dense, trace of well rounded gravels up to 1 inch

ALLUVIUM (Qal2): Gravel/Sand COBBLES in Silty to Sandy matrix,
  sandy matrix, grayish brown, saturated, dense, cobbles are very
  weathered felsic clasts

   ...matrix becomes coarser grained and no cobbles

   ...weathered cobble stuck in sampler head

   ...SAND with gravel and cobbles, sandy matrix is gray brown, coarse
      grained, majority of fines washed out
   ...4.5 inch granodiorite, strong

   ...generally rounded gravels and sub-rounded cobbles to 3 inches

   ...5 inch granodiorite cobble, strong
   ...fines washed out

   ...1 to 2 inch well rounded gravels
   ...weathered granodiorite clasts
   ...12 inch granodiorite cobble

   ...14 inch granodiorite boulder, very light gray

   ...5 inch diorite, dark gray
OLDER ALLUVIUM (Qoa): Silty fine SAND, red brown 5yr 3/3, very dense, saturated,
  trace of coarse gravel and sand, upper iron stained, trace of burnt wood fragments
   ...becomes light brown 10yr 4/4, fine grained, trace of clay, probable paleosol
BEDROCK (Kgr): Tonalite, gray, extremely weathered, very weak
   ...very weak, feldspars have weathered to clay
   ...becomes slightly metamorphosed
   ...1 inch quartz clast

   ...becomes less weathered, weak, still can be cut with knife

   ...moderately weathered weak rock

   ...rock mass highly weathered, feldspars completely weathered, weak
   ...quartz infilled joint

   ...decrease in mafic materials, becomes more quartz rich
   ...granodiorite, light gray, slightly weathered, moderately strong

ELEV. 312.3'
8"

STA. 31+00, ON

12-22-2009

B-9
LC GREGORY CANYON ROAD

GWS 294.1'
12-22-2009

21 2.4 R2 93

13 1.4 S3

50/3" 1.4 S10

42 1.4 S11

50/2" 1.4 S12

Bulk 1

Bulk 1

3.4
ALLUVIUM (Qal): Poorly graded SAND, gray,

   ...medium dense, fine grained

   ...becomes medium to coarse grained, wet,
      trace of sub-rounded gravels, micaceous

   ...trace of sub-rounded to rounded gravels

   ...dark gray brown, wet, medium dense, fine
      to medium grained, trace of silt

Well graded SAND, gray brown, wet, medium dense, trace of silts and
   1/2 inch subrounded gravels

Silty SAND, dark gray to dark brown, wet, medium dense, increase of silt

Poorly graded SAND with gravel and cobbles, sands are gray 

OLDER ALLUVIUM (Qoa): Clayey SAND, light reddish brown,
    5yr 4/4, wet, dense

BEDROCK: Tonalite, moderately weathered, dry to damp, hard

   brown, wet, dense

77 2.4 R4 123.8

33 1.4 S5

12.3

50/6" 2.4 R6

95/8" 1.4 S7

ALLUVIUM (Qal): Silty SAND, light yellow to gray brown, loose to
   medium brown, fine grained

Clayey SAND, dark brown, damp, medium dense, trace of silt and
   clays, micaceous

OLDER ALLUVIUM (Qoa): Silty SAND with CLAY, red brown, 5yr 4/5,
   slightly porous, pieces of burnt carbon and twigs, minor gravel

   ...increase in clay, 5yr 3/4

BEDROCK: Tonalite, weathered, hard

REC=20%Run 2

REC=53%

REC=40%Run 3

REC=50%Run 4

REC=48%Run 5

REC=20%Run 6

RQD=90%
REC=42%Run 7

RQD=52%
REC=52%Run 8

RQD=73%
REC=72%Run 9

RQD=100%
REC=100%Run 10

RQD=93%
REC=90%Run 11

RQD=100%
REC=100%Run 12

RQD=94%
REC=100%Run 13

RQD=100%
REC=100%Run 14

REC=36%Run 2

REC=70%

REC=26%Run 3

REC=50%Run 4

REC=48%Run 5

REC=12%Run 6

REC=12%Run 7

REC=18%Run 8

REC=4%Run 9

REC=10%Run 10

RQD=24%
REC=54%

RQD=0%
REC=0%Run 12

RQD=0%
REC=43%Run 13

RQD=29%
REC=93%Run 14

Run 1

108.1 10.7

Run 11

RQD=62%
REC=94%Run 15

RQD=40%
REC=92%Run 16

4"

4"

Switch to coring

Switch to coring

320

ELEVATION

   weathered, weak

310

ELEVATION

      brown, damp

      up to 3/4 inch
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LFG generation is not directly applicable to greenhouse gas emissions, as the various 
constituents that make up LFG make a greater or lesser contribution to Global Warming 
Potential (GWP).2 
 
Kleinfelder (2011) has prepared a technical memorandum that explains the variances 
between the FEIR and AQIA, and provides a direct comparison of the GWP of the 
landfill based on the information included in both analyses.  Kleinfelder concludes that 
the average GWP based on emissions reported in the FEIR exceeds the average GWP 
reported in the AQIA.  Moreover, it is important to remember that global warming is a 
long-term phenomenon, and not a function of emissions in a peak year, and comparisons 
of peak year LFG production or GHG emissions are not meaningful for this purpose.  As 
a result, NRDC’s comment does not disclose any “new information” within the meaning 
of Public Resources Code §21166(c). 
 
A copy of the Kleinfelder technical memorandum is included as Attachment A. 
 
Comment B (Blasting): 
 
NRDC’s comment is based on a comparison of analyses performed for two different 
purposes - in the FEIR to evaluate potential vibration impacts to the aqueduct pipelines 
from blasting, and in the AQIA to evaluate air quality impacts from blasting. 
 
NRDC cites the fact that exact blast locations were not provided in Section 4.6 of the 
FEIR, but the exact detail was not necessary under CEQA.  Based on criteria established 
in the Bureau of Mines RI 8507 standards and criteria set forth in the San Diego County 
Water Authority (SDCWA) design procedure manual 02229-3, the FEIR provided that 
blasting would not occur within 500 feet of the pipelines unless approved by SDCWA, 
that blasting must be conducted by a State-licensed blasting contractor, and that 
seismographic instrumentation would be placed to measure vibration impacts (FEIR, p. 
4.6-34- 4.6-35).  Blasting anywhere outside of that zone was determined to have a less 
than significant impact as long as the above project design features were implemented, 
and precise blasting locations were therefore not required for purposes of this impacts 
analysis. 
 
The vibration impacts analysis in Section 4.6 of the FEIR was not challenged in the 
CEQA litigation. 
 
More precise information related to blasting locations and explosive charges was 
developed to evaluate compliance with air quality standards for criteria pollutants.  This 
analysis has led to an additional set of limitations on the location of blasting; that blasting 
cannot occur within 250-750 feet of the property boundary depending on charge size.  

                                                
2 The different assumption between the FEIR and the AQIA regarding the percentage of methane in LFG is 
one example of this. 
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This limitation is expected to be included in the air quality permit issued by SDAPCD.  
In addition, the SDAPCD permit is expected to limit the total number of blast events that 
can occur per day (one per day) and per year. 
 
