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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) is for the proposed expansion of the
Tajiguas Landfill (Tajiguas). This Final EIR has been prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and its implementing guidelines, California Code of
Regulations (CCR) Title 14, Section 15000 et seq. The County of Santa Barbara Public Works
Department (County Public Works) is the designated lead agency on behalf of the County of
Santa Barbara.

The October 2001 Draft EIR and this Final EIR together comprise the EIR in its entirety in
accordance with California Public Resources Code (PRC), Section 21000 et seq. The EIR will be
used by the County of Santa Barbara (County) in its consideration of the proposed expansion of
the Tajiguas Landfill. The primary purpose of this EIR is to:

»  Present a detailed description of the proposed landfill expansion project.

» Identify and evaluate potential environmental consequences of the
proposed project.

» Indicate the manner in which those environmental consequences can be
mitigated or avoided.

«  Identify and analyze alternatives that may reduce or eliminate
potentially significant environmental impacts associated with the
proposed project.

+ Identify any impacts that, even with the implementation of the
mitigation measures, would be unavoidable and adverse.

Tajiguas is an existing Class III municipal solid waste landfill permitted to receive up to 1,500 tons
per day (tpd) of municipal solid waste. It has a current permitted capacity of 15.1-million cubic
yards (cy), or approximately 9.1-million tons of solid waste. If the proposed project is approved,
Tajiguas would have the capacity for an additional 8.2-million cy or about 4.9-million tons of solid
waste. This would bring the total disposal capacity of Tajiguas to 23.3 million cy (approximately
13.6 million tons) of waste (see Final EIR Section 4.1). With the expansion, Tajiguas would have
approximately 15 years of waste disposal capacity in addition to the currently remaining
approximately 5 years of capacity. Under existing permits, if the proposed expansion is not
approved, Tajiguas is expected to be able to operate until approximately 2005 or 2006. At that
time, its existing permitted capacity is expected to be exhausted.

Over the life of the proposed project, it is anticipated that the average daily disposal rate and the
peak daily disposal rate at Tajiguas both will increase by approximately 0.62 percent per year, in
response to population increases projected by the Santa Barbara County Association of
Governments (based on the average increase of 0.6 percent per year for the Santa Barbara South
Coast area and 0.8 percent per year for the Santa Ynez Valley). These anticipated increases are
shown in Final EIR Table 1-1.
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1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND ' '

1.1.1 LOCATION AND PROJECT SETTING

The Tajiguas Landfill is an existing Class III municipal solid waste landfill owned and operated

by the County since 1967. Tajiguas Landfill is located in a coastal canyon known as Caiiada de la
Pila, approximately 26 miles west of the City of Santa Barbara (see Figure 1-1). Immediately
south of the landfill site are the U.S. Highway 101, the Union Pacific Railroad tracks and the
Pacific Ocean.

The southern portion of the site is within the California Coastal Zone. Most properties adjacent
to the landfill site are used primarily for agriculture or open space. The northern site boundary
abuts the Los Padres National Forest. The western site boundary abuts the Arroyo Hondo
Preserve, which is owned by the Land Trust for Santa Barbara County. Property to the east is
the Baron Ranch, owned by the County and also used primarily for agricultural purposes. The
ranch was purchased by the County in January 1991 specifically to provide a buffer for the
landfill operation at Tajiguas. Property adjacent to the south of the site is owned or leased by
the County and used for the access road and open space. The small residential community of
Arroyo Quemada is located along the coast, between the railroad tracks and the ocean,
approximately 2,000 feet southeast of the landfill.

1.1.2 OBIJECTIVES OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The proposed expansion of Tajiguas is intended to increase the solid waste disposal capacity of
this existing County-owned and operated facility to meet the waste disposal needs of southern
~Santa Barbara County, and the Santa Ynez and Cuyama Valleys for 15 years, or approximately -
until the Year 2020. The proposed project would have the capacity for an additional 8.2-million
cy or about 4.9-million tons of solid waste, and would be permitted to receive a maximum
tonnage of 1,500 tpd, the same as with the current permit. Under the proposed project, the
capacity of the landfill would be a total of 23.3-million cy, or approximately 13.6-million tons of
solid waste. With the expansion, Tajiguas would have approximately 15 years of waste disposal
capacity in addition to the currently remaining approximately 5 years of capacity.

The objectives of the Tajiguas expansion are as follows:

+  Provide approximately 15 years of additional reliable and cost-effective
municipal solid waste disposal services for the residents of southern
Santa Barbara County and the Santa Ynez and Cuyama Valleys.

*  Meet the minimum 15-year County disposal capacity requirements of
the California Integrated Waste Management Act (Assembly Bill [AB]
939) and goals of the County Integrated Waste Management Plan.
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*  Provide a well-managed municipal solid waste disposal facility to
maximize the control necessary to assure the safe disposal of solid waste
generated in southern Santa Barbara County, and the Santa Ynez and
Cuyama Valleys until the Year 2020.

*  Meet the Board of Supervisors’ policy directive of August 3, 1999, to
provide adequate disposal capacity at the Tajiguas Landfill to allow for
siting and development of a new in-County regional landfill, a process to
be completed as soon as possible, a process that may take up to
15 years to complete.

1.1.3 NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Various Southern California communities, including Santa Barbara County, are evaluating
alternative methods of assuring long-term solid waste disposal capacity as their current landfills
reach capacity. In recognition of the importance of long-term management of landfill capacity
and to reduce the volume of solid waste requiring disposal, the state legislature passed the
California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (also known as AB 939). AB 939 requires
counties to prepare integrated solid waste managements plans, establishes mandatory reductions
in the volume of solid waste being landfilled, and requires counties to demonstrate 15 years of
landfill capacity.

Draft EIR Sections 1.5.1 through 1.5.3 provide information on waste generation trends and
existing disposal capacity for Southern California in general, as the framework for understanding
the objectives and need for the proposed project. In addition, the requirements of AB 939 are
reviewed. The review provides a framework for how communities may meet these requirements.
The information demonstrates that, even with meeting the source reduction and recycling
requirements of AB 939, additional disposal capacity will be required in Southern California in
general, and in Santa Barbara County in particular, to support current and future populations.

1.2 PROJECT SUMMARY

1.2.1 THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The proposed Tajiguas Landfill expansion project is described in detail in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0
~ Project Description. The project consists of horizontal and vertical expansion of the existing
Landfill, utilizing one of two potential configurations contiguous to and north of the existing
landfill. The two configurations are referred to as the Front Canyon configuration and Back
Canyon configuration. Each configuration provides an additional 8.2-million cy of capacity
(4.9-million tons of waste disposal capacity) at the Tajiguas Landfill, and meets the project
objectives. Under the proposed project, the County Board of Supervisors can select either the
Front Canyon configuration or the Back Canyon configuration, but not both configurations.
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1.2.2 PROJECT ELEMENTS

1.2.2.1 Front Canyon Configuration
With the Front Canyon configuration, approximately 27 acres on the existing landfill and an

additional 56 acres of lateral expansion would comprise the 83-acre expansion footprint to be
utilized for solid waste disposal. Vertical expansion would involve an increase in the final elevation
from the currently permitted maximum of 500 feet to a maximum 660 feet above mean sea level
(msl). Soil borrow material would be obtained from the east, west and north borrow areas.

1.2.2.2 Back Canyon Configuration
With the Back Canyon configuration, approximately 27 acres on the existing landfill and an

additional 81 acres of lateral expansion would comprise the 108-acre expansion footprint to be
utilized for solid waste disposal. Vertical expansion would involve an increase in the final
elevation from the currently permitted maximum of 500 feet to a maximum 700 feet msl. Soil
borrow material would be obtained from the east and west borrow areas.

1.2.2.3 Appurtenant Facilities
The project includes the following: construction of a composite liner for areas of the expansion that

will not be placed over the existing landfill waste footprint, modification of the existing stormwater
drainage system, modification or relocation of the existing out-of+channel sedimentation basin, and
installation of additional landfill gas collection system components. In addition, a new scalehouse
and new maintenance shop may be constructed. If specific permits are required for elements of the
project, such permits would be obtained prior to the time of construction. -

1.2.2.4 Southeast Corner Modification

The project also includes modification of the southeast corner of the existing Landfill. This
activity involves excavation and relocation of waste and cover soil that are within and adjacent to
the Coastal Zone above an elevation of 400 feet above msl. This waste would be relocated from
the southeast corner of the landfill to an area that is within the proposed landfill expansion area.
This activity would occur concurrent with development of either the Front Canyon configuration
or Back Canyon configuration.

1.2.2.5 Closure

As part of the project, the entire landfill would undergo phased closure as operations proceed.
Closure of the existing landfill and excavation of soil borrow material would occur in the east and
west borrow areas with or without the proposed project. In compliance with state and federal
requirements, closure and postclosure monitoring and maintenance plans will be prepared to
assure that: (1) the landfill will be closed in a manner that protects public health and the
environment, and (2) adequate financial resources will be available to fund the closure and to fund
postclosure monitoring and maintenance.
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1.2.3 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Anticipated environmental effects of the proposed Tajiguas Landfill expansion are evaluated in
Draft EIR Chapter 3.0. Mitigation measures are identified to eliminate or reduce potential
significant impacts. These potential impacts and mitigation measures are summarized for each
environmental topic in Final EIR Table 1-2.

Implementation of the mitigation measures on Final EIR Table 1-2 is required to make the
findings and conclusions included in the EIR. The EIR concludes that the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed project will be reduced to below a level of significance
with implementation of the mitigation measures with the exception of biological resources,
cultural resources, visual resources and air quality. Further information is provided in Final EIR
Table 1-2 and Draft EIR Sections 3.4, 3.5, 3.8 and 3.11.

The project-related impacts to biological resources, cultural resources, visual resources and air
quality are considered to be significant and unavoidable, even after implementation of feasible
mitigation measures included in this EIR (see Table 1-2).

1.2.4 COMPARISON OF IMPACTS — PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES
Environmental evaluations included in this EIR address two potential landfill configurations
(Front Canyon and Back Canyon). Either of these configurations, but not both, is considered to
be the proposed project at Tajiguas. Pursuant to Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines,a
reasonable range of alternatives was evaluated to determine the potential to eliminate or reduce
potentially significant environmental impacts, while still meeting the basic praject objectives
described in Draft EIR Section 1.4. Feasible alternatives to the proposed Pro_;ect are described
below and are evaluated in detail in Draft EIR Chapter 4.0.

»  Diversion to Other In-County Landfills. This alternative considers
the potential for waste to be diverted to the Foxen Canyon, City of
Lompoc, City of Santa Maria and/or Vandenberg Air Force Base
Landfills.

e New In-County Landfill Sites. Under this alternative, one or more
new landfills would be sited and developed in the County. This
alternative considers nine potential sites located in the North County.

*  Larger Project Alternative. Under this alternative, a 25-year
expansion of Tajiguas would be constructed and operated. This would
be either the Front Canyon configuration or Back Canyon configuration,
plus an additional 10 years of air space. The disposal capacity of the
larger landfill expansion would be 11.5-million cy.

*  Reduced Project Alternative. Under this alternative, the proposed
expansion of Tajiguas would involve a smaller waste footprint and/or
less vertical expansion than the proposed project. The capacity of the
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expansion would be reduced from 8.2-million cy to 5.0-million cy, and
would provide approximately 10 years of disposal capacity.

Diversion to Qut-of-County Landfills. Under this alternative, waste
would be transported to the existing Santa Barbara Transfer Station or a
new in-County transfer station and/or to an existing out-of-County
transfer station, then redirected to an out-of-County landfill via transfer
truck and/or rail.

Rail Haul. Under this alternative, waste generation in southern Santa
Barbara County and the Santa Ynez and Cuyama Valleys would be
transported via rail to remote landfills. The evaluation considers rail haul
to the permitted but not currently operational Mesquite Regional or
Eagle Mountain Landfill in the deserts of Southern California, and to the
existing Carbon Canyon Landfill in Utah.

New South Coast Transfer Station. Under this alternative, a new
transfer station would be constructed. Potential locations include the
Baron Ranch, back canyon of the Tajiguas Landfill site, Cafiada de la
Huerta along the South Coast, or an undetermined location in the
Goleta/Santa Barbara area. Waste that now goes to Tajiguas would be
collected at the new transfer station, then transported to an out-of-.
County disposal facility.

Offsite Disposal for Southeast Corner Modification. Under this
alternative, the excavated waste material would be transported offsite for

~ disposal.” The waste would be diverted either to another in-County
landfill or to an out-of-County landfill.

Alternative Waste Management Technologies. This section reviews
the potential for solid waste technologies to further reduce the volume of
waste requiring landfill disposal. These include: increased source

reduction, recycling, composting and waste-to-energy. Under these
alternatives, unprocessed residual waste or by-products of waste
processing would still require landfill disposal.

No Project. Under this alternative, the proposed expansion of Tajiguas
would not occur. Since waste would still be generated and require
disposal, this alternative would require one or more of the in-County and
out-of-County disposal alternatives listed above to be implemented.
Waste generated in southern Santa Barbara County would be diverted to
an out-of-County landfill, while waste from the Santa Ynez and Cuyama
Valleys would be diverted to an existing in-County landfill.
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A comprehensive evaluation of these alternatives, their ability to meet the objectives of the
. proposed project, and their ability to eliminate or reduce significant environmental impacts
associated with the proposed Project is provided in Draft EIR Chapter 4.0.

1.2.4.1 Impact Comparison

As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 4.0, the proposed expansion of Tajiguas landfill would meet the
objectives of the proposed project. However, none of the alternatives would eliminate or reduce
project-related significant impacts. In fact, as discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 4.0, the alternatives
would have similar or greater environmental impacts than the proposed project at Tajiguas.

1.2.4.2 Environmentally Superior Alternative

Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires the environmentally superior alternative to be
identified even if it is the No Project alternative. If the environmentally superior alternative is the
No Project alternative, CEQA requires that the environmentally superior alternative be identified
among the remaining alternatives. As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 4.0, based on the review of
alternatives to the proposed project, it was determined that the No Project alternative is not
environmentally superior. Further, none of the other alternatives evaluated resulted in the
reduction or elimination of significant project-related environmental impacts. Therefore, none of
the other alternatives was determined to be environmentally superior to the proposed project.

1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

CEQA requires state and local government agencies to consider the environmental consequences
of projects over which they have discretionary authority, prior to taking action on those projects.
Additionally, a public agency is required to prepare an EIR of it determines that a proposed
project has the potential to adversely affect the environment. As the agency with primary
responsibility for carrying out the proposed project, the County Public Works Department is the
lead agency and has determined that an EIR is required.

This EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA. Guidance for preparation of this
document was obtained from the County of Santa Barbara Environmental Thresholds and
Guidelines Manual, CEQA Guidelines and, as necessary, criteria of specific resource agencies and
federal and state regulations. This EIR will be used by various local and state agencies in their
consideration of actions required to: (1) approve, (2) approve with conditions and modifications
or (3) deny the proposed project. This EIR is intended to provide the public, agencies and
decision makers with a comprehensive analysis of:

*  Components of the proposed project.