Depending on the location of the pipelines relative to the property boundary, the practical 
impact of these additional limitations on blasting locations could be an increase of the 
500 foot exclusion area to 750 feet, but in no case will these restrictions reduce the 500 
foot exclusion area.  There is no basis for NRDC’s assertion that the information 
presented in the AQIA would result in a new or increased vibration impact to the 
pipelines.  NRDC’s comment does not disclose any “new information” within the 
meaning of Public Resources Code §21166(c). 
 
Also, while not directly relevant, GCL would like to address one other issue.  Actual blast 
events do not consist of one large blast at one instant in time, but rather a series of 
smaller blasts set up with delays.  The reason for this, as explained on p. 4.6-34 of the 
FEIR, is to reduce excess vibration by allowing the vibrational waves to diminish.  The 
recommendation in the FEIR was to limit charge size to 34 pounds of ANFO for open 
face blasts (4 pounds for confined blasts) per 8 millisecond delay.  This is different than 
the total amount of ANFO used for the entire blasting event, which would last for a 
longer period of time and was the basis for the analysis provided in the AQIA. 
 
Comment C (Litter Fence): 
 
As discussed in the May 10, 2010 EIR Addendum, a litter fence has been proposed for 
the bridge over the San Luis Rey River at the request of the San Diego Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, in order to comply with MM 4.4C5G and to reduce potential 
impacts from litter in the San Luis Rey River.  Eliminating or minimizing litter in and 
adjacent to the San Luis Rey River would help to limit impacts to biological resources 
using the river. 
 
NRDC’s comment asserts that an analysis of impacts on endangered birds that use the 
river as a flyway is required. 
 
Bill Magdych Associates (2011) has prepared a technical memorandum analyzing 
potential impacts to birds that populate the area in and around the proposed bridge.  The 
fence will be constructed of standard wire mesh fencing material, which is in common 
use throughout the region on bridges and other applications.  Flying birds will be able to 
see it and avoid it, and there is little or no potential for bird strikes or entanglement.  This 
is in contrast to the use of microfilament materials, which may not be as visible to birds.  
Birds, including the threatened or endangered species with potential to occur in the area, 
and bats, will be easily able to either fly over, under, or around the bridge deck and the 
litter fence.  The height of the litter fence will not pose an impediment to bird flight or 
result in habitat fragmentation, based on the preferred habitat, characteristics and 
behaviors of bird species present in this area.  A copy of the Magdych report is included 
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as Attachment B. 
 
Hagmann (2011) has analyzed potential noise and air quality impacts from construction 
of the litter fence.  Because of its location, construction of litter fencing would not 
increase the amount or intensity of work on any construction day given the need to 
protect biological resources, but rather would extend the time required to complete the 
work.  Traffic trip limitations would apply to any materials deliveries.  No significant 
impacts not disclosed and analyzed in the FEIR would result.  A copy of the Hagmann 
(2011) report has been previously submitted to LEA. 
 
No adverse effects on threatened or endangered species are likely to occur and no “take” 
of these species is expected from the litter fence on the bridge.  NRDC’s comment does 
not disclose any “new information” within the meaning of Public Resources Code 
§21166(c). 
 
Comment D (May 2010 Addendum): 
 
NRDC’s comment misunderstands the purpose of the May 2010 Addendum, which was 
to evaluate whether the conditions requiring preparation of a Subsequent or Supplemental 
EIR were triggered by new determinations related to federal or state jurisdiction over 
waters on the landfill property.  The 2010 Addendum concluded that no “new 
information” arose from the assertion of broader jurisdiction, since those waters were in 
areas already designated for disturbance as part of the project, and mitigation measures 
reducing those impacts to less than significant had already been provided.  NRDC does 
not discuss or take issue with that basic conclusion. 
 
The NRDC references two comment letters, from Richard Horner and Winfield & 
Associates.  A response to the Horner letter has already been submitted to LEA, and a 
response to the Winfield letter is included as Attachment C.   
 
NRDC cites a recent determination that the RWQCB has identified approximately 16,000 
linear feet of drainages impacted by the landfill development that would require 
compensation.  The 2010 Addendum provides estimates of impacts to waters of the state 
in Table 4.9-5, stated as acreages, but expressly acknowledged that those estimates were 
“subject to final confirmation from the agencies.” Based on the more recent 
determination by RWQCB that the loss of these erosional features requires compensation, 
a revised table has been prepared, and provides information stated as both acreages and 
linear feet.  A copy of that table is included as Attachment D.  The increase is about 0.4 
acres, if all 16,000 linear feet are included.3 
  

                                                
3 GCL notes that a substantial portions of these erosional features do not bear an ordinary high water mark, 
are dominated by the same upland vegetation found next to them, lack a bed, bank, and channel, and have 
never been observed to bear surface water flow. 
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But, again, as stated in the 2010 Addendum, and previously in this response, all of those 
waters are within areas of the landfill development that are already identified as 
disturbed.  For that reason, the recent view expressed by RWQCB that these erosional 
features be treated as waters under Porter Cologne does not constitute a change in the 
project or a change in physical impact.  As noted in the 2010 Addendum, “whether or not 
a water on the landfill site is jurisdictional or not, the activity that may create a significant 
impact is the disturbance of that portion of the landfill property” (2010 Addendum, p. 6).  
Even if this is viewed as a change in the circumstances in which the project is 
undertaken, that change does not result in new or increased impacts. 
 
NRDC cites “in-kind” compensation requirements adopted by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers in 2008, and implies that the mitigations provided in the RFEIR and discussed 
in the 2010 Addendum are inadequate, but never presents any rationale why the Corps’ 
requirements apply to these drainages.  Moreover, NRDC does not address how federal 
regulations are applicable to determination made by state agencies, nor does it disclose 
that 33 CFR §332.3(e) provides only that in-kind compensation is preferable, but not 
required.  NRDC also claims that the project has failed to consider this significant change 
in circumstances. 
 
However, this issue was addressed in detail in Magdych (2010) Updated Evaluation of 
Hydrogeomorphology and Beneficial Uses at Gregory Canyon (JTD, Appendix I-1).  
This report includes a detailed discussion of the values of the drainages in light of the 
beneficial uses set forth in RWQCB’s basin plan and other potential functions, such as 
sediment transport, habitat, nutrient recycling, thermal and microclimate effects and 
ephemeral drainage, as well as potential hydromodification impacts.  Magdych (2010) 
concluded that in with respect to the drainages, the beneficial uses or functions would not 
be affected, did not exist, or were mitigated or preserved. 
 
The Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) beneficial use would not be affected, since 
the pre-development storm water control features would preserve existing drainage 
patterns, and storm water flow would not reach the San Luis Rey River in most years. 
 
The Agricultural Supply (AGR) and Industrial Services Supply (IND) beneficial use 
would not be affected for the same reason. 
 
The Contact Recreation (REC1) and Non-contact Recreation (REC2) beneficial uses do 
not exist in the drainages because there is not a sufficient frequency of recurrence, 
magnitude or duration of flow to support REC1 or REC2 uses.  The drainages are also 
located on private property in restricted areas. 
 
Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM) and Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD) beneficial 
uses do not exist in the drainages because there is not a sufficient frequency of 
recurrence, magnitude or duration of flow to support any aquatic habitat. 
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Wildlife Habitat (WILD) beneficial uses that are water dependent do not exist in the 
drainages for this same reason.  Impacts on habitat that is not water dependent, such as 
habitat that relies on certain vegetative communities, has been mitigated to less than 
significant through mitigation measure included in the RFEIR. 
 