*  Potential environmental consequences of the proposed project.
*  Potential mitigation measures to avoid or reduce impacts.

*  Feasible alternatives.
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CEQA encourages incorporation of information by reference as a means of shortening EIRs.
Therefore, this EIR incorporates by reference information from relevant studies and from other
EIRs, as appropriate. The level of technical detail, evaluation and analysis provided in the EIR is
consistent with CEQA and is sufficient to provide an understanding of potential impacts.

The EIR is the initial phase of the process for issuance of various permits or approvals for the
proposed projects. The second phase, portions of which may occur concurrently with the EIR,
involves preparation of appropriate applications for permits or approvals. Requirements that
are anticipated for these permits are considered in the EIR. The third and final phase is public
review of permit applications, development of specific permit conditions, and issuance of
permits by the agencies. This phase may result in modification to the proposed project to meet
various regulatory requirements or permit conditions. If the proposed project is modified, such
modifications are reviewed to assure consistency with the EIR.

1.3.1 FINAL EIR REQUIREMENTS

This document is a continuation of the environmental process that began with the preparation of
a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Revised NOP (see Appendix A of the Draft EIR). The Draft
EIR was distributed on October 12, 2001, for a 45-day public review and comment period.
Subsequently, the review and comment period was extended to December 14, 2001. Notices of
the extension were provided on November 13, 2001, in the Lompoc Record, Santa Maria Times
and Santa Barbara News-Press, and on November 15, 2001, in The Independent. In addition,
notices were mailed to those on the Draft EIR mailing list (see Draft EIR Chapter 8.0).

- Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that a Final EIR consist of:

»  The Draft EIR or a revision ofithe draft.

*  Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, either
verbatim or in summary. '

+ A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the
Draft EIR.

»  The response of the lead agency to significant environmental points
raised during the review and consultation process.

»  Other information added by the lead agency.

The contents of the EIR for the proposed expansion of the Tajiguas Landfill are briefly
summarized as follows:

¢ Draft EIR. The Draft EIR provides a detailed description of the
proposed project and a comprehensive analysis of the potential
environmental consequences of the proposed project. The existing
environment was described, and environmental issues of concern, as
identified in the NOP, Revised NOP, and public scooping process, were
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analyzed. Mitigation measures developed for each identified adverse

‘ effect were specified. Alternatives to the proposed project were
evaluated for feasibility and environmental effect. Potential cumulative
effects of the proposed project were evaluated.

* Final EIR. This document includes public and agency comments on the
Draft EIR and specific responses to those comments (see Chapters 2.0
and 3.0). This Final EIR describes how the environmental
documentation will be used in the decision making process and provides
a record of the public review process for this project.

For a complete understanding ofi the proposed project, its potential effects. mitigation
measures and alternatives, the reader is encouraged to review both the Draft EIR and this
Final EIR in their entirety.

1.3.2 EIR PROCESS
The following summarizes the EIR process as it relates to the proposed Project:

e Notice of Preparation. A Revised NOP was distributed to potentially
interested agencies and individuals on October 8, 1999, for a 30-day
review (see Appendix A of the Draft EIR). ’

‘ *  Public Forums. Informal public forums were held October 14 and
October 16, 1999, to provide an opportunity for interested persons to
discuss and ask questions regarding the proposed project. These
meetings provided an opportunity for questions and answers.
Notification of the public forums was provided in the Revised NOP and
in local newspapers.

»  Public Scoping Meetings. Public scoping meetings were held on
November 1 and 2, 1999, to provide an opportunity for the public and
agencies to submit verbal and written statements on issues to be
addressed in the EIR. Notification of the meetings was provided in the
Revised NOP, and in notices through local and regional media sources.
Those not able to attend the scoping meetings were invited to submit
written comments. :

As a result of the scoping process, the primary issues of public and
agency concern were identified, based on comments received by letter
and at the public meetings. These are summarized in Tables 1-3 and 1-4
in the Draft EIR.

*  Preparation of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR was released for a
, 45-day review period to the public, including interested individuals,
. groups, government representatives and agencies. The availability of the
Draft EIR was noticed by the County Department of Public Works
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through a Notice of Completion dated October 12, 2001, sent to the
California Office of Planning and Research. Notification of the Draft
EIR’s availability was made to those on the Draft EIR mailing list (see
Chapter 8.0 of the Draft EIR).

Public Meetings. Public meetings were held on November 7, 2001, in
Santa Barbara, California; November 8, 2001, in Santa Maria;
November 13, 2001, in Buellton; November 19, 2001, in Goleta, and
November 28, 2001, in Lompoc. These meetings provided the public
with an opportunity to comment on this document.

Preparation of the Final EIR. This Final EIR incorporates and
responds to comments received as a result of the public review of the
Draft EIR.

County Board of Supervisors Hearing on the Final EIR/Notice of
Determination. The County Board of Supervisors will hold a public
hearing on the Final EIR to consider information in the Draft EIR, Final
EIR, public comment, and other information provided by County staff.
Based on its independent evaluation of the information presented, the
County Board of Supervisors will make its decision regarding the
proposed project, prepare and publish a record of decision, and file a
Notice of Determination.

---1.4 FINAL EIR FORMAT IR
The remainder of this Final EIR is organized as follows:

2.0 — Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR. This chapter
includes public and agency comments on the Draft EIR as well as
responses to those comments.

3.0 —Response to Comments on Draft EIR Regarding Waste
Processing Technologies. A number of comments addressed concerns
about waste processing technologies. This response to comments
provides an overview of the County history of waste diversion and
ongoing efforts to increase diversion through implementation of waste
processing technologies. The information provided is responsive to the
concerns raised in the comments.

4.0 — Revised and Additional Materials. This chapter includes revised
text, additional and revised mitigation measures, and revised tables and
figures. These materials are provided in response to specific comments
on the Draft EIR.

Final EIR, July 2002 1-10 * Tajiguas Landfill Expansion




* 5.0 — Persons and Organizations Consulted. This chapter provides a
list of the persons or organizations who contributed to preparation of
the Final EIR.

* 6.0 — References and Resources. A list of the references used to
prepare this Final EIR is included in this chapter. References are called
out in an abbreviated format throughout the document.

s 7.0 —List of Abbreviations. This chapter provides a list of
abbreviations as they are used in this Final EIR.

+ 8.0 - Final EIR Mailing List. This chapter provides a list of agencies,
groups, and interested individuals who received a copy of this Final EIR
- or were notified of the availability of the document.

»  Appendices. The following appendices to this Final EIR are included:
Appendix A: Notice of Completion and State Clearinghouse Response
Appendix B: Public Notices of Availability of Draft EIR and Public

Meetings and Extension of Comment Period
Appendix C: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Copies of this Final EIR are available for public review at the following locations:

¢  Santa Barbara County Offices

- Santa Barbara County Department of Public Works
109 East Victoria Street
Santa Barbara, California 93101
(805) 882-3600
- Santa Barbara County Office of Planning and Development -
North County
624 West Foster Road
Santa Maria, California 93455
(805) 934-6250

- Santa Barbara County Office of Planning and Development -

South County

123 East Anapamu Street -
‘Santa Barbara, California 93101
(805) 568-2000

e  Libraries

- City of Santa Barbara Library

+«  (Central Branch
40 East Anapamu Street
Santa Barbara, California 93101
(805) 962-7653
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+  QGoleta Branch
500 North Fairview
Goleta, California 93117
(805) 964-7878

»  Solvang Branch
1745 Mission Drive
Solvang, California 93463
(805) 688-4214

*  Lompoc City Library
501 East North Avenue
Lompoc, California 93436
(805) 736-3477

»  Santa Maria Library
420 South Broadway
Santa Maria, California 93454
(805) 925-0994

A copy of the Final EIR is available for reproduction at the following locations:

*  Kinko's Copies
23 South Hope Avenue
Santa Barbara, California 93105
(805) 569-5100

* Kinko's Copies
2142 South Bradley
Santa Maria, California 93455
e (805) 922-6324

(Persons requesting a copy of the Final EIR at the Kinko's locations are responsible for the cost
of reproduction.)
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TABLE 1-1

PROJECTED AVERAGE AND PEAK
MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE TONNAGES AND HAUL TRUCKS(1.2)

TAJIGUAS LANDFILL
WASTE DISPOSAL RATE NUMBER OF HAUL
(TONS PER DAY) TRUCKS®3)
YEAR ACTIVITY
Average Average
Daily Peak Day Daily Peak Day
1998 - 1999 | Baseline (July 1998-December 1999) 738 1,161(4) 87 115(4)
2001 Prior to Closure of Foxen Canyon Landfill 746 1,175 92 127
2002 Tajiguas Begins Receiving Foxen Canyon Waste 955 1,444 117 162
Benchfill Permit Expires; Begin
2005 Receipt of MSW Under Proposed Project 7 1,479 120 170
2010 5 Years Into Proposed Expansion 1,011 1,5250) 122 175
2015 10 Years Into Proposed Expansion 1,042 1,573 126 179
2020 Proposed Project(®) 1,074 1,6230) 130 184

M

@

3
)
()

(6)

. 30757/Final EIR/Tbls&Figs (5/23/02/rm)
For the purpose of this table, municipal solid waste (MSW) includes green waste. It excludes dirt, alternative daily cover
(ADC) and outgoing materials.
Details for the data in this table are in Table 3.11-9 (Air Quality). Projections are based on increase in waste generation of
0.62 percent (an average of 0.6 percent per year for the Santa Barbara South Coast area and 0.8 percent per year for the Santa
Ynez Valiey), the same as the projected increase in the popuiation for these areas (SBCAG, 1994).
Includes solid waste, green waste, dirt, ADC and outgoing materials. Does not include other vehicles (50) for employees,
deliveries, contractors, visitors.
The 1-day baseline peak disposal is a calculated day. 1t is the arithmetic mean of the 5 days corresponding to the highest
disposal days in the baseline period of July 1998 through December 1999 (462 days).
Peak disposal at Tajiguas will not exceed 1,500 tpd. If the tonnages of solid waste and green waste exceed 1,500 tpd, the
excess will be managed at the Foxen Canyon and South Coast transfer stations.
“The proposed project expires after 15 years.
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TABLE 1-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Page 1 of 19

DESCRIPTION

FRONT CANYON/
BACK CANYON

(FC/BC)

MITIGATION
MEASURES

RESIDUAL IMPACT

GEOLOGY (Section 3.2)

CLASS I: SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS.
There are no Class [ impacts for the proposed project relative to Geology.

CLASS II: SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT CAN BE MITIGATED.

Slope failure could damage environmental control systems, disrupt operations and pose a threat to onsite
personnel. Portions of cut slopes within moderately to extremely weathered materials may become
unstable if inclined steeper than 2:1. However, studies conducted at the landfill site indicate that cut slopes
in the Gaviota Formation bedrock have adequate stability under both static and seismic conditions.

FC/BC

GEO-1

Less than significant.

There is the potential for the underlying expansive soils to damage the overlying facilities. However,
expansive soils would be removed prior to placement of landfill liner, waste, roads or other facilities.

FC/BC

GEO-2

Less than significant.

CLASSIII: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT ARE POTENTIALLY ADVERSE BUT NOT SIGNIFICANT.

Fault rupture of ground surface directly underlying landfill facilities could damage environmental controls
(liner systems, LCRS, landfill gas controls), structures and access roads. Faults mapped within the
proposed landfill footprint are considered inactive and are not a constraint on landfill shallow landslides.

FC/BC

None necessary.

Less than significant.

Liquefaction could result in slope failure or foundation failure. However, the subsurface materials of
Tertiary sedimentary rocks and dense soils are not typically susceptible to liquefaction.

FC/BC

None necessary.

Less than significant.

Shallow landslides in natural slopes could affect access or other landfill operations if they result in
blocking roadways. Onsite procedures that include limiting the size of exposed cut areas, diversion of
storm water runoff and early identification of problem areas for remediation will minimize the impact of
shallow landslides.

FC/BC

GEO-3

Less than significant.

There is the potential for failure of waste fill slopes or landfill liner systems related to an earthquake. This
is reduced when landfill design incorporates an engineered buttress fill along the west refuse toe.

FC/BC

None necessary.

Less than significant.

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some of the mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised, and some are new. A complete version of each new and revised mitigation measure is

provided in Final EIR Section 4.2.
Final EIR, July 2002
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TABLE 1-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Page 2 of 19

FRONT CANYON/
DESCRIPTION ' BACK CANYON
' (FC/BC)

MITIGATION

MEASURES RESIDUAL IMPACT

GEOLOGY (continued)

Erosion could result in soil loss, with adverse slope stability effects, clogging of drainage systems and/or FC/BC None necessary. Less than significant.
downstream sedimentation. However, stormwater management systems, interim erosion protection during
construction and operations, and permanent drainage and erosion control structures will reduce discharges
of stormwater and occurrence of erosion.

Differential settlement of the landfill could create sags and depressions in the final cover system and create FC/BC None necessary. Less than significant.
ponding or cracks, impede drainage, and impair the function of surface structures such as roads, pipelines,
landfill gas controls and drainage facilities. However, ongoing monitoring and maintenance during closure
and postclosure would find and repair such potential early on.

Settlement of landfill foundation materials could result in other landfill settlement. This is negligible, as FC/BC None necessary. Less than significant.
foundation materials are primarily Tertiary sedimentary rocks, which are not susceptible to seismically-
induced settlement.

Differential settlement of the landfill foundation could affect the leachate collection and removal system. FC/BC None necessary. Less than significant.
However, this system will be placed on soil that overlies bedrock and is not subject to settlement.

There is the potential for impacts related to excavation and relocation of waste during the Southeast Corner | FC/BC None necessary. Less than significant.
Modification. However, an excavation plan would be prepared to maintain stability, and run-on/runoff
controls would prevent excessive rainfall from entering the area,

CLASS 1V: BENEFICIAL IMPACTS.

There are no Class IV impacts for the proposed project relative to Geology.
MITIGATION MEASURES

GEO-1 The landfill design shall include the following:

*  Detailed slope stability report prepared by a geologist/soils engineer to determine maximum cut-slopes, based on in-field observations of bedrock conditions, Cut-slopes shall not
exceed 2:1 unless the slope-stability report concludes that steeper slopes will be stable. In that case, slopes may exceed 2:1, provided the slopes adhere to the design standards
identified in the report.

+  Detailed geological and/or soils engineering study shall be prepared to determine landfill structural design criteria, as required by CCR Title 27, when the final landfill excavation and
fill plans are being developed.

GEO-2 Expansive soils shall be excavated prior to placement of waste fill. In the event expansive soils are used as fill under sensitive structures or pavements, geotechnical engineering practices
(i.e., compaction, drainage and watering controls) shall be implemented.