Pollutant Removal and Nutrient Recycling functions in the drainages were determined to 
be limited based on observations made during significant rainfall events.  Rainfall runoff 
in the Gregory Canyon thalweg was observed to be clear without any obvious suspended 
sediment or other material. 
 
Thermal and Microclimate Effects functions in the drainages do not exist since they do 
not support surface water except during limited periods, and no aquatic life is present.  
These effects occur when water temperatures are reduced through shading or the input 
from a tributary to benefit specific aquatic species, and without sustained flow these 
effects would not occur. 
 
Biological Habitat functions are limited to impacts on upland wildlife habitat that is not 
water dependent.  These habitats arise due to the presence of vegetation communities, 
and impacts on upland vegetation communities were reduced to less than significant 
through mitigation measures included in the RFEIR. 
 
Ephemeral, Episodic Drainage functions involve the conveyance of storm water, and this 
would occur periodically.  However, the storm water control features were designed to 
mimic the pre-development condition, and storm water would continue to either infiltrate 
into the alluvium or be conveyed directly into the San Luis Rey River during extreme 
storm events.  These features would also prevent any hydromodification impacts to the 
San Luis Rey River. 
 
As a result, the loss of the drainages would not impact most of the beneficial uses and 
functions, since those do not exist in the drainages.  Other beneficial uses or functions 
would not be affected. And, as noted below, those that might be affected have been 
mitigated for or preserved. 
 
One related set of beneficial uses or functions that might be affected are impacts to 
upland vegetation communities, and impacts to upland wildlife habitat that does not rely 
on water but does rely on those vegetation communities.  Magdych (2010) notes the 
mitigation measures provided in the RFEIR, in particular the creation of coast live oak 
woodland at a 3:1 ratio (and only a very small a portion of the coast live oak is present 
within the drainages, see response to Winfield comment letter, Attachment C), and 
concludes “these benefits will also be provided to all wildlife using the San Luis Rey 
riparian system, including wildlife in the uplands surrounding the corridor.  Impacts on 
these vegetation habitats from the project have been determined to be fully compensated 
for during CEQA compliance through implementation of the overall mitigation plan 
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described herein.” 
 
The final remaining function that might be affected is ephemeral, episodic drainage.  
Magdych (2010) noted that the thalweg of Gregory Canyon is not associated with a well-
defined stream that flows in most years, and that “these occasional shallow flows do not 
reach the San Luis Rey River, except perhaps in the most extreme rain events.”   
Magdych (2010) then concluded that “development of the landfill will result in creation 
of similar channels around both sides of the landfill to direct occasional shallow 
concentrated flows past the landfill.  The stormwater management plan provides for 
treatment of this type of stormwater runoff so that it will percolate into the floodplain of 
the San Luis Rey River as it presently does, without adverse hydromodification of the 
San Luis Rey River.”  In other words, the proposed storm water control features preserve 
this ephemeral, episodic drainage function. 
 
Magdych (2010) concludes that “the project design, including mitigation measures, 
integrate water quality objectives, beneficial uses, and water quality control plans and 
policies adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board and the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board.  Point sources and nonpoint sources of potential pollution shall be 
controlled to protect designated beneficial uses of water with incorporation of the project 
design features, including the stormwater management plan. There will be no changes in 
the instream beneficial uses, which will be maintained by the project design features, as 
well as restored and enhanced with the project’s mitigation measures.”  There is 
substantial evidence in the record demonstrating that the mitigation measures provided in 
the RFEIR and discussed in the 2010 Addendum are adequate. 
 
NRDC is incorrect when it asserts that identification of additional project refinements, 
occurring during the course of permitting by responsible agencies, in and of themselves 
require preparation of a Supplemental EIR.  A Subsequent or Supplemental EIR is 
required only when the conditions provided in CEQA Guidelines §15162 are met.  That 
determination would be made by LEA, as CEQA lead agency. 
 
NRDC’s discussion of steelhead does not accurately reflect the information presented in 
the 2010 Addendum.  The 2010 Addendum discloses that steelhead have been 
determined to be present downstream and upstream of the landfill property, how 
steelhead get upstream and downstream, that there could be a potential presence of 
steelhead in the portion of the San Luis Rey River on the landfill property of limited 
duration during periods of high flow, and that the landfill project would not have a 
significant impact on steelhead because the project would not have a significant impact 
on hydrology, water quality and habitat.  In particular, the 2010 Addendum discusses the 
fact that the significance criteria in the FEIR for hydrology included the potential to alter 
existing drainage patterns.   
 
The greatest potential impact on steelhead would be the loss of ability to move through 
the landfill property during periods of high flow.  However, the 2010 Addendum 
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May 5, 2011 
 
 
 
E. William Hutton, Esq.   
21st Century Plaza 
6303 Owensmouth Avenue 
Woodland Hills, CA  91367 
 
Subject: Comparison of Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

in the Gregory Canyon Landfill FEIR and AQIA 
 
Dear Mr. Hutton: 
 
You requested an analysis of the potential greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reported in the 
Gregory Canyon Landfill (GCLF) Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) and the Air Quality 
Impact Analysis (AQIA) submitted to the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) 
dated September 14, 2010.  The purpose of the comparison is to evaluate the Global Warming 
Potential (GWP) of the emissions of methane (CH4), carbon dioxide (CO2) and other GWP 
gases emitted by the landfill and flare.   
 
The FEIR and the AQIA both used the same USEPA AP-42 landfill gas emission estimating 
methodology.  The apparent differences between the values in the FEIR and the AQIA are 
related to the following:   
 

(1) The FEIR assumed an annual receipt of waste of 1,000,000 short tons of waste per 
year for 30 years; total of 30 million tons of waste.  The AQIA was based on receipt of 
1,535,000 tons per year (based on 5,000 tons per day and 307 days per year of 
operation).  The annual waste receipt rate for the AQIA had to be based on the 
maximum potential receipt because of SDAPCD requirements to estimate potential 
emissions assuming the worst case will occur;  when in fact it never will (i.e., the actual 
amount of waste received will not occur on every day of the year).  The AQIA total 
waste was assumed to be 33,770,000 tons (at the maximum amount of waste received 
per year, the landfill would reach capacity in 22 years).   

 
(2) The FEIR used an assume methane generation rate of 100 cubic meters methane per 

megagram of waste (m3/Mg).  The SDAPCD required the AQIA to use 110 m3/Mg.  
Accordingly, the AQIA has more methane generated per ton of waste than the FEIR.   
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(3) The difference in waste received rates in the FEIR compared to the AQIA results in the 

peak landfill gas generation year occurring in year 30 in the FEIR and in year 23 in the 
AQIA.   

 
(4) The FEIR used an assumption that the landfill gas consists of 55 percent methane.  The 

SDAPCD required a composition assumption of 44 percent methane.  Accordingly, if the 
SDAPCD parameters are used, the total amount of landfill gas generated per ton is 
greater than the FEIR.   