GEO-3 Grading and drainage improvements of natural slopes adjacent to the Landfill components shall include construction methods to control shallow landslides. The construction methods
shall include limiting the size of exposed cut area, diversion of storm water runoft away from potential landslides and identification of area for drainage.

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some of the mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised, and some are new. A complete version of each new and revised mitigation measure is
provided in Final EIR Section 4.2.
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TABLE 1-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Page 3 of 19
FRONT CANYON/
DESCRIPTION BACK CANYON MITIGATION RESIDUAL IMPACT
FOBO) MEASURES

WATER RESOURCES (Section 3.3) ,

CLASS I: SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS.
There are no Class I impacts for the proposed project relative to Water Resources.

CLASS II: SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT CAN BE MITIGATED.
There are no Class 11 impacts for the proposed project relative to Water Resources.

CLASS III: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT ARE POTENTIALLY ADVERSE BUT NOT SIGNIFICANT.

Surface water quantity could be adversely affected, but would not be significant, as runoff would be
slightly less with the proposed project than under natural conditions. Further, surface runoffi from the
landfill and water from offsite flow and surface seeps would be conveyed to perimeter ditches and
conveyed away from the landfill.

FC/BC

None necessary.

Less than significant.

Surface water quality could be adversely affected. This would not be significant, as drainage control
measures at the fandfill reduce soil loss compared to natural conditions. Also, surface water would be
directed away from the working face, and precipitation that infiltrates would be collected by the leachate
collection and recovery system and used for dust control.

FC/BC

None necessary.

Less than significant.

Groundwater quality could be affected by abandonment of monitoring wells, seepage of leachate, landfill
gas migration, or spillage of liquids and subsequent migration of surface fluids into groundwater. This
impact will be minimized through continued implementation of ongoing procedures that include limiting
the depth of excavation, maintenance and monitoring of the landfill gas and leachate collection and
recovery systems, sealing of abandoned wells, and secondary containment of stored fuels and oils,

FC/BC

None necessary.

Less than significant.

Groundwater quantity has the potential to be affected if proposed project resulted in a substantial depletion
of groundwater resources, However, existing sources of water will continue to be utilized and new sources
are being investigated, and overall water use will be substantially the same as under existing conditions.

FC/BC

None necessary.

Less than significant.

The proposed project would not utilize groundwater or surface water resources beyond the Safe Yield of
the supply formations. Water use would be substantially the same as for existing operations.

FC/BC

None necessary.

Less than significant.

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some of the mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised. and some are new. A complete version of each new and revised mitigation measure is

provided in Final EIR Section 4.2.
Final EIR, July 2002
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TABLE 1-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Page 4 of 19
| FRONT CANYON/ )
DESCRIPTION BACK CANYON MITIGATION RESIDUAL IMPACT
| (FCBO) MEASURES

WATER RESOURCES (Continued)

Activities associated with the Southeast Corner Modification could affect water requirements or drainage. FC/BC None necessary. Less than significant.
Temporary run-on/runoff controls will be established to contro! drainage, and water use will be within
existing requirements for overall project activities.

Landfill closure/postclosure could result in excessive sediment transport or runoff from the drainage FC/BC None necessary. Less than significant.
basins. However, procedures will include rqutine inspection of cover and drainage systems and water
quality monitoring programs, 3

Potential impacts to groundwater during closure/postclosure would be avoided by installation of final FC/BC None necessary. Less than significant.
cover and ongoing operation of the GLCRS and LFG systems, as well as groundwater monitoring.

CLASS IV: BENEFICIAL IMPACTS.
There are no Class IV impacts for the proposed project relative to Water Resources. ‘
MITIGATION MEASURES (to be implemented as part of project design and operations)

WR-1  Known or suspected perched or stratigraphically isolated groundwater zones shall be further delineated and dewatered prior to landfill construction. Design shall consider the location of
these zones, as well as other zones identified during construction.

WR-2 A final cover system or mono cover shall be used to close the landfill.

WR-3  Low-flow plumbing fixtures shall be instatled in all onsite facilities.
WR-4  Well No. 3 in the Monterey Formation will be used if the water level in the Vaqueros water supply well drops regularly from pumping activities.

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some of the mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised, and some are new. A complete version of each new and revised mitigation measure is
provided in Final EIR Section 4.2.
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TABLE 1-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Page 5 of 19
FRONT CANYON/
DESCRIPTION BACK CANYON M[TIGATION RESIDUAL IMPACT
- MEASURES
(FC/BQ)
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (Section 3.4)
CLASS I SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS.
Maintenance of the in-channel sedimentation basins would result in residual impacts to the red-legged FC/BC BIO-8 Significant,
frogs that inhabit the basins.
Approximately 71 acres of habitat, including 38 acres of mature chaparral and 5 acres of degraded coastal FC/BC BIO-7 Significant.
sage scrub, would be removed.
Landfill operations in the northern portion of project site would encroach on the buffer area between the FC/BC BIO-7, BIO-9, BIO-10 | Significant.
landfill and undisturbed native habitats along north site boundary.
Seeps and rock outcrops, habitat for sensitive plant species, and chaparral and oak woodland, habitat for FC/BC BIO-i, BIO-7 Significant.
Plummer's baccharis, Hoffimann's nightshade and Santa Barbara honeysuckle, would be eliminated.
Loss of an estimated 100 to 150 mature coast live oak trees. FC/BC BIO-3, BIO-4, BIO-7 Significant.
Increased human presence and activity could lead some sensitive bird and mammal species to avoid or FC/BC BIO-7, BIO-9, BIO-10 Significant.
abandon foraging/breeding habitat in adjacent foothill areas.
The red-legged frog would be disturbed by management of the in-channel sedimentation basins. FC/BC BIO-8 Significant.
The San Diego woodrat would be affected by the loss of mature chaparral, which provides nesting and FC/BC BIO-5, BIO-7 Significant.
foraging habitat for this species.
CLASS II: SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT CAN BE MITIGATED.
Habitat quality along the northerly reach of Pila Creek may be affected due to increased human presence FC/BC B10-2, BIO-7 Less than significant.
and the potential for introduction and expansion of invasive, non-native plants,
The number of individuals and species may be reduced because of limited resources at the landfill and FC/BC NUI-2 Less than significant.
competition for limited habitat areas. Birds may exert predatory pressure on other species, such as the
California red-legged frog.
The red-legged frog population in the in-channel sedimentation basins could experience predation by gulls FC/BC NUI-2 Less than significant.
and crows that are attracted to the landfill.
Mountain lions in the project area would be affected through the loss of foraging and denning habitat and FC/BC Bl10-2, BIO-7, Less than significant.
increased human presence during landfill operations. BIO-9, BIO-10
Ringtails could be affected through loss of foraging and breeding habitat and increased human presence. FC/BC BIO-2, BIO-7, B10-9, Less than significant,
B1O-10
California horned lark, loggerhead shrike, Coopet's hawk and white-tailed kite would be affected by FC/BC BI1O-7 Less than significant.
disturbance to grassland, chaparral and coastal sage scrub habitats.
During the landfill closure/postclosure period, subsequent to the period of operation. human use and FC/BC BIO-3, BIO-4, BIO-7 Less than significant.

disturbance in the area will gradually diminish. The area will be revegetated and established as open

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some of the mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised, and some are new. A complete version of each new and revised mitigation measure is

provided in Final EIR Section 4.2.
Final EIR, July 2002
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TABLE 1-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

use will diminish at closure.

Page 6 of 19
FRONT CANYON/
DESCRIPTION BACK CANYON MITIGATION RESIDUAL IMPACT
MEASURES
(FC/BC)
space.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (continued)
The American peregrine falcon would be affected by disturbance to grassland and scrub habitat, which is FC/BC BIO-7 Less than significant.
foraging habitat for this species.
Gulls and crows at the landfill could affect falcons through nest predation and harassment of adults and, FC/BC NUI-2 Less than significant.
indirectly, through a decrease in available shorebird prey.
Tidewater gobies could be indirectly affected through predation by gulls that congregate around the FC/BC NUI-2 Less than significant.
terminal lagoons on surrounding drainages and at the landfill.
Tidewater gobies could be indirectly affected by increased sedimentation and adverse effects to water FC/BC BIO-6 Less than significant.
quality in nearshore waters.
Removal of nectar sources and larval food plants, such as milkweed, could affect the Monarch butterfly. FC/BC BIO-11 Less than significant.
Landfill expansion would result in intensive human use of the northern portion of the project site, but such FC/BC BIO-3, BIO-4, BIO-7 Less than significant.

CLASS 111: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT ARE POTENTIALLY ADVERSE BUT NOT SIGNIFICANT.

the landfill for habitat.

Some birds (gulls, crows) are expected to be taken as a result of bird management measures. FC/BC None required. Less than significant.
Seagull populations could be affected by bird management measures. FC/BC None required. Less than significant.
Swainson's hawk and bank swallows could be affected by disturbance to habitat. FC/BC BIO-7 Less than significant.
Activities associated with the Southeast Corner Modification could affect species that utilize that area of FC/BC None required. Less than significant.

CLASS IV: BENEFICIAL IMPACTS.
There are no Class IV impacts for the proposed project relative to Biological Resources.

MITIGATION MEASURES

BIO-1

successfully established.

A survey shall be conducted to identify sensitive plant species in areas to be cleared of native vegetation. The survey for the Gaviota tarplant (Hemizonia increscers ssp. villosa) shall be
conducted during the month of May through late summer. In the event sensitive plant species (i.e., Santa Barbara honeysuckle, Gaviota tarplant, etc.) are identified, the plants shall be
salvaged and/or propagules relocated. Transplanted or propagated plants shall be maintained for a minimum of 5 years, or until the biologist determines that the plants have been

BIO-2

To protect oak/riparian habitat in the northern portion of the project site, all ground disturbance upstream of the back canyon sediment basins shall be prohibited within a 50-foot setback
from either side of the top-of-bank (e.g., excluding existing road crossings) or oak/riparian vegetation canopy, whichever is greater, along Pila Creek.

BIO-3

An oak tree replacement plan shall be prepared to replace oak trees identified for removal. Any oak trees that are removed and/or damaged (more than 25% of root zone disturbed) shall
be replaced on a 10:1 basis with 1-gallon size saplings grown from locally obtained acorns. Trees shall be planted prior to winter rains, irrigated and maintained until established (5
years). The plantings shall be protected from predation by wild and domestic animals and from human interference by the use of staked fencing and gopher fencing during the
maintenance period. In the event that an oak tree(s) does not survive for 5 years, it shall be replaced.

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some of the mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised, and some are new. A complete version of each new and revised mitigation measure is

provided in Final EIR Section 4.2.
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TABLE 1-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
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FRONT CANYON/ '
DESCRIPTION BACK CANYON MITIGATION RESIDUAL IMPACT
MEASURES
(FC/BC)

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (continued)

BIO-4  An oak tree protection program, prepared by a County-approved biologist, shall be implemented,

BIO-5 A survey for desert woodrat shall be conducted in mature chaparral prior to vegetation removal. In the event desert woodrat is found on the project site, a capture and relocation effort
shall be conducted to move woodrats to suitable adjacent habitat,

BIO-6 Erosion control measures shall continue to be implemented. Erosion control methods could include silt fencing, straw bales, hydroseeding with appropriate native plant species from the
praject vicinity, or use of sandbags in conjunction with other methods. Hydroseeding, if used, shall be applied prior to the rainy season.

BIO-7 To compensate for native habitats disturbed by the expansion, a County-approved biologist shall prepare and implement a revegetation plan (e.g., a ratio of not less than 1:1 for each
disturbed acre). The plan shall utilize native plants and seed stock from locally obtained sources to the maximum extent feasible and also shall take into account requirements for
maintaining the integrity of the landfill and cover system. Species selection shall be dependent upon the nature of the habitat.

BIO-8 To reduce impacts to the California red-legged frogs (CLRF) that reside in the in-channel sedimentation basins, an extensive CLRF Management Plan shall be implemented. Measures
shall include, but not be limited to: scheduled maintenance of the basins, limitations on use, preservation of native riparian and upland vegetation on the upper banks of the basins, access
requirements and erosion-control measures.

B1O-9 To minimize wildlife disturbance, night lighting used on the landfill site shall be of low-intensity, low-glare design, and shall be hooded to direct light downward onto the work area and
prevent spill-over onto adjacent habitats. Except on an emergency basis, artificial lighting shall not be employed prior to 6:00 a.m. or after 8:00 p.m.

BIO-10 To reduce hazards to wildlife that may ingest or become trapped by debris, portable fences shall continue to be used to limit the spread of litter on the working face of the landfill. Litter
shall be collected on a regular basis.

BIO-11 To reduce impacts to Monarch butterflies that may roost in nearby eucalyptus trees along Highway 101, revegetation plantings shall include adult nectar sources and larval food plants,
such as milkweed.

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some of the mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised, and some are new. A complete version of each new and revised mitigation measure is
provided in Final EIR Section 4.2.
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TABLE 1-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

CA-SBA-1990 by the continuation of human activities in the area.

Page 8 of 19
‘ / . .
DESCRIPTION "BACK CANYON N EACORLS, RESIDUAL IMPACT
(FC/BC)
CULTURAL RESOURCES (Section 3.5)
CLASS I SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS. :
Site CA-SBA-3494 would be directly disturbed, as it is within the footprint of the proposed project. . l FC/BC l CR-1, CR-2, CR-3 Significant.
CLASS 1I: SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT CAN BE MITIGATED.
Site SBA-i50-645 could be indirectly impacted by the continuation of human activities at the landfill, FC/BC CR-2, CR-3 Less than significant.
Unknown surface and/or subsurface cultural resources could be discovered during ground disturbing FC/BC | CR-1, CR-2, CR-3 Less than significant.
activities.
Sites CA-SBA-92 and CA-SBA-1990 could be indirectly impacted by the continuation of human activities FC/BC CR-2,CR-3 Less than significant.
in the area related to operation of the landfill.
Closure and postclosure activities could indirectly lmpact sites SBA-is0-645, CA-SBA-92 and/or FC/BC CR-1, CR-2, CR-3 Less than significant.

There are no Class Il impacts for the proposed project relative to Cultural Resources.

CLASS Ill: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT ARE POTENTIALLY ADVERSE BUT NOT SIGNIFICANT.

CLASS IV: BENEFICIAL IMPACTS.
There are no Class IV impacts for the proposed project relative to Cultural Resources.

MITIGATION MEASURES

CR-1  All known or potential cultural sites that are subject to ground disturbances shall be subject to a Phase 1 archaeological survey pursuant to County Archaeological guidelines. If required,
a Phase 2 subsurface investigation and Phase 3 data recovery program shall be performed if significant resources are encountered and potential impacts are unavoidable. Surveys will take
place as far in advance of landfill expansion activities as feasible to avoid delaying landfill operations.