 
(5) The FEIR assumed that only 80 percent of the landfill gas was captured through the 

landfill gas control system.  The AQIA was based on an expected permit condition that 
at least 90 percent of the landfill gas will be captured.  Thus there are greater fugitive 
emissions of landfill gas in the FEIR than in the AQIA.  The 90 percent capture 
assumption will be required by the SDAPCD air permit and is very well supported.  
Attached is a letter from Mr. Gary Glassen dated January 28, 2011 that further 
discusses the basis for the 90 percent capture assumption.   and  

 
(6) The FEIR reported landfill gas emissions for 70 years, while the AQIA showed landfill 

gas emissions for as long as any waste could generate any amount of landfill gas; 
which could be more or less than 70 years.  The exact number of years that landfill gas 
will be generated cannot be predicted, although it is well known that landfill gas 
production diminishes substantially and quickly following closure of the landfill.  

 
To calculate the GWP of the landfill gas emissions, one has to account for the difference in 
GWP per ton of methane compared to a ton of CO2.  A ton of methane has 21 times the GWP 
as a ton of CO2.  Therefore, a ton of methane emitted as a fugitive (i.e., not combusted in the 
flare) will have a GWP of 21 tons.  A ton of CO2 emitted as a fugitive (i.e., not combusted in the 
flare) will have a GWP of 1 ton.  One also has to account for the flare emissions.  Flare 
emissions include (1) uncombusted methane that passes through the flare (estimated at less 
than 2 percent), (2) CO2 that results from the combustion of methane (2.75 tons of CO2 are 
emitted for each ton of methane combusted), (3) trace amounts of nitrogen monoxide (a 
chemical also related to global warming) that results from the combustion of methane in the 
flare.   
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To compare the GWP of the landfill gas emissions listed in the FEIR to the AQIA we used the 
same 70-year duration of landfill gas generation reported in the FEIR.  We used the FEIR 
reported emissions and the AQIA reported emissions to estimate the GWP for the entire 70 
years.  The peak GWP occurs in year 30 in the FEIR and year 23 in the AQIA, and the GWP 
for the peak year (only) is about 16 percent higher in the AQIA than in the FEIR.  However, this 
is a function of only the differences in waste receipt rate.  For the entire 70 years, the total 
GWP in the FEIR is about 3 percent greater than in the AQIA.  The average GWP emitted in 
the FEIR is about 155,000 metric tons per year CO2 equivalent (CO2e), while the average 
GWP emitted in the AQIA is about 150,000 metric tons per year CO2e.  Since global warming 
is a long term phenomenon (i.e., is not a function of a single peak year), the emissions 
reported in the FEIR indicate a greater GWP than reported in the AQIA.   
 
Although the AQIA appears to show greater landfill gas generation in the landfill, since the 
AQIA is based on better capture and emissions control of the landfill gas (which will be 
required by the air permit), the GWP of the emissions reported in the AQIA is less than the 
FEIR.  If the actual landfill gas capture is greater than the 90 percent assumed in the AQIA 
(which is very likely), then the GWP of the landfill reported in the AQIA will be much less than 
reported in the FEIR.   
 
Please feel free to contact me at 303.840.4571 if you have any questions or need additional 
information.   
 
Sincerely, 
KLEINFELDER, INC. 

 
Russell E. Erbes, CCM 
Senior Principal Air Quality Scientist 
 
 
 
Attachment:  BAS Letter dated January 28, 2011 
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Memorandum 

To: Bill Hutton, Law Offices of E. William Hutton, P.C., (818) 936-3480 

From: Bill Magdych , Ph.D., Bill Magdych Associates, 858-412-7601 

Date: 5/5/11 

Re: Lack of Impacts from Litter Fence on Bridge over San Luis Rey River 

As discussed in the May 10, 2010 EIR Addendum, a litter fence has been proposed for 
the bridge over the San Luis Rey River at the request of the San Diego Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, in order to comply with MM 4.4C5G and to reduce potential 
impacts from litter in the San Luis Rey River to less than significant. 
 
This technical memorandum is written to analyze potential secondary impacts to bird 
flight patterns arising from the litter fence.  Other potential impacts to biological 
resources from the litter fence are analyzed in Hagmann (2011) Air Quality, Health Risk, 
and Noise Technical Memorandum.   
 
This litter fence does not have the potential to significantly affect bird flight, including 
that of endangered species such as least Bell’s vireo and southwestern willow 
flycatcher.  The fence will be of standard wire mesh fencing material, which is in 
common use throughout the region on bridges and other applications.  Flying birds will 
be able to see it and avoid it, and there is little or no potential for bird strikes or 
entanglement.  This is in contrast to the use of microfilament materials, which may not 
be as visible to birds, and that will not be used as part of the fencing material.   
 
Birds, including those listed species with potential to occur in the area, and bats will be 
easily able to either fly over, under, or around the bridge deck and the litter fence.  The 
height of the litter fence will not pose an impediment to bird flight, based on the 
preferred habitat, characteristics and behaviors of bird species present in this area.  No 
adverse effects on such species are likely to occur and no take of listed species is 
expected from the litter fence on the bridge.  This litter fence is part of the project under 
review by both the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and 
Game.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is currently in ongoing review for Section 7 
Consultation, and will render final findings during that process.  The California 
Department of Fish and Game has previously reviewed this design and did not find 
adverse effects on birds or bats.  The California Department of Fish and Game will 
render final findings in a Streambed Alteration Agreement for the bridge and also 
through Section 2081 permitting.   
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To:  Bill Hutton, Law Offices of E. William Hutton, P.C., 818-936-3480 

From:  Bill Magdych, Ph.D., Bill Magdych Associates, 858-412-7601 

Date:  May 9, 2011 

Subject: Response to comments by Ted Winfield and Associates (April 4, 2011) 

The letter from Ted Winfield and Associates (Winfield 2011) discusses several issues 
that have been previously addressed in the Gregory Canyon Landfill Project’s previous 
CEQA compliance, as well as related permitting.  The comments Winfield (2011) can be 
addressed in a few issue areas. 

The letter includes a lot of discussion of modeling that has been performed for the 
project site and of flows on site, but that discussion is not applicable to conditions on the 
project site.  It also misconstrues the context and application of work that has been 
performed to date.  The letter also misrepresents findings by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (ACOE), and erroneously states that a letter from Richard Horner provides 
information that renders prior project modeling invalid.  I have separately responded to 
Richard Horner’s letter, but repeat some of the information from that response herein as 
it is relevant to comments in Winfield (2011) and its reference to the Horner letter. 

Modeling has been performed on the project site for several purposes.  A hydrology 
study was performed to provide sizing and location information for the site's storm drain 
facilities based on the final fill configuration (JTD Volume 1 Part C).  The Rational 
Method was used according to the San Diego Hydrology Manual for the calculation of 
the peak discharge of a 24-hour, 100-year storm event, which is a very conservative 
approach.  The Rational Method is among the more straight forward hydrologic models 
available, and it provides a conservative approach to predicting discharge events.  
Lichvar and Wakeley (2004) describe the Rational Method as a relatively simple 
technique and state: “The Rational Method, originally designed for watersheds less than 
200 acres in area, assumes uniform rainfall intensity over the whole watershed, a poor 
assumption in the Southwest, especially for larger watersheds, where thunderstorms 
are highly localized.”  Ideally, the Rational Method should not be applied to watersheds 
greater than 200 acres (Texas Department of Transportation 2009).  Lichvar and 
Wakeley (2004) also cite Texas Department of Transportation (2002), which is an 
earlier version of the 2009 citation, as an authority on these matters. 

Predicted discharges using the Rational Method are expected to be higher than those 
actually observed (as is the case with Gregory Canyon modeling using this method), 
especially when applied to very large surface areas greater than 200 acres and when 
conservative input parameters are applied as was the case with the Gregory Canyon 
modeling using this method.  The Rational Method tends to predict discharge levels that 
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are conservatively high, even more so for lower level storm events.  Therefore, the 
resultant discharges predicted using the Rational Method are expected in this case to 
be larger than would really occur for a given design storm scenario, and this provides a 
substantial measure of protection when designing storm water features. 

The HEC-1 modeling (URS 2004) was developed for ecological assessment purposes.  
It was used to evaluate likely surface flows that are expected to occur in Gregory 
Canyon, including those from low level rain events, in consideration of how often 
surface flow is actually observed in Gregory Canyon, how much flow actually occurs, 
and its likelihood to reach the San Luis Rey River.  The results of this modeling were 
first compared to flows observed after a large storm event in January 2005 that 
produced a peak discharge at the mouth of Gregory Canyon of 26 cfs.  This water flow 
in Gregory Canyon occurred after a total rainfall of 11.28 inches between December 25, 
2004 and January 11, 2005, with most of the rain falling in the few days before and on 
January 10-11, 2005, based on the Couser Canyon rain gage, which is located 
approximately 0.25 miles west of the Gregory Canyon property.  This is a very high level 
of rainfall.  The 2005 rain year (July 2004 through June 2005) was the third wettest year 
on record in 155 years of record for the region.  The annual peak discharge measured 
at the Oceanside, California U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) stream gage on the San 
Luis Rey River for this storm event was 21,800 cfs, which was the peak discharge for 
this storm event and also the third highest peak discharge recorded in the San Luis Rey 
River at Oceanside since 1930.  The highest annual peak discharge recorded for the 
San Luis Rey River at Oceanside was 25,700 cfs in 1993.  96 percent of the annual 
peak discharges measured for the San Luis Rey River since 1930 at the Oceanside 
gage have been lower than the level experienced in 2005.  The flood stage gage at 
Shearer Crossing Road registered a peak height of 5.1 feet for this 2005 flood.  The 
water flow observed in Gregory Canyon that peaked at 26 cfs was the result of a very 
high level storm event that occurred in the third wettest year of record. This level of flow 
corresponded to an approximate 37-year flow event in the canyon based on evaluation 
of the HEC-1 modeling, which is very consistent with levels observed in the San Luis 
Rey River, as well as regionally.  The peak discharge from this very extreme storm 
system produced relatively low flows from Gregory Canyon that were ephemeral in 
nature, and expressed in a short duration peaking event with rapid attenuation to a 
trickle shortly after the peak event. 

Water flow was also observed in Gregory Canyon on January 22, 2010 during the 2010 
rain year.  The peak flow observed in the canyon was 4.7 cfs with a surface nexus to 
the San Luis Rey River of less than 12 hours based on direct observation.  The peak 
discharge observed in the San Luis Rey River at Oceanside was 2,090 cfs (which was 
also the annual peak discharge for that rain year) and 75.6 percent of all measured 
annual peak discharges since 1930 are lower than this amount.  The Shearer Crossing 
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stage gage on the San Luis Rey River registered a peak height of 3.6 feet.  The 4.7 cfs 
of flow in Gregory Canyon occurred at the end of this single storm event which occurred 
over several days after a total of 6.11 inches of rain measured on site.  Flow in Gregory 
Canyon subsided shortly after the peak event (within hours).  This observed flow was 
ephemeral in nature and consistent with the predictions of the HEC-1 modeling. 

Water flow was also observed in Gregory Canyon on December 22, 2010 during the 
2011 rain year.  The peak discharge observed in the canyon was 22.2 cfs.  The peak 
discharge observed in the San Luis Rey River at Oceanside was 6,810 cfs (this is also 
the annual peak discharge for the 2011 rain year) with 88.5 percent of all measured 
annual peak discharges lower than this amount.  The Shearer Crossing stage gage on 
the San Luis Rey River registered a peak height of 6.05 feet.  This measurement at 
Shearer Crossing indicates that the local peak flow level in the San Luis Rey River at 
the project site was approximately 1 foot higher than observed in 2005, even though the 
discharge level measured at Oceanside was lower than in 2005.  The National Weather 
Service (2010) has described the December 22, 2010 storm as an extreme storm event 
in southern California with rainfall ranging from 400 to 800 percent of normal, with rains 
in San Diego County most intense in north county and inland (which describes the 
project site and watershed upstream of the project site for the San Luis Rey River).  The 
limits of San Luis Rey River flooding observed on the Gregory Canyon property coincide 
with the limits of the 50-year floodplain for the San Luis Rey River (Excel Engineering 
2011) on site, and in some cases went beyond this limit.  The 22.2 cfs peak discharge in 
Gregory Canyon occurred at the end of this single storm event, which occurred over 
several days after a total of 8.05 inches of rain measured on site.  Flow in Gregory 
Canyon subsided shortly after the peak event and the nexus of surface flow from 
Gregory Canyon to the San Luis Rey River was less than 12 hours based on direct 
observation.  This observed flow was ephemeral in nature and consistent with the 
predictions of the HEC-1 modeling. 

On site rain and potential flow has been directly monitored since 2001.  The total 
connection of surface flow from Gregory Canyon to the San Luis Rey River during the 
past 11 years is less than 36 hours.  Flow does not appear to be produced in Gregory 
Canyon to the San Luis Rey River until approximately 6 inches of rainfall occurs within a 
relatively continuous and short timeframe of several days, and flow has not been 
observed in the canyon developing from similar rain levels occurring over longer periods 
of time.  Therefore, most rain storms do not produce flow in Gregory Canyon, which is 
also consistent with the HEC-1 modeling.  The flow events observed in Gregory Canyon 
are not only rare, but appear to only occur with storms that exceed a 25-year or greater 
return frequency.  Flows in the canyon are associated with high level storms that are 
ephemeral in nature, subsiding shortly after rain peaks and rapidly reduced to a trickle 
within less than a day, and with a nexus to the San Luis Rey river of only a few hours 



Memorandum 

4 of 9 
 

when the San Luis Rey River is in sufficient flood stage to meet the canyon drainage 
before it is able to percolate into the alluvial fan at the base of the canyon based on 
direct observation to date.   

The HEC-1 modeling performed for the project predicts flows that are consistent with 
those rare flows observed on site, including flows from very high level storm events.  
This modeling also predicts the general lack of flow in Gregory Canyon which has been 
confirmed by direct observation during small to moderate rain events that do not 
produce flow.  The flows predicted by the Rational Method performed for the hydrology 
study are 1 or more orders of magnitude greater than the flows actually observed for 
high level storm events.  The flows predicted by the Rational Method are extremely 
unlikely to occur in the canyon and use of these predicted flows for design purposes 
should provide a substantial level of extra capacity in the system. 

Models used should be evaluated based on the purpose of the model in the given 
situation and application.  In this case, the use of the Rational Method for purposes of 
design of storm water conveyance features produces results that provide a substantial 
level of protection compared to other models because the result is design of the system 
to accommodate flows much higher than are likely to occur in the system.  For the 
purposes of understanding the flows that are likely to actually occur in the system, 
especially for ecological purposes, the predictions from existing HEC-1 modeling is very 
close to direct observations on site and has been applied in a technically sound manner 
that is confirmed by direct observation. 