CR-2  In the event cultural remains are encountered during grading, work shall be stopped immediately or redirected until a County-qualified archaeologist and Native American representative
are retained by the applicant to evaluate the significance of the find pursuant to Phase 2 investigations of the County Archaeological Guidelines. If remains are found to be significant,
they shall be subject to a Phase 3 mitigation program, consistent with County Archaeological Guidelines.

limits," and personnel shall be instructed to avoid them,

CR-3  SWUD shall develop and conduct a training program for all landfill personnel. Personnel shall be made aware of cultural resources at the landfill. These areas will be designated as "off-

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some of the mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised, and some are new. A complete version of each new and revised mitigation measure is

provided in Final EIR Section 4.2.

Final EIR, J“OZ ‘
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subsequent revegetation.
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FRONT CANYON/
DESCRIPTION BACK CANYON MITIGATION RESIDUAL IMPACT
MEASURES
(FC/BC)
NUISANCES (Section 3.6)
CLASS It SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS.
There are no Class | impacts for the proposed project relative to Nuisances.
CLASS II: SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT CAN BE MITIGATED.
During landfill operations, resident and displaced rodents have the potential to inhabit or get lodged in FC/BC NUI-1 Less than significant.
tandfilt equipment and structures and could expose onsite personnet to disease.
Insects such as flies and mosquitoes could be attracted by ponded water or uncovered solid waste. FC/BC NUI-1 Less than significant.
Birds are attracted to the solid waste at the landfill. When in large concentrations, they have the potential FC/BC NUI-2 Less than significant.
to affect the health and safety of humans and other animals.
There is the potential for odors from the transport of waste to the landfill to be a nuisance along the FC/BC NUI-3, NUI-4 Less than significant.
roadways leading to the landfill (i.e., Highway 101).
Odors generated by the exposed waste at the landfill working face have the potential to be detected offsite. FC/BC NUI-4 Less than significant.
Odors associated with landfill gas during landfill operations and closure/postclosure activities have the FC/BC NUI-4 Less than significant.
potential to be detected offsite.
Qdors associated with landfill gas have the potential to be detected after the placement of final cover. FC/BC NUI-4 Less than significant.
Litter from uncovered waste loads, could become a nuisance along County roads and highways. FC/BC NUI-3 Less than significant.
There is the potential for litter from illegal dumping in the vicinity of the landfill. This has not occurred FC/BC NUI-3 Less than significant.
previously and is not expected to become a problem.
Litter from the landfill working face could blow offsite and become a nuisance. FC/BC NUI-3 Less than significant.
The Southeast Corner Modification could result in nuisance impacts, including odors, litter and dust, and FC/BC NUI-1, NUI-2, NUI-3, Less than significant.
attraction of vectors and birds. NUI-4
Potential dust impacts are addressed under Section 3.11 — Air Quality. FC/BC AQ-3 Less than significant.
During closure activities, there is the potential for resident and displaced rodents to inhabit or get lodged in  } FC/BC NUI-1 Less than significant,
landfill equipment or structures. '
There is the potential for odors from landfill gas to occur during the closure/postclosure period. However, FC/BC NUI-4 Less than significant.
the generation of landfill gas would diminish over time, and the landfill gas collection system is expected
to reach an efficiency of 95 percent.
Dust may occur during closure during transport and compaction of soil to construct the final cover and FC/BC AQ-3 Less than significant.

There are no Class Ill impacts for the proposed project relative to nuisances.

CLASS HI: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT ARE POTENTIALLY ADVERSE BUT NOT SIGNIFICANT.

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some of the mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised, and some are new. A complete version of each new and revised mitigation measure is

provided in Final EIR Section 4.2.
Final EIR, July 2002

Tajiguas Landfill Expansion
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FRONT CANYON/
DESCRIPTION BACK CANYON I‘;}stﬁggg RESIDUAL IMPACT
\ (FC/BC)

NUISANCES (continued)

CLASS 1V: BENEFICIAL IMPACTS.
There are no Class IV impacts for the proposed project relative to Nuisances.

+  Maintenance of the working face as small as safely practicable.
«  Burial of extremely odiferous waste as soon as possible, compaction of waste at the landfill working face.
+  Regular inspection of landfill to identify areas of substandard soil cover.

NUI-1 To reduce potential vector habitat or harborage, good housekeeping practices shall be implemented at the landfill. These shall include. but not be limited to:

NUI-2 To reduce nuisance birds at the landfill, a Bird Management Plan shall be developed. The plan shall include, but not be limited to,
+  Landfill personnel shall be assigned to bird management from dawn until all waste has been buried and the landfill has been closed for the day.
+  Maintenance of the working face as small as safely practicable.
»  Use of deterrents, such as propane cannons, distress calls, overhead lines or wires, kites, raptors and dogs and, if necessary, depredation.

NUI-3 Measures to reduce litter at the landfill and surrounding areas shall be implemented. These shall include, but not be limited to:
+  Signs in English and Spanish at the landfill entrance and scalehouse requiring load covers and notice of fines for noncompliance.
»  Requirement for all waste trucks to be covered from the point of origin.
» Installation of litter fences downwind of the fandfill working face.
»  Inspection of roads to the landfill within 1/4-mile of the entrance.
*  Use of litter crews.
»  Clearance of onsite drainage channels.

+  Extremely odiferous waste shall be buried as soon as possible after unloading.
»  The landfill shall be inspected regularly for cracks or fissures. Repairs shall be implemented as necessary.

NUI-4 Odors generated by the landfill shall be kept to a minimum, with a goal of retaining odors on the site. The following odor control measures shall be implemented:

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some of the mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised, and some are new. A complete version of each new and revised mitigation measure is

provided in Final EIR Section 4.2.

Final EIR, J@M .

Tajiguas La@Expansion




TABLE 1-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Measures for Geology,
Water Resources,
Nuisances, Visual
Resources, Noise and
Air Quality.
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FRONT CANYON/
DESCRIPTION BACK CANYON N o RESIDUAL IMPACT
(FC/BC) ’
LAND USE (Section 3.7)
CLASS I: SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS.
There are no Class I impacts for the proposed project relative to Land Use.
CLASS II: SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT CAN BE MITIGATED.
There is the potential for the proposed project to impact residential use in the vicinity, including the FC/BC See Mitigation Less than significant.
Arroyo Quemada community. Measures for Geology,
Water Resources,
Nuisances, Visual
Resources, Noise, Air
Quality, and Health and
Safety.
The Southeast Corner Modification has the potential to impact future use ofithe landfill site, after the FC/BC See Mitigation Less than significant.
completion of landfill operations. Based on requirements for closure, such impact would not be Measures for
significant. Nuisances, Noise and
Air Quality.
There is the potential for the proposed project to result in impacts to other Jand uses in the vicinity. FC/BC See Mitigation Less than significant.

CLASS I1I: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT ARE POTENTIALLY ADVERSE BUT NOT SIGNIFICANT.

considerations such impact would not be significant.

Measures for Nuisances
and Air Quality.

The proposed expansion of the landfill could impact nearby recreational uses, primarily coastal FC/BC None required. Less than significant.
recreational resources and uses within the Los Padres National Forest. -
The proposed project could affect agriculture in the site vicinity. Based on topography and site FC/BC See Mitigation Less than significant.

CLASS IV: BENEFICIAL IMPACTS.
There are no Class 1V impacts for the proposed project relative to Land Use.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation measures are required.

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some of the mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised, and some are new. A complete version ofieach new and revised mitigation measure is

provided in Final EIR Section 4.2.
Final EIR, July 2002
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' FRONT CANYON/
DESCRIPTION ‘ BACK CANYON
(FC/BC)

MITIGATION

MEASURES RESIDUAL IMPACT

VISUAL RESOURCES (Section 3.8)
CLASS I: SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS.

During the operations period of the proposed landfill expansion, the project would be visible from the FC/BC ' VIS-1, VIS-2, BIO-3 Significant.
landfill access road, Highway 101 in the immediate vicinity of the fandfill and from the Pacific Ocean.

In the scenic and visually sensitive area of the project site, the visual characteristics of the completed FC/BC ' VIS-1, VIS-2, VIS-3, Significant.

project would result in significant visual effects. BIO-3

At project completion, the landfill would be visible from Viewpoints 4 and 5. This is considered a FC/BC VIS-1, VIS-2, VIS-3, Significant.
significant and unavoidable impact. BIO-3

CLASS II: SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT CAN BE MITIGATED.

Security lighting from the scalehouse would be visible from Viewpoint 4 and may be visible from FC/BC BIO-9 Less than significant.
Viewpoint 5.

From Viewpoint 3, a portion of the top ofithe landfill would be visible in the distance, in front of the cut FC VIS-1, VIS-2, VIS-3 Less than significant.

slope, but will be indistinguishable after revegetation.
CLASS [1I: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT ARE POTENTIALLY ADVERSE BUT NOT SIGNIFICANT.

The Southeast Corner Modification would result in lowering the southeast corner of the landfill from its FC/BC None required. Less than significant.
present elevation to 400 feet above mean sea level, or less.

CLASS IV: BENEFICIAL IMPACTS.
There are no Class IV impacts for the proposed project relative to Visual Resources.

MITIGATION MEASURES
VIS-1 At final closure, the landfill shall be contoured to be consistent with the surrounding terrain. It shall be vegetated with species that include appropriate local native plant species.

VIS-2 Native sycamore trees from local seed or cutting stock shall be planted in Pila Creck downstream of the landfill, in sufficient quantity to vegetate the area,

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some ofithe mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised, and some are new. A complete version of each new and revised mitigation measure is
provided in Final EIR Section 4.2.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

in the vicinity of the landfill. However, noise levels during closure/postclosure would be much less than
during landfill operations.
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FRONT CANYON/
DESCRIPTION v BACK CANYON MITIGATION RESIDUAL IMPACT
MEASURES
(FC/BC)
NOISE (Section 3.9)
CLASS I SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS,
There are no Class I impacts for the proposed project relative to Noise.
CLASS II: SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT CAN BE MITIGATED.
There are no Class Il impacts for the proposed praject relative to Noise.
CLASS III: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT ARE POTENTIALLY ADVERSE BUT NOT SIGNIFICANT.
Noise from landfill construction and operations activities could affect identified sensitive receptors FC/BC N-1 Less than significant.
(residences) in the vicinity of the landfill.
There is the potential for noise associated with the Southeast Corner Modification to affect identified FC/BC N-1 Less than significant.
sensitive receptors (residences) in the vicinity of the landfill.
Noise from excavation and blasting of the north and west borrow areas could affect nearby sensitive FC/BC N-1 Less than significant.
receptors.
Noise associated with closure/postclosure activities could affect identified sensitive receptors (residences) FC/BC N-1 Less than significant.

CLASS IV: BENEFICIAL IMPACTS.
There are no Class IV impacts for the proposed project relative to Noise.

MITIGATION MEASURES

N-1 Landfill equipment, including mufflers, shall be maintained to reduce noise levels.

N-2 Blasting shall be limited to occur between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some of the mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised, and some are new. A complete version of each new and revised mitigation measure is

provided in Final EIR Section 4.2.
Final EIR, July 2002

Tajiguas Landfill Expansion
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FRONT CANYON/
DESCRIPTION | BACK CANYON MITIGATION RESIDUAL IMPACT
FOBO) MEASURES

TRAFFIC (Section 3.10)

CLASS I: SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS.
There are no Class | impacts for the proposed project relative to Traffic,

CLASS II: SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS that can be mitigated.

There is the potential for project-related trucks and other vehicles to affect either truck traffic safety or FC/BC TRAF-1, TRAF-2 Less than significant,
total traffic safety (accidents) in the vicinity of the landfill. At the landfill access road intersection, trucks
and other vehicles will turn across traffic on Highway 101, either as they enter or exit the landfill.

CLASS IlIl: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT ARE POTENTIALLY ADVERSE BUT NOT SIGNIFICANT.

The proposed project would result in an increase from an average 137 to 180 total vehicle trips per day FC/BC None required. Less than significant.
added to the projected 40,000 average daily traffic on Highway 101.
Landfill-related traffic at the intersection of the landfill access road and Highway 101 comprises less than FC/BC None required. Less than significant.

3% of total traffic during morning, noon or evening peak-hour traffic. This percent of total traffic would
not increase as a result of the proposed project.

At the intersection of the landfill access road and Highway 101, stopping sight distance is a safety factor. FC/BC TRAF-2 Less than significant.
There is the potential for impacts related to stopping sight distance at the intersection.

On Highway 101, the length of traffic gaps for northbound traffic is a safety factor for vehicles to turn FC/BC TRAF-1, TRAF-2 Less than significant.
from the landfill access road into southbound traffic. There is the potential for impacts related to the

length of traffic gaps.

Vehicles and equipment associated with the Southeast Corner Modification could contribute to offsite FC/BC None required. Less than significant.
traffic.

There is the potential for onsite impacts related to vehicles and equipment associated with the Southeast FC/BC TRAF-3, HS-5 Less than significant.
Corner Modification,

During closure and postclosure, the potential for impacts related to traffic volume, stopping sight distance FC/BC TRAF-1, TRAF-2 Less than significant.

and traffic gaps would be less than during project operations.

CLASS 1V: BENEFICIAL IMPACTS,
There are no Class IV impacts for the proposed project relative to Traffic,

MITIGATION MEASURES

TRAF-1 A permanent stop sign and speed dots shall be installed and maintained at the landfill exit to Highway 101. All vehicles exiting the landfill site shall be required to make a complete stop
prior to entering the highway.

TRAF-2 To caution motorists approaching the intersection at Highway 101 and the Tajiguas Landfill entrance road, two signs. one for the northbound lanes and one for the southbound lanes of
Highway 101 shall be provided. The signage shall be as follows: Caution — Trucks Entering the Highway.

TRAF-3 All vehicles within the landfill site shall comply with the posted speed limit of 15 mph.

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some of the mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised, and some are new. A complete version of each new and revised mitigation measure is
provided in Final EIR Section 4.2.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

site boundary would exceed the significance threshold of 10-in-1-million.
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FRONT CANYON/
DESCRIPTION BACK CANYON MITIGATION RESIDUAL IMPACT
MEASURES
(FC/BC)
ATIR QUALITY (Section 3.11)
CLASS I: SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS.
The allowable NO, and PM g emission increase threshold will be exceeded onsite as a result of project FC/BC AQ-1 through AQ-5 Significant.
operations.
Onsite mobile source exhaust and stationary source combustion of landfill gas will result in emissions of FC/BC AQ-1 through AQ-5 Significant.
NOy. These emissions are treated by the dispersion modeling as if the initially generated NO completely ' .
converts to NO5. Based on modeling results, ambient air quality standards for NOy will be exceeded.
Onsite mobile source exhaust and stationary source combustion of landfill gas will result in emissions of FC/BC AQ-I through AQ-5 Significant.
PM,o. Based on modeling results, ambient air quality standards for 24-hour PM¢ concentrations will be
exceeded.
Based on modeling results, the potential carcinogenic risk on and near an 800-meter segment of the project FC/BC AQ-4 Significant.