The letter states that the ACOE found the HEC-1 modeling performed by URS (2004) 
somehow incorrect and that the ACOE discredited that modeling.  Those assertions are 
incorrect.  The ACOE had made a jurisdictional determination (JD) that found no 
jurisdictional waters of the U.S. in 2004.  This non-jurisdictional finding by the ACOE 
was based on physical evidence in the canyon when it made its final determination in 
accordance with ACOE rules, regulations, and guidance at that time.  Comments had 
been received from a consultant to the Pala Tribe questioning the JD, and that 
consultant challenged the modeling that had been performed and that had been used 
as supplementary information in the JD.  The large storm event in January 2005 
occurred in this timeframe which lead to further questions by the Pala Tribe at that time.  
The ACOE subsequently concluded that the original finding by the ACOE of no 
jurisdiction in Gregory Canyon at that time was valid, and included reference to the URS 
(2004) modeling as supplementary information used in its findings. 

The original non-jurisdictional finding by the ACOE had a duration of five years and 
expired after the ACOE (Lichvar and McColley 2008) issued a new manual for 
determining the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) in arid regions of the U.S.  This new 
manual provided for determining an OHWM in areas that previously would not have 
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been found to have an OHWM, thus expanding regulable areas relative to prior rules, 
regulations, and policies.  The ACOE applied this new manual during a new JD that was 
performed after the prior ACOE-approved JD expired, and the ACOE found 
jurisdictional waters of the U.S. in Gregory Canyon using this new methodology.  It also 
found many areas in Gregory Canyon did not possess an OHWM, as did the findings of 
the prior ACOE JD. 

There were two documents prepared by the ACOE supporting its 2010 JD: 1) a report 
by ERDC (2009); and 2) findings by the ACOE Los Angeles District (LAD) (ACOE 
2010).  The ERDC report discussed prior modeling performed for this project, including 
URS (2004) HEC-1 modeling, and commented that more detailed HEC models that 
include consideration of antecedent rainfall in a more detailed manner may provide 
more accurate modeling results; however, it did not discredit the URS (2004) HEC-1 
modeling, which was previously reviewed and accepted by the ACOE.  The ERDC 
report also suggested that use of site specific rainfall data would be helpful in better 
understanding the potential for flow in Gregory Canyon.  The ACOE LAD JD took a 
different approach.  It went back to the modeling that was performed using the Rational 
Method and that was intended for use in the conservative design of channels for storm 
water conveyance and, with a few modifications to the original Rational Method 
modeling, produced results that it used to supplement its findings of jurisdiction in 
Gregory Canyon.  The ACOE LAD modeling calculated a discharge of 343.50 cfs for a 
six-hour five-year storm using the Rational Method.  A glaring problem with this 
calculation is that discharges of that level have never been observed in Gregory 
Canyon.  Furthermore, direct observation during some of the wettest years on record 
that had continuous rainfall from smaller rain events over prolonged periods of time, and 
during some of the most extreme storm events on record, have not produced flows in 
the canyon above 26 cfs.   

It is clear that the prediction of 343.50 cfs for a five-year six-hour storm produced by the 
AOCE’s Rational Method modeling has no basis in reality (it is more than 13 times the 
level of flow observed in Gregory Canyon during the third wettest year in 155 years of 
record).  Lichvar and Wakeley (2004) suggest that the Rational Method may be useful 
as a relatively quick and dirty means for scoping out a potential set of flood limits to help 
a field researcher focus in on areas to look for an OHWM, by looking within those limits.  
However, Lichvar and Wakeley (2004) then suggest the use of more refined modeling 
methods, including HEC-1, to determine more realistic estimates of flow and flood 
conditions. 

It is interesting to note that several consultants to parties, such as the Pala Tribe and 
the NRDC,  that are opposed to the Gregory Canyon Landfill Project have commented 
on the modeling performed for the project and the application of models for use on the 
project.  Each of these sets of comments has tried to find ways to suggest that the 
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project’s modeling is invalid, discredited, or otherwise unsuitable and that more work 
should be done.  The initial comments suggested that more refined or detailed models 
should be developed because methods like the Rational Method were not suitable.  The 
URS (2004) HEC-1 modeling is a more refined model consistent with Lichvar and 
Wakeley (2004), and the URS (2004) HEC-1 modeling has been further supplemented 
and confirmed through direct measurement of rainfall on the site and direct observation 
of flows during large to extremely large storm events.  Winfield (2011) now comes full 
circle by asserting that use of the Rational Method, as applied by the ACOE as a 
supplement to its 2010 JD, discredits the prior HEC-1 modeling because the Rational 
Method is representative of conditions on the project site.  This is obviously incorrect. 

A watershed of this limited size that had water flow on a regular basis and that could 
produce a five-year storm flood flow of 343.50 cfs would have water in it many, many 
times during portions of each year.  Flows of this frequency and magnitude would 
produce a large scour area in a channel with a clear bed, bank, and channel devoid of 
vegetation and a clear line impressed on the bank indicative of an OHWM.  This does 
not occur in Gregory Canyon.  Instead, we have a narrow erosional feature that 
supports upland herbaceous plants and shrubs across its thalweg that would not and 
could not persist in the presence of such predicted water flow.  We also have direct 
observation that water flow in Gregory Canyon is a very rare event, of very low 
discharge level, and that only has a nexus of surface flow via flood waters of the San 
Luis Rey River on the order of a few hours on a decade by decade basis. Consider this 
discussion by ACOE (2001): “For many small desert wash systems, the presence of 
continuous well-developed upland vegetation in the stream channel is a good indicator 
that it only conveys surface flow during extremely large storm events and, as a result, 
would not usually constitute a jurisdictional water of the United States.”   

The letter comments on the WILD beneficial use in Gregory Canyon and draws in 
considerations of wildlife corridors and coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) distribution to 
support his positions.  The WILD beneficial use is defined in the San Diego Basin Plan 
as: Includes uses of water that support terrestrial ecosystems including, but not limited 
to, preservation and enhancement of terrestrial habitats, vegetation, wildlife (e.g., 
mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, invertebrates), or wildlife water and food sources.  
The use of water that supports terrestrial ecosystems has been addressed in the 
project’s CEQA compliance and its subsequent permitting.  The primary issue in such 
potential use on site is that surface water flow in Gregory Canyon and elsewhere on site 
except for the San Luis Rey River is very rare, does not occur in most years, is of short 
duration, and is at very low discharge levels when it does occur.  This means that the 
contribution of such water is very small, and in fact, the character of the habitat in 
drainage and erosional features on site, including Gregory Canyon, is that of the 
uplands adjacent to those features. 
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The letter’s comment that coast live oak distribution is indicative of a support function 
supplied by surface water on site is not substantiated by the actual distribution of coast 
live oaks on site relative to environmental factors in those areas.  The coast live oaks on 
site occur in areas with deeper soils and/or rock fractures that allow for development of 
the oak’s root structures to sustain the coast live oaks in each location, both physically 
by allowing for lateral and tap root development, and to take advantage of rainfall as it 
percolates through the soils.  This is in contrast with areas dominated by coastal sage 
scrub and/or chaparral that occur in areas with thinner soils that would not provide for 
the oak’s root development.  The coast live oaks on site occur on the upland terraces 
along the canyon mainstem, usually 5 to 20 or more feet above the thalweg of the 
mainstem, and they also occur on broad hills in the canyon and even on the top portions 
of Gregory Mountain.  Their primary source of water is direct rainfall and there is no 
groundwater table in the canyons on site that would have water readily available to the 
roots of the coast live oaks on site.  Once water starts to enter the shallow fractured 
bedrock on site, it goes deep and beyond depths easily available to vegetation on site. 
Impacts on coast live oaks, as well as site hydrology, have been evaluated in the 
project’s CEQA compliance and related permitting.  The impacts on coast live oaks will 
be fully mitigated by the project. 