CLASS II: SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT CAN BE MITIGATED.
There are no Class 11 impacts for the proposed project relative to Air Quality.

CLASS III: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT ARE POTENTIALLY ADVERSE BUT NOT SIGNIFICANT.

Based on modeling results, the potential chronic and acute noncarcinogenic health risks along the project FC/BC None required. Less than significant.
site boundary and at residences in the vicinity of the landfill would be below the EPA and CAPCOA

significance criteria of 1.0.

Odors generated by waste and landfill gas could result in offsite impacts. FC/BC None required. Less than significant.
There is the potential for dust that is generated by landfill operations to result in offsite impacts. FC/BC None required. Less than significant.

CLASS IV: BENEFICIAL IMPACTS.
There are no Class IV impacts for the proposed project relative to Air Quality.

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some of the mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised, and some are new. A complete version of each new and revised mitigation measure is

provided in Final EIR Section 4.2.
Final EIR, July 2002
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FRONT CANYON/
DESCRIPTION . BACK CANYON "ﬂg\(}s’bﬂgg RESIDUAL IMPACT
(FC/BC)

AIR QUALITY (Section 3.11) (continued)

MITIGATION MEASURES

AQ-1 Mobile source emissions shall be reduced through implementation of the following:
*  Engines shall be turned off when the idling period will exceed 10 minutes.
. All vehicles and equipment shall be regularly maintained.
* Heavy-duty diesel-powered equipment purchased for the project shall comply with federal and California diesel standards that are in force at the time of purchase.
. Scrapers and compactors shall be retrofitted with diesel particulate filters (DPFs).
*  The maximum number of scrapers operating simultaneously shall be limited to four,
. Transfer trucks shall be used to haul waste from the transfer stations to the Tajiguas Landfill, thereby reducing the number of trips to the landfill.

AQ-2 Operation ofithe tub grinder and scrapers shall be coordinated to reduce peak daily air emissions. The following measures shall be implemented to reduce emissions:
*  The tub grinder or other grinder shall be used 2 maximum of 4 hours per day when scrapers are in use.
. When no scrapers are in use, the tub grinder may be used up to a maximum of 8 hours per day.

AQ-3 Dust generated by landfill activities shall be controlled through implementation of the following dust control measures:
. During construction, water trucks or sprinkler systems shall be used to keep all areas of vehicle movement damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the site. At a minimum, this
would include hourly watering ofithe active unpaved roads.
Traffic speed shall be limited to 15 mph on all roads.
Soil stockpiled for more than 2 days shall be covered, moistened, or treated with soil binders to prevent dust generation.
Exposed soil shall be revegetated by seeding and watering, or by spreading soil binders in areas not in active use.
All permanent access roads shall be paved. Temporary access roads shall be provided with a crushed rock base (or similar material) or treated with a soil binder.
Paved roads shall be vacuum-swept twice daily.
Monitoring wind speed.
Monitoring PM, at the landfill boundary.

e & o s e o @

AQ-4 A buffer, approximately 250 to 320 meters (approximately 800 to 1,050 feet) east-west by 800 meters north-south (approximately 2,600 feet, total of 50 acres) on the Baron Ranch,
adjacent to the east boundary of Tajiguas Landfill, shall have public access restrictions. These restrictions would assure that the public could not access an area where 24-hour PM g or

1-hour NO, concentrations could potentially be greater than ambient air quality standards according to the results of air dispersion modeling.

AQ-5  The landfill cover material shall be routinely inspected for adequacy, and for cracks and fissures. The cover shall be repaired as necessary to control landfill gas.

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some of the mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised, and some are new. A complete version of each new and revised mitigation measure is

provided in Final EfR Section 4.2.
Final EIR, JuliOOZ | Tajiguas Lani" | Expansion
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FRONT CANYON/ :
DESCRIPTION BACK CANYON MITIGATION RESIDUAL IMPACT
- MEASURES
(FC/BC)
HEALTH AND SAFETY (Section 3.12)
CLASSI: SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS.
There are no Class I impacts for the proposed project relative to Health and Safety.
CLASSII: SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT CAN BE MITIGATED.
There is the potential for surface fire from an adjacent wildland fire or onsite storage of petroleum FC/BC HS-1 Less than significant.
products. However, the surface of the landfill is relatively barren, and there are established landfill safety
procedures and provision of adequate water reserves for fire protection.
There is the potential for fire related to onsite storage of petroleum products. FC/BC HS-1 Less than significant.
There is the potential for subsurface fire from a landfill design flaw, lack of control of incoming waste, or FC/BC HS-1, HS-3 Less than significant.
faulty performance of the landfill gas collection system.
During landfill operations and closure/postclosure, there is the potential for a breach of site security that FC/BC HS-2 Less than significant.
results in unauthorized dumping and/or scavenging.
There is the potential for worker safety impacts due to the steeper sides of the waste prism and the FC HS-5 Less than significant.
requirement for narrow switchbacks for the Front Canyon configuration. ‘
During landfill operations and closure/postclosure, the methane in landfill gas has the potential to ignite FC/BC HS-3, HS-4 Less than significant.
and/or explode if it is confined, with resulting personal injury and structural damage. Landfill gas also
may escape through the landfill surface. ‘ '
There is the potential for uncollected landfill gas to escape through the landfill surface. However, landfill FC/BC HS-3, HS-4 Less than significant.
gas collection efficiency is expected to reach approximately 95 percent.
There is the potential for resident and displaced rodents to inhabit or become lodged in landfill equipment FC/BC NUI-t Less than significant.
and structures and, as a result, expose onsite personnel to disease.
The Southeast Comer Modification would involve excavation and removal of compacted waste and soil FC/BC HS-6 Less than significant.

from a portion of the existing landfill. The material would be transported to another area of the landfill for
disposal. Health and safety risks are related to the excavation of buried waste and potential for fire,
worker exposure to infectious waste, and potential hazards associated with exposure of methane gas to
atmospheric oxygen.

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some of the mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised, and some are new. A complete version of each new and revised mitigation measure is

provided in Final EIR Section 4.2.
Final EIR, July 2002
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FRONT CANYON/
DESCRIPTION BACK CANYON MITIGATION RESIDUAL IMPACT
- (FOB0) MEASURES

HEALTH AND SAFETY (continued)

During operations and closure/postclosure, there are potential health and safety impacts associated with FC/BC HS-5 Less than significant.
use of heavy equipment, including bodily injury, noise and dust.

There is the potential for rodent populations to increase during the postclosure period, with associated FC/BC NUI-1 Less than significant.
potential health impacts.

CLASS I1I: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT ARE POTENTIALLY ADVERSE BUT NOT SIGNIFICANT.

There is the potential for liquid waste, hazardous waste, infectious waste, septic tank pumpings and/or FC/BC None required. Less than significant.

liquid sewage sludge to enter the landfill in waste loads. However, in-place operational procedures and
load checking reduce this potential impact to less than significant.

The potential for subsurface fire would be present but diminished during landfill closure/postclosure. FC/BC None required. Less than significant.

Potential health and safety issues related to landfill workers arise from prolonged exposure to dust and FC/BC None required. Less than significant.
noise, improperly disposed hazardous or medical waste, and operation of heavy machinery. SWUD
follows existing OSHA policies, accepted safety standards and provides ongoing safety training.

There are potential worker safety issues associated with ongoing activities. However, existing policies and FC/BC None required. Less than significant.
procedures include emergency response training, provision of personal protective equipment, and
placement of emergency equipment, such as fire extinguishers.

CLASS IV: BENEFICIAL IMPACTS.
There are no Class IV impacts for the proposed project relative to Health and Safety.

MITIGATION MEASURES

HS-1 Measures to minimize fire hazards include, but are not limited to, the following:
. Fire suppression equipment such as fire extinguishers, dedicated water storage and fire hydrants shall be provided in compliance with county Fire Department and OSHA
standards.
Landfill equipment shall be inspected and cleaned regularly.
Water trucks shalt be maintained full of water and available for fire suppression.
Stockpile areas shall be accessible for fire suppression.
A "No Smoking” policy shall be enforced at the landfill.
HS-2 The perimeter security fence shall be inspected and repaired as necessary. The entrance gate shall remain locked when the landfill is closed.
HS-3 The operator shall install monitoring systems and monitor landfill gas. If monitoring indicates that impacts are occurring, corrective actions shall be implemented. These shall include, but
not be limited to:
. Adjusting the landfill gas collection system to increase landfill gas control.
*  Installing one or more additional landfill gas collectors.
. Placing additional daily, intermediate and final cover to control fugitive gas emissions.

. e ¢ o

. In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some ofithe mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised, and some are new. A complete version of each new and revised mitigation measure is
provided in Final EIR Section 4.2.
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FRONT CANYON/ _
DESCRIPTION BACK CANYON MITIGATION RESIDUAL IMPACT
FC80) MEASURES

HEALTH AND SAFETY (continued)

HS-4 The operator shall routinely inspect landfill cover materials for cracks and/or fissures. Cracks and fissures shall be repaired.

HS-5 There shall be one or more onsite personnel to direct vehicles and equipment on the landfill as they travel to and from the working face. SWUD shall develop procedures that include,
but are not limited to, issues of timing and right-of-way, These shall be modified as necessary, specific to actual conditions and incidents that may occur.

HW-6  An Excavation Plan shall be prepared to specifically address operations associated with excavation and removal of the in-place waste. It shall include procedures and sequencing to

maintain stability of the excavation area. Further, a Health and Safety Plan shall be developed to address the specific work-associated activities of waste removal and relocation.
30737/Rpts/Final EIR (6/29/02/ks)

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, some ofithe mitigation measures in Table 1-2 are revised, and some are new. A complete version of each new and revised mitigation measure is
provided in Final EIR Section 4.2.
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‘ 2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter of the Final EIR provides specific responses to public and agency comments on
the Draft EIR. The Santa Barbara County Department of Public Works, Solid Waste and
Utilities Division (SWUD) received 31 letters that provided comments on the Draft EIR. In
addition to the letters, the County Public Works Agency received oral comments and 15 public
comment forms at the five public meetings held to address the Draft EIR.

Included in this chapter is a copy of the comment letters, plus the transcripts and public
comment forms from the public meetings. Each letter, transcript and public comment form has
been assigned a document control number (e.g., 1, 23, 37); specific comments within each
document have been assigned sequential comment numbers (e.g., 1-1, 1-2, 1-3). A listing of the
document control numbers and the author/commenter for the comment letters, public hearing
transcripts and public comment forms is provided in Table 2-1. ‘

Section 2.2 of this chapter includes the comment letters and public meeting transcripts, and
specific responses to each comment. Some of the comments were found to address the same
issues or concerns. To provide consistency and aid in the review of this Final EIR, standard
responses were developed and incorporated, as appropriate, in response to such recurring

‘ - comments.

A number of comments addressed concerns about waste processing technologies. An overview
of the County history of waste diversion and ongoing efforts to further utilize waste processing
technologies, plus additional information about various waste processing technologies, is
provided in Chapter 3.0 as a response to these comments. The information provided is
responsive to the concerns evidenced in the comments contained in the letters and transcripts
that are provided in this chapter.
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2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
This section contains comments on the Draft EIR that have been provided by agencies, ‘
organizations and individuals (see Table 2-1). In addition, responses to those comments are

i provided. The responses directly follow each comment letter, transcript and public comment

form.
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TABLE 2-1

LIST OF COMMENTERS
DOCUMENT
NUMBER COMMENTER/ORGANIZATION
LETTERS
1 Heal the Ocean/Attn: Hillary Hauser
2 GeoSolv, LLC
3 Environmental Defense Center
3a Environmental Defense Center
4 The Land Trust for Santa Barbara County
5 Gaviota Coast Conservancy
6 Surfrider Foundation
7 Linda Smith
8 Dan Smith
9 Community Environmental Council
10 Citizens Planning Association of Santa Barbara County, Inc.
11 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research/State Clearinghouse
12 California Integrated Waste Management Board
13 Department of Fish and Game
14 California Integrated Waste Management Board
15 California Regional Water Quality Control Board/Central Coast Region
16 Santa Barbara County Public Health Department/Environmental Health Services
17 City of Santa Barbara/Community Development Department
18 Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District
19 City of Lompoc
20 James Smallwood
21 Hatch and Parent/Attn: Mindy Wolfe
22 Otto Schleich
23 Justin and Ann Ruhge
24 Gail Elbek
25 Harold Poett
26 Lisa Ann Kelly and Family
27 Court Eilertson
28 Santa Barbara County Transportation Division/Attn: Court Eilertson
29 Joan Leon
TRANSCRIPTS
30 Santa Barbara Public Hearing Transcript
31 Santa Maria Public Hearing Transcript
32 Buellton Public Hearing Transcript
33 Goleta Public Hearing Transcript
34 Lompoc Public Hearing Transcript
PUBLIC COMMENT FORMS
35 Steven C. Johnson
36 Gaviota Coast Conservatory/Attn: Bob Hazard
37 Mark Kauppinen
38 Joan Leon
39 Environmental Defense Council
40 James Smallwood
41 Heal the Ocean/Attn: Hillary Hauser
42 Surfrider Foundation/Attn: Keith Zandona
43 Kathiann Brown
‘44 J. Wesley Brown
45 Richard Pata
46 LeRoy Scolari
47 Dick Dewees
48 Justin Ruhge
49 Joshua David Smith
LETTER
50 Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians
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Heal thE Ocean, ,representmg over 2 000 ¢itizens concemed wrth the

; ocean pollutton problems in. ‘Santa Barbara County, has been concerned. b

about the polluted state of the ocean 4t Afroyo Quémada for soine time.’

" In Heal the Bay s “Beach Report Card;” the beach at Arroyo Queimada

“has received an “E”, ratmg for 83% of all: weekly testmg in this area = “and -~

Heal the Bay has rated thrs bcachTHE dutJest beach in Southern :

Caltforma - . .
1 . 4

We have revxewed the draﬁ Envrronmental Impact Report forthe ' : .

proposed expansion ‘of the Tajiguas Landfill, which {s'on the coast at '

Atroyo Quemad& Since the landfill is unlined, and srtuated inacoastal 1

canyon wrth a river rutinirig through it (Pila Creek) to the: sea at Aoy

Quemada, the contnbuttons of tl;e Tajiguas Landfill to y the océan s

polluuon _problems in tlus area are ol' parucular concem tous, . - . LT

Tlus letter is to record our. ob}ectlons to assumptlons and madequate

: conclusions i in the draft EIR for the proposed expansion of the Tajiguas
' Landfil), 4 documenit that, in summaryt does not adequately address the
pollutton of groundwater by landﬁll matenal . Co

We address our comments to the issue of groundwater. }

' .

‘Post Orrice Box 90106, SANTA Barsara, CA. 93190. PHORE (805) 565-7570; FaX (805)9612-0651
E-Matr:info@healtheocean.org * www HEaLTHEOCEAN.ORG

: "

i lower portions of the landfill mass.”