The letter comments that the whole site supports wildlife and that it is integrated within 
the larger landscape.  We are aware of this, and impacts on wildlife and its habitat on 
site and in the region have been addressed in the project’s CEQA compliance and 
related permitting.  This far exceeds concepts of a WILD beneficial use support function.  
One of the very positive features of the project is that it will preserve over 1,300 acres of 
habitat on the property, including creation of native habitat in prior disturbed and 
developed land and enhancement of habitat in the remaining portions of this very large 
preserve area.  The riparian corridor along the San Luis Rey River will be substantially 
improved through the restoration of native habitats that were present prior to the 1930’s 
and that substantially improve the WILD beneficial use for the San Luis Rey River 
system on a landscape level.  All of this will create a fit and vibrant network of habitat 
that maintains and improves upon existing habitat connectivity all around the property. 

The letter comments on mitigation phasing.  Winfield (2011) emphasizes that a 
traditional approach to mitigation is the ordered sequence of avoidance, minimization, 
and compensation.  This project has been subject to some of the most intensive 
environmental review and scrutiny that have occurred for any project in the past 20 
years.  Avoidance, minimization, and compensation sequencing has been applied to 
this project, and tested through litigation.  The CEQA compliance for this project, 
including its mitigation measures, has been fully adjudicated and is final.  More 
importantly, the mitigation measures have been developed to avoid impacts where 
feasible, minimize impacts to the extent feasible, and then to fully compensate for 
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remaining impacts.  This mitigation process included consideration of phasing of 
impacts and mitigation measures.  This is a very long term project and impacts from the 
project will be spread out over many, many years.  Individuals who are primarily familiar 
with projects that occur within one or even several years may not be familiar with 
phased mitigation; however, people familiar with projects that have phased impacts over 
20 to 30 years understand that phasing of mitigation measures is common.  Also, 
phasing of mitigation measures on even shorter term projects occurs whenever such 
phasing is appropriate.   

The mitigation measures for this project have been developed to provide compensation 
for the project’s adverse effects, including consideration of temporal effects and phasing 
during the project’s fully adjudicated CEQA process.  Implementation of the mitigation 
measures will be monitored by a large number of permitting and compliance agencies 
whose role is to perform such monitoring, and these agencies are responsible for 
determining the success of all mitigation measures. 

The letter questions what surface drainage features should be considered as waters of 
the State pursuant to permitting by the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB).  The RWQCB has jurisdiction pursuant to Section 401 of the Federal Clean 
Water Act for fill of waters of the U.S.  The RWQCB also has jurisdiction to surface 
waters of the State pursuant to the Porter Cologne Water Quality Act.  The federal 
waters of the U.S. have been delineated by the ACOE and that is what the RWQCB 
must consider pursuant to Section 401 Certification. Beyond that, RWQCB has 
conservatively determined that erosion features that do not bear an OHWM, are 
dominated by the same upland vegetation found next to them, that lack a bed, bank, 
and channel, and have never been observed to bear surface water flow should be 
compensated for.  While the project in good faith does not necessarily concur that all of 
these features are waters of the state, it has proposed to provide compensation as 
requested by RWQCB. 

It is apparent that the comments made in the letter are not based on a full 
understanding of the conditions on site, the application of models for the project, the 
context of the project’s impact analyses, as well as the actual conditions on site 
regarding hydrology, habitat, and beneficial uses have been directly observed, and that 
clearly document the extremely rare nature of surface flow in Gregory Canyon , its low 
levels and short duration when flow does occur, and minimal support functions within 
the watershed.  The project’s CEQA compliance has addressed these issues and 
CEQA has been fully litigated and is final.  No new information has been presented. 
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ATTACHMENT D 
 



Table 1. Permanent Impacts on Waters and Drainages within Project footprints 
	
  

USACE 2010 jurisdictional waters of the United States in 
Gregory Canyon       

Tributary Width (ft) Length (ft) Area (ac) 

G - Canyon Mainstem 3.92 4,765 0.430 
USACE 2010 Federal non-jurisdictional drainages without 
significant nexus       

Tributary Width (ft) Length (ft) Area (ac) 

G2 3 292 0.020 

G5 3.1 371 0.030 

G6 4.5 1,163 0.120 

G7 9 581 0.120 

G9 2.2 595 0.030 

Subtotal:   3,002 0.320 
USACE 2010 Federal non-jurisdictional upland features without 
an ordinary high water mark       

Tributary Width (ft) Length (ft) Area (ac) 

G1 1 901 0.021 

G2 1 515 0.012 

G3 1 646 0.015 

G4 1 183 0.004 

G5 1 385 0.009 

G8 1 396 0.009 

G10 1 607 0.014 

G11 1 98 0.002 

A2 1 713 0.016 

A4 1 172 0.004 

C 1 264 0.006 

Subtotal:   4,880 0.112 

USACE 2010 Federal non-jurisdictional isolated drainages       

Tributary Width (ft) Length (ft) Area (ac) 

A 1 2,566 0.059 

A1 1 453 0.010 

A3 1 403 0.009 

Subtotal:   3,422 0.078 

Total USACE 2010 Features above:   16,069 0.940 
San Luis Rey River Bridge Crossing using USACE 2010 
Delineation       

River     Area (ac) 

San Luis Rey River*     <0.100 

Summary of all of the above features       

Grand Total:   16,069 <1.000 



* The San Luis Rey River will be impacted by bridge piers that have a small footprint.  Length of impacts 
is not appropriate to this consideration of impacts and area is the most relevant impact consideration 
here. 
	
  



 
Geologists, Hydrogeologists and Engineers 

 

 

 
May 9, 2011 

JN: 95.035 
 
 
 

Mr. Jack Miller 
County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health 
Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency 
5500 Overland Drive, Suite 1100 
San Diego, California 92123  
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 

GREGORY CANYON LANDFILL  

SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

 
Geo-Logic Associates (GLA) has reviewed the letter from Aleshire & Wynder, LLP including the 
letter from Strategic Engineering & Science (SES) dated April 8, 2011 commenting on the updated 
2011 Joint Technical Document prepared for the Gregory Canyon Landfill (GCLF).  As the firm 
responsible for providing geologic, hydrogeologic and geotechnical expertise on the GCLF project, 
GLA has prepared this letter to respond to the key comments. The following sections address these 
key comments.  
 
The first comment indicates that the groundwater monitoring network is sparse and that prediction of 
the depth to groundwater is difficult in many locations.  GLA disagrees with this statement.  The 
network of groundwater monitoring wells was developed over the course of extensive site 
characterization work.  Possible groundwater flow conditions were extensively evaluated (since 
1996) and based on the data obtained, a network of wells was developed to monitor the groundwater, 
with particular focus on the groundwater between the base of the landfill and the San Luis Rey River 
Valley. Groundwater elevation data has been collected periodically over the past 15 years from the 
groundwater monitoring wells and the groundwater levels have exhibited some fluctuations.  This 
has been accounted for in the landfill design, primarily though the subdrain system that is discussed 
later in this response.  
 