' ‘Report" (page 15-17) descnbes groundwater present in momtormg and deWatenng e
- -wclls located t.hroughout the landfill, . - 1 - )

gallons of water (leachate) was removed from the’landﬁll durmg thie testmg bf the ' . ¢
dewatermo wells I

SECT ION 32 WATER RESOURCES

Page 3. 3 23 of the draft ErR~states, ‘Groundwat’er is also present xn' 'e —_—

~

ARCADIS G&M “Septcmbet 2001 Hydrologxc lnvest1gat10ns Status

ARCADIS report m draft Em’s techmcal append states that 40 000

“ Page 3. 3-50 of the' dral’t EIR mdrcates groundwatcr quahty 1mpacts ; .' oo
“would be coustdered significant™ accordmg to CEQA 1f waste 1s allowed “to e
come within 5 feet of the highest groundwater S ’
 Table3.2-3 stratlgraplry of Tajlguas landﬁll pro]ect srte states that the

" funweathered ] Rinéon is mainly masstve but zones_of mtensely ﬁ'actured 1;bck LA S - -

have been observed.” v
. d*low—“mtensely fraclured rock’ ¢an act asa berm or bamer to groundwater ot

mxgratwn is not, explamed in the draﬂ ER, - . g ! .

.. y-Page3,3-9 ofthe draft Envlronmental Impact report states, “The- R
groundwater flows from topographlcally high afeas downivard tp stream channels, T
where the flow emerges as dischdrge to the stream:s if the water level is high - T
cnough or as underfTow in alluvial ﬁll or fractured bedrock below the channel.” s
M “The October 2000 Techmcal Report Review of Surl‘aee Witer "". cays
-Resources Page 6 mdlcates t.hat the Pila Creek watershied yrelds ‘46 acre feetper .
veat (i.e. aln}osT 15 rmlllon gallons) and only 1; 1517.824 gallons of water is :
collected by the” mterceptor trench each year. ThisTheans that up to 13 million -
gallons of wate pér year is bypasstng the bolledtion trench. and of this amount jtis |

Lnot known hdw mpuch ofthis is groundwater that i 1s xmxmg with t.he tm.sh thatis

FThc ARCADlS REPORT, inciudéd in the Teshnical Studics supplerient, focuses - -

| evidence - in ‘the draft EIR techmcal Ffeport 1tselt' that groundwater, ad

being, stacked mto the Tajrguas landfill, © 7Y ‘ : . ey !
‘. - C . : -,

- _-/

ona cross section of the lower pomon of the landﬁll and mcludes observauons of ~ . 7
; gas extraction wells havmg standmg water‘ in thi casings. Thelevel of, standmg )
water indicates a level of saturauon that is df least 100 feet shovg the bottom of thet. -
landﬁll This i is.an- mdxcanon thal the groundwarer.beneath the Iami/' il is not ) v '
.teparaled from the ttraslz, but has .ratura[ed the tra.rh = -
" " Heal the Ocean ardently dtsagnzes w1th1he statement that “Tapguas is,
cum:nlly in compltancc with ity operatmg perrmts ~ becduse there is consxderalale -
well as -,
surface water, i$ mixing with the trash; , = ~ ' -
In fact, the Tajiguas Landfill is vmlauon of ptohrbmon A. lO Board Order ¢
No. 93-69 (Regional Water Quality Contro} Boarlt) which stipulates that there be a
five-foot separation of trash ﬁ'om groundwater Speczfcally, thi$ language states,

A




L underlymg gradndwafer, including the caprIIary fringe,'is prohibited.” :
o2 _. " <OnMay 5,199, the Regional Water' Quality Control Board notifiéd Santa

,.l,q

, .
“'Ducharge of waste wrthm ﬁvb feer vf the hxghest antrqrpated elevatron Df

- meara Courity Public. Works by. letier that subsu_rf ce nyestightion risthe * " v
. per) ﬁnned,ta deterpririe whether the. Landﬁll is'or will be swithin Jive féet of

o ’ 1: underlymg graundwa"ter anjzhat mvesttgaizon 0f rhe burzed alluwal 2o0ne of PzIa

- .addressed in the draft EIR..> -

“mbe AL OF anything, the Arcadls G&M yeport of gropgdwatcr i momtormg and
dewaterulg wells located throughout the la.odﬁll indicafes o Saturation of the'.
“current landfill- by grbundwater ‘As foted in the draft EIR, fhe intereeptot trench
receives water daily (at the Tate of5 000»10 000 gallons per day, our addmon) -
- durmg dry: penotls Awhen Pila’ CreeL is pot running.
- .~ Asto the presencl: of sphngs (grwndwater) underneath the 'I” _uguas

Tlus doeumentwas supphed

con51stently ﬂo{mng in large quzmtmes from natural springs along the east si‘de of
 thé Tandfill céinjon, where the artificial charnnel wascut.” * . \
e “Palsoobserved water from above the canyon draining into the amﬁcml
ic annel ‘adding to the’ volume of water which flowed through it. The ﬂowof water
~continued through’ the channel even 4s waste was dumf)ed top’ rthe locatlon and
covered the channel - s : :
“Itis my observation that water contlnues to percolate from the 51des of the ¥

canyoh and from abote the canyon intb Ihe mass of waste below T 4

o personally observed water’ from undemeath the landﬁll coming | from the
§ former artificial cHannel and its overﬂow ‘into the waste at the basexof the landﬁll,
" behind ’the landfill’s earthen toe, The presence ¢ of this water' contmued throughout )
the trme "of my stlpervrsron ot“the landfill. Tt reqmred regular pumpmg to rernove.”

“The attachcd evaluatron of the draft EIR for the proposed expansron of the
Tajrguas Landﬁll, prepared by Geosolv, LLC; descnbes in more detail the } - W

natufal spnngs N
. - -Papge3.3:40 of the draft EIR statesfPotentral sdurces for the bacterlal
contammahon include: native fauua1 runoff from green wate, tunoff from the
- active landfill surface, and quan feces The draft EIR fails to :x‘l%lude a proper
copsideration of leachate runoff, runoff from groundwatér that percolates throuvh
.| the gatbage and collected oty partially in the interceptor tench, -

- ‘Heal the Ocean subinits a report prepared btheoSolv, LLC, wlnch
descnbes in more détail the groundwater ‘pollution issues assoctated with an_

groundwater pollutron 1ssues assocrated w1th the un]_med ]andﬁll stacked on top, ot‘- o

N dﬁll the. draﬁE]R.noticeably omits a'sworn declarafion of forter landﬁll IR
» .| indnager Bob Cady' to-the California Integrated Waste Management Board "
.- regardirig water infiltratioh of thé Tajlgu/as Landﬁll o
: to. Santa lBarbara“County Public Works séme years apo. . - R T
S In this dec'laratroh, Mt Cady desenbes his personal observanons of “water k

o ‘ unlmed landfill stackéd on top of natural sprmgs We requcst that thrs report be . ) -~
gl mcluded in the published comnients to the-draft EIR. b )

\mmm of 5.feei pbove the hrghest ant:lt:lpated/elevatlon of underlymg ground LT / ’
=

E E_conta!mnated.

landﬁll 1smcontactw1ththetrash.,|, A -

“We also submmit forinclusion to, the record two grgphs of babterlal readmgs

assocrated with the fajlguas Landfill. One'is composed of Santa Barbara County 5™
. own ﬁgures, ayeraged for the year 2000, which idicate total coliform foynfs L
"Sevel  times the, state'standard/lumts fecal cohform gight times hrgherthan tHe ;’Z YTy
B state standardlllmrts, and enterococcus 400 ttm s‘hlghef thian ‘state standard/ mxts b
R ‘OnJénudry 16, 2001, Heal the Océan took:a profeéstonal sampler to NN
Ta] rguas Lardfill, to tcét fot total and fecal cohform, fnid. enterococcus, L‘rom thrpc AN
Ipcatxons, mcludmg the trénch water (groundwater)rthat is pumped mto ‘the.” v oo
overhead tanksv near tlle Landﬁl.l oﬁices, 'I'hts Watet cannot come mto contact thh - e

r,—-.

1 - §
1 septic systems two sources of bactena rmphed in the dra& EIR as p0531b1e

3l contnbutors _oth ocean pollutmh problem at Arroyo Quemada_ L TV

t Lo s
. coliform reading was 240, 192 MPN/ 100m! (most probable B
number per 100 xmlhhter of sample water) while’s State standards for fecal: - R L
cohform are 400 MPN/00 mL These readmgs mdlcate to us that groundvmter in_ ~ 7
the landﬁll area, not accessrble to ,seabu-ds or septrc systems 1s seVerply ' : )
I/, -’— . "_1 Loz - ‘,-_/, :
The draft EIR contams no such momtonné daia of groundwater Lo TRl
The draff EIR faﬂs to specifichlly, address the question 'of the ‘bottom of the.
landﬁll in relation to groundwater ~asto ‘whether the bottom of the exrstmg . Y

Heal the Ocean’ mamtams that theTagrguas Landﬁll may well beid o7 1 B
wolatron of Title 15, A.rtlcle 3, 2530(c), wlneh Stafes: “All Dew.. exrstrng landﬁlls, .=
wastc piles, : and suifacé unpoundments shall pe opera;ed to Ensure wastes will be a v

iater and drschargers shall not be entltled to exemptton under subsectron 2510 (b) -
of this-subchapter.”" ) o

+ ' Beforethe Taj iguas Landﬁll can be expanded or cootmued in 1ts present” -
‘state — there must be a]mappmg ofthe bottom.of the'current landfill, together with ., |+
“an evaluanon of existing groundwa‘ter depth. The draftEIB, must address the N
concerns of the Regional Water Quality Gontro}] Board mihen- commumcahons to : :
_8anta Barbara County Public, Works as follows - =
. Notlce of May 5 1998 requmng an investi gatron to determme V\hether the .

. Landfill is or will be within five feet of underlying groundwater; - i Lo
* documiéntation’of how waste was piaced over the original ahgnment of Pila o

: Creek,anmvesttgauon of the buried alluvialzopeé of Pila Creek. ! A

.. Nottce of Violation, June 19 1998 w1th time schedule"for comphanoe

-p

E L , vequiring an andlysis.of contactbemeen landfill matenal and surface’ and o T

" subsurface inflow —together witli a solution for alléviating the problem.
.~ The {aws regulaung existing landfills are clearin regard to groundwater.
Unnl the current landﬂll is brought into compliance i in relann to these laws, any

1 -

‘ l
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¢ T expansxon of the T@Jlguas Landﬁll ahd any draﬁ EIR for thc expanswn of the ,> JRE

11 l{ Tajiguas Landfill, has no  practical sxgmﬁcancé‘ and ma¥ be in fact a nefanous
v waste of Santa Barbara, County taxpayer moficy.

- Heal the Ocean requests'that the attached réport f,‘mm GeoSolv, LLC

: “Evaluauon and Reporting dn Coutammant Hydrogeologlcal Coudmons at the

’ :‘ - Hydrogcologlcal Coudmons at the Tajlguas Landﬁll—’ LA
) 2) Declaration of formcr Landfill Manager Bob Cady before the Cahfomla

1 Integrated Waste Managcmcnt Board * e :
y o 3) Bacteria test results Santa’ Barba;ga County av erages for year 2000 Heal Vo
the Ocean test'Januar} 16,2001 - ,',' LTI 1 -
. N o ) ,«_. __:;. ) '-_ )
CC:: Reglonal Water: Quahty Conttol Boa.rd S oo T 1 i
—Cahforma Integratcd Waste Mauagemenf Board Ve i Lon
o !»\.{' z L IR S
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Tajlguas Landsill)” be incluided in the coniments to the drafl EIR. We request the * ‘

Enc, b) GeoSolv LLC report, “Evaluatlon anc‘l Repomngon Contammanf 2 . = . L







Document 1
Heal the Ocean
December 14,2001
Response to Comments

Many of the comments in the Heal the Ocean comment letter are directed at the existing landfill
and do not constitute a substantive comment to the Draft EIR. However, responses are provided
to all comments as points of clarification.

Response 1-1 ,
These are statements from the Draft EIR and from Arcadis Geraghty & Miller (2001b), which

was distributed as a technical study to the Draft EIR. These comments are in reference to the
existing setting at the Tajiguas Landfill.

Water elevations in wells through the waste mass were approximately 240 to 290 feet above
mean sea level (amsl) on Bench 3 based on a piezo-penetrometer test on the existing Landfill.
These are discontinuous zones of saturated waste materials that are separated by zones of
low-permeability or unsaturated materials within the existing landfill footprint. These zones are
discontinuous and do not compromise the stability of the existing Landfill waste mass. Water
levels in the waste mass are discussed on Draft EIR Page 3.3-23. Additional discussion of water
in the existing Landfill is provided in the Responses 1-7 and 3-24.

The slope stability analysis prepared by GeoLogic Associates (1997) for the proposed Landfill
expansion, and included as a technical study to the Draft EIR, evaluated the slope stability of the
proposed landfill expansion, assuming a groundwater profile 15 to 20 feet higher than what was
indicated in Arcadis (2001). The report concluded that a potential maximum configuration of
soil or waste fill stockpile on the top deck north of the Coastal Zone boundary (i.e., from
elevation of about 400 amsl to elevation 700 amsl - the maximum elevation proposed under the
Back Canyon configuration of the proposed project), with an overall slope gradient of 2.5:1
(H:V) has adequate stability under both static and seismic conditions.

A groundwater monitoring system has been established at the existing landfill in coordination
with the RWQCB and would continue to be operated with the proposed expansion. The
groundwater monitoring system is a series of monitoring wells that are north and south of the
existing Landfill, as well as on the existing Landfill. Groundwater monitoring is conducted
semi-annually, and the samples are sent to a state-certified laboratory for analysis. Samples and
analyses are accomplished using established protocols approved by the RWQCB to ensure
consistency in procedures and results. All ground and surface water sample results are reported
to the RWQCB in semi-annual and annual water quality monitoring reports in compliance with
the Tajiguas Landfill Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) Order No. 93-69. It is expected
that this monitoring network would continue to be utilized and will be expanded to cover the
expansion area based on the RWQCB’s revised WDRs that would be issued for the Landfill
expansion. There is no evidence, based on monitoring data, that the groundwater in Cafiada de la
Pila exceeds water quality standards.
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Water from the Landfill (Ieachate) is collected via Landfill leachate collection systems, the
Horizontal Well Dewatering System (HWDS), the Groundwater Leachate Collection and
Recovery System (GLCRS), and the Landfill Leachate Collection and Recovery System in the
lined portion of the Landfill (LLCRS). Water from all these systems is monitored specifically
for water quality parameters, including bacteria. Three horizontal wells that extend
approximately 150 feet into the waste mass near the base of the existing Landfill collect and
extract leachate from the waste mass comprise the HWDS. Results from the HWDS show that
the concentrations of total and fecal coliform bacteria in the landfill are negligible. Data are
available for review at the SWUD offices and are summarized in the 4" quarter bacteria samples
results (see Table 00). The GLCRS is a subterranean recovery trench located south of the
Landfill. Bacteria present in the GLCRS are a result of surface water runoff from the Landfill
area, some of which is directed to the GLCRS. Bacteria testing results show there has been a
significant decrease in the presence of total and fecal coliform bacteria since the first sampling ofi
the GLCRS in March 1999. The decrease in the levels detected is a result of improvements
SWUD has completed at the Landfill to reduce surface runoff to the GLCRS. The LLCRS
collects leachate from the lined area of the landfill on the eastern slope. The LLCRS is not
routinely sampled and analyzed for total coliform bacteria because it rarely has flow. However,
runoff from the LLCRS does contain some bacteria as a result of exposure to surface runoff that
contains bacteria. All data related to these systems are available for review at the SWUD offices.
Recent data (December 2001) are shown in Table 00.

The Tajiguas Landfill has been in operation since 1967 and was not subject to current regulations
that require a 5-foot separation between waste and groundwater or requirements that Landfill
facilities be lined; those regulations did not come into effect until the 1980s. However, the
RWQCB recognizes the distinction in the regulations between a “grandfathered” landfill (i.e., the

existing Tajiguas Landfill) and a new landfill or expansion (i.e., the proposed Landfill expansion = . .

project). The SWUD and the RWQCB have worked together since 1998 to improve conditions
at the existing Landfill with respect to the presence of water in the Landfill. The HWDS was
installed to remove water from the waste mass. A correspondence history is presented in
Response 1-6 (Table 1) that shows the RWQCB was aware of water in the landfill and that
environmental controls have been implemented to address the issue of water in the existing
Landfill. A history of compliance with requirements of the WDRs is provided in Response 1-13.

The proposed Landfill expansion will be required to be constructed with a composite liner
system in accordance with rigorous state and federal standards. The liner will be designed in
compliance with state and federal standards and with requirements of the RWQCB. The bottom
of the Landfill expansion is required to be at least 5 feet above the groundwater, so the liner
system will not be saturated by groundwater. In addition, the RWQCB will revise the WDRs for
the proposed Landfill expansion to ensure that adequate environmental monitoring systems are in
place that will continue to protect water quality.

Response 1-2
This is a statement of one of the Significance Criteria from the Draft EIR. This criterion would

be applied to evaluation of the proposed project or alternatives.
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Response 1-3
Drilling of borings in the Rincon Formation at the site have demonstrated the unweathered

Rincon Formation to be a fairly uniform massive claystone. Although Table 3.2-3 of the Draft
EIR states that the unweathered Rincon Formation contains zones of “intense fracturing,” review
of the actual boring log data indicates that the zones of “intense fracturing” occur only in the
weathered Rincon Formation. Boring log data do indicate that some fractures occur in the
unweathered Rincon. However, groundwater was not observed in these zones. Although such
zones could be water bearing, they are not expected to be continuous, and would not transmit
appreciable groundwater.

It should be noted that the proposed Landfill expansion will be developed with a composite liner
system in accordance with rigorous state and federal standards. The proposed expansion also
will be designed to be at least 5 feet above the groundwater capillary fringe (state/federal
standards), so that the liner will not come into contact with underlying groundwater.

Furthermore, work conducted at the site indicates that, although there may be occasional
fractured zones in both the weathered and unweathered Rincon Formation, the unit as a whole
displays extremely low permeability. Field permeability tests were conducted on both the
weathered and unweathered Rincon Formation that had been observed in borings to be fractured
(Dames & Moore, 1989). Weathered Rincon Formation permeabilities ranged from 7.7 x 10 to
9.7 x 10 cm/second. These values demonstrate that the unit has a very poor ability to transmit
water. Unweathered Rincon Formation permeabilities were considerably lower, ranging from
9.7 x 10® to 7.7 10°cm/sec (see Draft EIR page 3.3-20). Several borings into unweathered
Rincon Formation even reported “no take” for permeability meaning the permeability was below
measurable limits. Therefore, although the unit may contain fracture zones, these zones are
discontinuous and do not affect the overall extremely low permeability the Rincon Formation.

Response 1-4
See Response 2-10.

Response 1-5 . _ :
It is not clear to what cross-section the commenter is referring. The only cross-sections

presented in the Arcadis (2001b), report are in an appendix, including sketches of cross-sections
composed of data from a piezo-penetrometer test (PPT) conducted and presented by STI
Engineering, Inc. (2000). Both the Arcadis (2001b) report and the STI (2000) report indicate
discontinuous zones of saturated waste materials, separated by zones of low-permeability soils or
unsaturated materials. Additional discussion of groundwater in the existing Landfill is provided
in Responses 1-1 and 3-24.

Response 1-6
Several comments were received on the Draft EIR based upon the assertion that water in the

existing landfill is in violation of the site’s Waste Discharge Requirements, RWQCB Order No.
93-69, or State law (CCR Title 23, Article 3, Chapter 15, Sec. 2530[c}]); and CCR Title 27,
Article 3, Sec. 20260[c]) because waste is within 5 feet of the underlying groundwater, known as
the “5-foot separation rule.”
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The existing landfill was designed and permitted before the promulgation of this requirement.
In addition, engineered alternatives are in place that protect groundwater quality. For this
reason, the 5-foot separation rule does not apply to the existing unlined landfill. The RWQCB
also has adopted this position.

The proposed landfill complies with the requirement to provide 5 feet of separation between the
bottom of the waste and the top of the capillary fringe. The engineered alternative applies only
to the old Landfill. The engineered alternative is part of the existing environmental setting, and
will not be affected by the proposed Landfill. The proposed expansion would be lined and
designed to meet the regulation that requires a 5-foot separation from groundwater (see
Response 1-3).

State law stipulates that “land treatment units” (a different class of waste management unit that
does not include landfills), are not entitled to exemptions to the 5-foot separation rule based on
engineered alternatives. This prohibition does not apply to the many existing permitted landfills
throughout the state of California.

At the Tajiguas Landfill, several engineered control systems described in Response 1-1 (the
GLCRS, HWDS, LLCRS) and the North Groundwater Management System (NGWMS), French
drain system, and a landfill gas (LFG) collection system are in place to protect water quality.
Years of monitoring data show that these control systems are effective control measures. The
RWQCB originally issued Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) Order No. 93-69 on
November 16, 1993, for the Landfill. The WDRs are reviewed and, if necessary amended, every

5 years by the RWQCB. The RWQCB determined in its December 7, 1998 letter that the WDRs -

were adequate and did not require revision as part of the RWQCB’s 5-year review of Order
93-69 (see Table 1; Correspondence 1). The existing WDRs were, therefore, adequate to protect

‘water quality and would continue to be adequate for the next 5 years (until 2003).

The WDRs also require a Monitoring and Reporting Plan. The Monitoring and Reporting Plan
for the Landfill was revised and issued on March 4, 1999 (see Table 1; Correspondence 2), to
account for the many surface and ground water control improvements implemented by the
SWUD since 1998. The Tajiguas Landfill is currently in compliance with the WDRs issued by
the RWQCB Order No. 93-69 as evidenced by the chronology of events documented through the
letters identified in the following summary and summarized in Table 1.

RWQCB staff reported on compliance issues raised at the Landfill by a neighbor in their

April 2-3, 1998, staff report (see Table 1; Correspondence 3). The report noted several suspected
or confirmed violations of Order 93-69 from 1993 through 1998, a period of 5 years. The
violations and responses are listed on Table 2.

The RWQCB staff report summarized the RWQCB?’s position on the Tajiguas Landfill
Expansion Project. Specifically, the SWUD must demonstrate how the Landfill expansion will
be operated to protect water quality, and the Landfill must be in compliance with the WDRs
before the expansion can be approved. Regulatory agencies commonly require full compliance
with existing permits prior to issuing new permits for projects or activities. The RWQCB staff
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report also concluded that the SWUD is aware of the issues cited in Table 2 and that the SWUD
had expressed willingness to resolve the issues in a reasonable and timely manner.

The March 3, 1998, letter (see Table 1; Correspondence 3) clarifies what was expected of the
SWUD to return to and maintain compliance with Board Order No. 93-69. The March 3, 1998
letter provides comments to the “Technical Workplan Surface Water Monitoring Erosion Control
Plan” as submitted by the SWUD in response to excessive erosion during storm events during
the previous El Nifio year winter (1997-1998). The Plan was intended to improve erosion
control on the landfill and address “Surface Water Degradation” issues as noted in the
RWQCB’s presentation at the April 2-3, 1998, RWQCB meeting.

The second purpose of the March 3, 1998 letter was to clarify the RWQCB’s position and
requirements for the Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Project, rather than the existing Tajiguas
Landfill as implied by the commenter. The letter describes the specific requirements of the
WDRs that must be maintained over the life of the landfill expansion, specifically “Discharges of
waste vwithin 5 feet of the highest anticipated elevation of underlying groundwater, including the
capillary fringe, is prohibited.” The RWQCB indicated that an “. . . evaluation of existing
groundwater depth, but also groundwater depth after the landfill is constructed” would be
required. The letter continues, making the point that, “Depending on geologic conditions,
ground water elevation could increase as land filling occurs above. A demonstration that
groundwater (and the capillary fringe) will never be less than 5 feet is required.”

These comments were repeated in the RWQCB’s “official” response to the NOP for the EIR on
May 5, 1998 (see Table 1; Correspondence 4). No mention that the existing landfill was in
violation of the WDRs is included in this letter with respect to the 5-foot separation between
trash and groundwater. The RWQCB was advising the SWUD that the issue would have to be
addressed in the upcoming EIR for the Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Project.

Other compliance concerns were addressed and are documented by Correspondence 3 through 56
as summarized in Table 1. Copies of Correspondence listed in Table 1 are available for review
a tie SWUD uffice. The RWQCB stated in letters 1o the Lucal Enforcement Agency (LEA)"
nated November v and 12, 1999, that the {‘ajiguas Landfill is in compiiance with WDR Y3-ov.
Since the compliance statement was issued after the June 19, 1998, violation letter, the violations
were cleared.

The Gaviota Coast Conservancy (GCC) provided a letter to the RWQCB on March 15, 2000 (see
Table 1; Correspondence 44), that first raised the issue of the 5-foot separation between trash and
groundwater and included the declaration by Robert Cady (November 11, 1999 — attachment to
GCC’s letter) that identified that springs were encountered during construction of the Landfill.
These issues were raised again with the RWQCB in the GCC’s letter dated May 25, 2000. At the
request of the RWQCB, the SWUD responded to the GCC’s concerns on June 30, 2000 (see
Table 1; Correspondence 49). The SWUD expressed interest in working with the RWQCB on

“ The Local Enforcement Agency is the local agency (in Santa Barbara County, under County Environmental
Health Services) that regulates and performs inspections at local landfill and transfer station facilities to ensure
that the facilities are in compliance with the Solid Waste Facilities Permit issued by the California Integrated
Waste Management Board (CIWMB) for each facility.
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the S-foot separation issue and requested any additional information the GCC may have on the
presence of groundwater or springs beneath the landfill. .

On October 27, 2000 (see Table 1; Correspondence 52), the RWQCB responded to the GCC’s
concerns (see Table 1; Correspondence 50). The RWQCB provided the SWUD’s June 30, 2000,
letter as an attachment to their response letter. The RWQCB stated that the County (SWUD) has
“.. . not tried to hide the presence of springs and seeps beneath the Landfill from this Board or
the public.” The RWQCB also noted that the County has also reported springs in monitoring
reports. To date, the GCC has not provided any additional information to the SWUD on the
presence of springs at the landfill, as requested in the response letter.

The Arcadis, Geraghty & Miller Hydraulic Investigations Status Report was included as a
Technical Study to the Draft EIR. This report provided historical and additional information on
sub-surface water levels in the landfill and stability of the existing and proposed landfill
expansion. This technical study also included an evaluation of the Robert Cady declaration. The
information in this report was summarized in both Section 3.2 - Geology and Section 3.3 - Water
Resources of the Draft EIR. The 5-foot separation issue is discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3 -
Water Resources.

The correspondence record shows that the RWQCB has had knowledge of the issues raised in
the Draft EIR comments concerning water in the landfill since 1998. The SWUD also has been
in contact with the RWQCB continuously on this issue to improve conditions at the Tajiguas
Landfill since 1998.

Response 1-7
Information presented in this response is based on a June 21, 2002, letter to the RWQCB. A

~ copy of this letter, with supporting graphs and figures, is on file at the SWUD offices.

The groundwater and leachate collection and recovery system (GLCRS) is a key component of
the Tajiguas Landfill control system to protect groundwater quality downgradient of the Landfill.
The main component of the GLCRS is an interceptor trench across the floor of Pila Creek. The
overall function of the GLCRS is to capture flowing groundwater (including infiltration of
surface water and leachate) in the alluvium and weathered Rincon Formation bedrock at a
location downgradient of the Landfill where the canyon narrows. This underflow is then
recovered and reused for onsite dust control at the site.

The interceptor trench acts as a highly permeable vertical layer. The objective is to maintain
water levels in the trench at an elevation below the groundwater levels on either side of the
trench. Groundwater flowing from upgradient of the trench in relatively low-permeability
materials enters the gravel-filled trench and is recovered by pumping. The GLCRS is operated to
keep the pumping level in the GLCRS at or below an elevation of 109 feet amsl. This level is
approximately 20 to 25 feet lower than groundwater levels upgradient and downgradient of the
GLCRS. Thus, the GLCRS creates a zone of depression in the groundwater table that results in
effective capture of groundwater flowing in the alluvium and weathered Rincon Formation. As
long as pumping levels in the GLCRS are kept below the level of the adjacent groundwater, flow
past the trench is negligible.
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The GLCRS was constructed in 1992 following a rigorous evaluation and de31gn phase that
‘ included the following:

+  Collection of groundwater data demonstrating that the groundwater
gradient mimics surface topography. These data indicated that control
of groundwater downgradient of the Landfill needed to occur along the
axis of Pila Creek.

*  Detailed geologic mapping of the area downgradient of the Landfill to
establish the location of the Rincon Formation /Monterey Formation
contact and the configuration of alluvium in the channel of Pila Creek.

»  Drilling of three borings that included detailed lithologic logging, testing
of samples for permeability, and evaluation of borehole permeability
using packer testing (Dames & Moore, 1989). The results indicated low
permeability of the weathered Rincon Formation south of the landfill
(7.7 x 10°6 t0 9.7 x 10-6 cm/sec) and extremely low permeability of the
unweathered Rincon Formation (9.7 x 10-8 to 7.7 x 10-9 cm/sec, with
several tests reported as “no take,” meaning permeability was below
measurable limits). On this basis, it was decided to construct the base of
the GLCRS in the unweathered Rincon Formation.

*  Drilling and testing of four additional borings along the approximate
alignment of the proposed GLCRS to more accurately determine the
depth of the geologic contacts (Emcon, 1991).