In addition, since impairment of water quality was identified as a potential long-term issue that could 
impair beneficial uses of water, the GCLF was designed with a liner system that goes well beyond 
the requirements of 40 CFR Part 258.  It incorporates a total of five containment layers, a LCRS, and 
a leak detection/drainage layer between the two sets of containment layers to provide an early 
detection system and collection of contaminants before it reaches the lower set of containment layers. 
In addition, a bottom subdrain underneath the liner system is designed to capture any groundwater 
seepage and would provide a final mechanism to remove any contaminants before they reach the 
underlying fractured bedrock formation.  
 
SES has indicated some concern that the groundwater flow boundary along the western ridgeline is 
not supported. From the outset of the hydrogeologic characterization, a number of possible flow 
conditions were considered including an alternative groundwater contour map similar to that 
developed by SES.  In addition to existing well GMP-3, which is dry to a depth of 81 feet (384 feet 
mean sea level [msl]), GLA drilled well GLA-9 to a depth of 300 feet (315 ft msl) and boring GLA-
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17 to a depth of 500 feet (approximately 250 feet msl) and performed downhole video inspections of 
the two GLA constructed wells.  The results are summarized in the Supplemental Hydrogeologic 
Investigation Report (GLA, 2004), which concluded that the fractures in these boreholes are filled by 
mineralization that appears to be younger in age and related to stresses and hydrothermal activity 
along the Elsinore fault.  The results of the cumulative studies conducted for the GCLF project 
indicated that the western ridgeline is relatively unweathered, and the few fractures that do exist are 
relatively isolated and do not transmit significant groundwater.  The wells at the base of the western 
ridgeline generally transmit groundwater from a single fracture and are very poor producers, 
recovering over a period of days.  Therefore, GLA firmly believes that the current interpretation with 
groundwater focused within the largely weathered zone down the center of Gregory Canyon is 
correct.   
 
SES indicates that there are insufficient wells within the Gregory Canyon to evaluate the 
groundwater elevations within the canyon thalweg.  GLA disagrees that additional wells are required 
to characterize the groundwater flow conditions within the central portion of Gregory Canyon.  
During our initial characterization work, reconnaissance was performed to attempt to gain access into 
the canyon and construct one or more wells within the central portion of the canyon between wells 
GLA-8 and GMP-2. However, there was no physical access into this area of the canyon without 
extensive disturbance to the canyon. Furthermore, with the number of wells that have been 
constructed within the canyon, the contours that are presented on our maps depict a reasonable and 
predictable groundwater flow gradient within the canyon.  These contours were used to develop the 
base grade for the landfill design.  In addition, as presented above, the landfill design includes a 
subdrain system to intercept and capture groundwater seepage, in the event of a high fluctuation in 
the groundwater elevation beneath the landfill.  As designed, at no time will the groundwater 
elevation rise to within 5 feet of the base of waste.   
 
SES has indicated that the flow direction along the western ridgeline is not well understood.  As 
stated above, GLA has performed extensive site characterization work on the project site and has 
considered several alternative flow conditions as part of the characterization. In fact, boring GLA-17 
was drilled to a depth of 500 feet to further assess the more westerly flow condition.  However, based 
on the body of work performed, GLA is firmly confident that the current interpretation of the 
groundwater flow conditions is correct. 
 
SES states that there is insufficient groundwater quality data available prior to construction.  In 
accordance with guidance from the Regional Water Quality Control Board – San Diego Region, 
GLA has collected 16 rounds of sample data from the existing monitoring wells.  In addition, a 
minimum of 10 to 12 additional sampling rounds will be obtained from additional wells that are to be 
added the groundwater monitoring network identified by the recent Workplan for Additional 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells developed for the RWQCB with input from Dr. David Huntley.  The 
RWQCB has indicated that an accelerated sampling program will be an acceptable approach to 
obtain the additional water quality data prior to waste acceptance.  This is consistent with Title 27 
requirements, which require adequate background sampling prior to waste acceptance.  The exact 
schedule will be determined with input from the RWQCB and based on the landfill construction 
schedule. 
 
SES indicated concern that with additional air space available through the use of Alternative Daily 
Cover (ADC), there would be additional truck trips through the area.  However, under the current 
permit conditions, regardless of additional airspace achieved through the use of ADC and processed 
green materials, site traffic is limited to a maximum of 675 trucks per day. 
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SES expresses concern about the overall drainages of surface water at the GCLF with respect to the 
drainage of the desilting basins.  However, it should be noted that the elevation of the desilting basins 
are down gradient and below the lowest elevations of the bottom grades of the landfill.  Therefore, no 
analysis of the potential effect that surface water infiltration has on groundwater under the landfill is 
required. 
 
SES notes that the groundwater monitoring plan has not been modified to include additional wells 
proposed in the workplan for additional groundwater monitoring wells.  However, the additional 
wells are proposed for inclusion into the groundwater monitoring network and the groundwater 
quality monitoring program.  A modified monitoring and reporting program will be prepared 
following well construction with the additional well specifications.   
 
SES recommends that the existing Contingency Plans be developed and approved before 
construction begins.  Preparation of the Water Replacement Contingency Plan will be prepared and 
submitted to the RWQCB in accordance with the requirements of the adopted site-specific Waste 
Discharge Requirements.  Considering that the facility will be in construction for a significant period 
of time before waste acceptance begins, GLA disagrees that these plans should be prepared prior to 
construction.  Also, SES, which has provided its comments on behalf of SLRMWD, should have 
been aware that GCLF is contractually obligation to provide a $100,000,000 environmental 
impairment liability policy to the benefit of SLRMWD.  
 
SES indicates that the current corrective action cost estimate does not address the known or 
reasonably foreseeable corrective actions for the non-water release corrective actions.  Recognizing 
that this is a new requirement, the Corrective Action Plan, which is a dynamic document, will be 
revised in the near future. 
 
SES reviewed the financial information to fund the closure and the post-closure operations and 
maintenance of the GCLF.  Based on discussions with Bryan A. Stirrat & Associates staff, the 
estimate of closure cost is considered to be adequate.  These cost estimates are updated every five 
years during the Solid Waste Facility Permit review process.  The review ensures that costs 
adequately reflect current market conditions.  Additionally, a 20% contingency is included in the 
closure cost estimate.  The closure and post-closure cost estimates are currently being reviewed by 
Cal Recycle.  If in the opinion of Cal Recycle additional funding is need for either closure of post-
closure operations and maintenance, it will be addressed.   
 
The GCLF project has included extensive evaluation by many experienced professionals.  The JTD 
received a thorough review by a third party prior to its submittal in 2011.  In addition, both the LEA 
and the San Diego RWQCB have spent significant time in reviewing project documents to ensure 
that this project is of the highest quality and the most protective of the environment.   
 
GLA hopes that the LEA will consider the comments presented above and recognize that the current 
documents are adequate for permitting.  If you have any questions, please call me at (858) 451-1136. 
 
Geo-Logic Associates 

 
 
 

Sarah J. Battelle, CHG 
Vice President 
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