. «  Design of the GLCRS as a collection trench to intercept and allow
recovery of groundwater flowing downgradient of the Landfill in the
alluvium and weathered Rincon Formation.

*  Design of a monitoring well system downgradient of the GLCRS to
evaluate performance.

The County initiated construction of the GLCRS in 1992 as part of ongoing efforts to improve
groundwater management and control at the site. The GLCRS was not constructed as part of any
direct order or request from RWQCB.

The GLCRS was constructed with the following characteristics:
»  The GLCRS is 200 feet long, 46 feet deep, and 3 feet wide.

¢ The GLCRS was constructed using an excavator to dig the trench, which
was continually filled with biodegradable drilling mud to maintain
trench stability. Following excavation to the targeted base level in the
unweathered Rincon Formation, the trench was backfilled with gravel.
Two 6-inch diameter extraction wells and a drainage pipe along the
bottom were placed in the trench to facilitate groundwater recovery.

»  Pumps placed in the wells allowed recovery of groundwater to a nearby
interim storage tank for reuse as dust control at the Landfill.
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* A 48-inch diameter culvert crosses the uppermost portion of the trench.
The culvert conveys flow from the upper canyon, as well as surface
water runoff in the landfill area (entering the culvert through drop
inlets), to a point just south of the trench where the water empties into
Pila Creek.

Since construction and beginning of operation in 1992, there have been a number of upgrades to
the GLCRS system designed to increase the efficiency of groundwater recovery. These upgrades
have included: '

»  The original extraction pumps, which had a combined capacity of
approximately 10 gallons per minute (gpm), were replaced with pumps
and associated piping capable of pumping a combined 30 to 40 gpm.

*  The system initially used a 10,000-gallon storage tank. In 1998, the
system was upgraded with the addition of two large storage tanks having
a combined capacity of 680,000 gallons.

* In 1998, a landfill gas collection system was put in place to extract
landfill gas, which includes methane and VOCs, from the landfill.

»  During 2001, several additional inlets were added to storm water
culverts, and a new 36-inch diameter culvert was constructed.

*  InJune 2002, the 10,000-gallon, single-walled storage tank, which
receives the initial flow pumped from the GLCRS, was upgraded to a
smaller, 5,000-gallon double-lined tank. This new tank will minimize
the potential for accidental spills and leaks.

The 1997 addition of the large storage tanks was important. It allowed for more efficient
pumping of the system during the wet season when the demand for dust control water is typically
low. The effect of this additional pumping, together with effects from the coincident installation
of the landfill gas recovery system, was reflected in the improvement in groundwater quality

downgradient of the GLCRS. The VOC concentrations in monitoring wells downgradient from
the landfill have been reduced over time.

Most of the inflow to the GLCRS occurs in the winter months, with considerably lower flows in
the dry season. The seasonal differential in the amount of water recovered indicates that most of
the water entering the trench is related to surface water flow. This relationship was initially
studied by the County and reported to the RWQCB in an April 30, 1999, letter. As reported in
the letter, measurements of very rapid water level rise in the GLCRS following rainfall events
indicated that surface flow enters the trench. The source of the surface water flow is likely:

»  Leakage from the 48-inch diameter culvert or, more likely, from
permeable backfill around the outside of the culvert.

*  Surface water flow from the west side of the canyon and western landfill
slopes which runs to ditches along the access road and enters the 48-inch
diameter culvert through drop inlets. A portion of this runoff may
infiltrate into the permeable gravel backfill around the culvert, the
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French drain system, and roadbed materials underlying the access road,
then migrate down slope in these materials and enter the GLCRS.

Obviously, some flow entering the GLCRS is groundwater recovered from the alluvium and
weathered Rincon Formation. Based on the amount of water recovered during the dry season
(when no obvious surface water input is present, and inflow is all or predominantly
groundwater), it is estimated that 3,000 to 6,000 gallons per day of groundwater is recovered by
the GLCRS. The source of this groundwater is likely:

*  Groundwater from the upper canyon, which flows in the unconsolidated
materials beneath the landfill.

»  Groundwater seepage from the west side of the canyon to
unconsolidated materials.

*  Leachate from the landfill.

The volume of leachate in the landfill mass that potentially enters remnant alluvium or weathered
Rincon Formation beneath the landfill is low. This is supported by data in the Arcadis (2001b)
report indicating that the overall permeability of the Landfill mass is very low. The lack of
response among wells during pump tests in the Landfill mass reveals there are discontinuous
zones of saturated materials present in the Landfill, separated by zones of low-permeability soils
or unsaturated materials. This conclusion is supported by the lack of flow from the Landfill face
following removal of cover materials on the face during the Benchfill. This lack of flow
indicates the water is discontinuous and not migrating. In addition, the low permeability of the
Landfill mass also is supported by the low flow observed from the three horizontal wells placed
into the Landfill mass below the level of the water. Therefore, the volume of leachate entering
the alluvium/weathered Rincon Formation beneath the Landfill is low.

A very rough estimate of the ratio of leachate to groundwater entering the GLCRS may be
obtained by comparing the concentrations of total VOCs present in the Landfill leachate with the
total VOCs present in the GLCRS. Sampling of four dewatering wells installed into the landfill
mass conducted in August 2000 indicated an average total VOC concentration of approximately
4,544 ug/L. Sampling of the GLCRS in July 2000 (closest sampling event in time to the
dewatering well sampling) showed total VOCs present at a concentration of approximately

127 pg/L. Assuming leachate in the Landfill mass had a uniform concentration, migrated
beneath the Landfill, and entered the GLCRS together with groundwater having negligible
concentrations of VOCs, the leachate was diluted by a factor of approximately 36. Assuming
average daily flows of groundwater/leachate to the GLCRS of 3,000 to 6,000 gallons, roughly 80
to 160 gallons of this daily flow may be attributable to leachate, which then is intercepted by the
GLCRS.

The effectiveness of the GLCRS in minimizing impacts to downgradient groundwater quality is
demonstrated by downgradient monitoring well data reported regularly to the RWQCB. Since
1998 when increased storage allowed better operation of the GLCRS and the LFG recovery
system began operation, MCLs for VOCs in all downgradient wells have not been exceeded.
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The springs described in the Robert Cady Declaration would be more accurately described as
ephemeral seeps (those that flow in response to precipitation). Such seeps are observed
occasionally at the site, associated with: (1) excavations that tap into discontinuous perched
groundwater zones, which typically flow briefly then disappear, or (2) wet season seepage
following periods of rainfall. Several hydrogeologic reconnaissance studies conducted at the
Tajiguas Landfill site (Emcon, 1994a, 1994b; Arcadis, 2001b) have not identified any perennial
springs (those that flow throughout the year). Additionally, published U.S.G.S. topographic
maps of the pre-landfill area show Pila Creek as an ephemeral or intermittent stream, which
indicates that there is not a significant flow from springs in this watershed.

Response 1-8 : ’

Although the volume of flow from any ephemeral seeps that may exist beneath the Landfill is
probably low, such flow may contribute to water present in the Landfill. As described in
Response 1-7, water in the Landfill is discontinuous; and there is a very small volume of leachate
that enters the underlying alluvium/weathered Rincon Formation. As described in detail in
Response 1-7, this leachate is recovered in the GLCRS, and groundwater downgradient of the
GLCRS does not exceed primary MCLs.

Response 1-9
The referenced section of the Draft EIR (pages 3.3-40 to 3.3-42) accurately descnbes possible

sources of bacteria, including landfill runoff that may account for bacteria detected in surface
water samples. The comment is correct in stating that bacterial contamination in groundwater is
not discussed in the Draft EIR, because the discussion of groundwater quality (pages 3.3-42 to
3.3-46) emphasizes the parameters that have been detected in groundwater samples; it does not
go into detail regarding many parameters (such as bacteria) that are not present. Samples of
groundwater that have been tested for bacteria have consistently shown low to non-detectable

" indicator bacteria concentrations (such as reported in Santa Barbara County, 2000b, and Santa

Barbara County, 2002a) (see Response 1-1). The negligible concentrations of bacteria present in
the horizontal de-watering well water (leachate) indicate that landfill leachate is not a source of
bacteria at the site. The GLCRS samples (trench water) are a mixture of surface and
groundwater. Since the septic leach field servicing the shop and office trailers was disconnected
several years ago, and improvements to the drainage system have been implemented, the GLCRS
samples usually have tested low in bacteria, except following storm events that result in surface
runoff entering the trench extraction system. High bacteria levels are typxcal of South Coast
streams following storms.

The proposed Landfill expansion will include surface water and leachate control systems
designed in accordance with existing regulations and approved by the RWQCB and CIWMB.
A revised monitoring plan for surface and groundwater at the proposed Landfill expansion will
be developed and approved by the RWQCB.

Response 1-10
The two tables of bacteria sampling results that were submitted with the comments on the Draft

EIR are of limited value to determine sources, concentrations, or possible pathways for bacteria
in surface or groundwater at Tajiguas Landfill for several reasons. The data that are supposedly
from Santa Barbara County are from an unidentified sample location and are averaged for the

Final EIR, July 2002 doc. 1-10 Tajiguas Landfill Expansion




year 2000; therefore, a comparison with the actual reported sampling data is not possible. The
data from samples collected by Heal the Ocean are from poorly identified sample locations and
were collected without benefit of sterile sample containers, decontamination procedures, chain of
custody control, and other standard sampling methods, techniques and equipment that are
required to protect the integrity of the resultant data.

None of the samples described in this comment is representative of groundwater. The trench
water (assumed to mean the GLCRS) is a combination of groundwater and surface water, both of
which enter the trench. Therefore, the conclusion that, “These readings indicate to us that
groundwater in the landfill area, not accessible to seabirds or septic systems, is severely
contaminated” is not supported by the data presented.

Bacteria are not typically mobile in groundwater. Percolation of groundwater through earth
materials tends to physically filter out even microscopic bacteria. This is the basic principal by
which septic sewer systems operate. The absence of a groundwater route for bacteria migration at
the Tajiguas Landfill is demonstrated by sampling and laboratory results from monitoring wells
(MW-2, MW-3, MW-4, MW-14 and MW-15), private water wells (Jensen), and samples of
landfill leachate (HWDS), each of which shows low or non-detectable concentrations of bacteria
(County of Santa Barbara, 2001a). These results were confirmed by recent results from samples
that were arranged and witnessed by Heal the Ocean (Santa Barbara County, 2002). The actual
sampling results are provided in Table 00 of Response 1-1.

Based on years of monitoring data and several special studies of bacterial contaminants at
Tajiguas Landfill, Pila Creek and Arroyo Quemado Creek, a pathway for bacteria to travel from
the landfill and the Pila Creek watershed to Arroyo Quemado via surface water, groundwater or
ocean transport processes is not evident (Draft EIR, p. 3.3-40 to 3.3-42 and Figure 3.3-7;

URS, 2001a).

This leads to the question: if such pathways do not exist and therefore cannot be transporting
bacteria or Landfill leachate to the beach, what accounts for the high bacteria levels reported at
Arroyo Quemada Beach? First, all of the available data indicate that bacteria are ubiquitous in
local surface waters throughout the County. Second, based on DNA studies, bird populations are
a substantial source of the bacteria found at Arroyo Quemada Beach (URS, 2001b). Monitored
concentrations of indicator bacteria in samples from the GLCRS, which demonstrate generally
low bacteria concentrations during baseflow conditions, with increased bacteria concentrations
following storm events when surface runoff enters the GLCRS, lead to the conclusion that birds,
not landfill leachate, are impacting the Arroyo Quemada Beach water quality.

Beginning on April 6, 2002, a professional falconer has been employed at Tajiguas Landfill on a trial
basis to control gulls. This program has been effective in removing a resistant gull population from
the Landfill and surrounding areas, including Arroyo Quemada Beach. The monitoring of bacteria at
Arroyo Quemada Beach by County Environmental Health Department (www.sbephd.org/ehs/ocean)
shows a corresponding decrease in beach bacteria during the same time that the falcons have

been in use. As of June 20, 2002, Arroyo Quemada has had no beach postings for an

unprecedented 11 weeks. Again, this reinforces the conclusion that the alleged migration of
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bacteria from the Landfill to Arroyo Quemada Beach does not occur via surface water or
groundwater pathways, but is caused by birds.

Response 1-11
See Responses 1-1, 1-6, 1-9 and 1-10.

Groundwater monitoring data are included in the referenced semi-annual monitoring reports
(County of Santa Barbara, 2000b, 2001a, 2001b). Although the groundwater monitoring wells
are not routinely tested for indicator bacteria, the monitoring reports (Santa Barbara County,
2001) include indicator bacteria results for surface water, GLCRS, HWDS, and storage tanks.
Recent data (December 2001) are provided in Response 1-1.

Response 1-12 :
The Draft EIR discusses water levels in the waste mass on page 3.3-23 and presents detailed

information in the referenced technical report (Arcadis, 2001b). This comment is unclear in
what is meant by “as to whether the bottom of the existing landfill is in contact with the trash.”
CCR Title 15 does not address landfills. If the commenter intended to reference CCR Title 23,
Sec. 2530(c), then the excerpt is mis—quoted because the statute states that the “discharge™ not
| entitled to exemption for engineered alternatives applies only to land treatment units, not
landfills.
|

See Responses 1-1 and 1-6.

Response 1-13
The technical studies referenced in the Draft EIR and the information in the Draft EIR describe

__ the investigations that the SWUD undertook as part of research to support information contained
in the Draft EIR in response to the May 5, 1998 RWQCB NOP comments (see Table 1;
Correspondence 4).

Table 1 includes a summary of the correspondence between the RWQCB and the SWUD
(Correspondences 4 through 56) from 1998 through the present that documents the following:
(1) RWQCB has been responsive to the public's concerns; (2) SWUD has been responsive to the
RWQCB's requirements; (3) SWUD has cleared all requirements of the June 19, 1998, violation,
and (4) the Tajiguas Landfill is in compliance with the WDRs as documented in the RWQCB’s
November 9 and 12, 1999, letters to the LEA (see Table 1; Correspondence 35 and 36). The
following summarizes the events documented by the correspondence summarized in Table 1.

The June 19, 1998, Notice of Violation (see Table 1; Correspondence 6) required a number of
items to correct three instances in which WDR specification B.5 was violated:
* Violation associated with drainage system problems (December 9, 1997).
* Failure of leachate piping and discharge of leachate (January 20, 1998).
* Leachate collection system trench overflow and discharge to Pila Creek
(February 27, 1998).
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The following items were requested by the RWQCB to correct the June 19, 1998 violation:

1. A time schedule for submittal of a Leachate Recovery System management plan by

August 15, 1998 (page 2).

A Final Erosion Control Plan by October 1, 1998 (page 3).

3. Completion of four actions by November 15, 1998 (described mid-page on page 3).

4. Submitting a final design and construction schedule for an out-of-channel sedimentation
basin by April 30, 1999.

5. A study and proposed actions to characterize the volume and analysis and discussion of
potential water sources for the cutoff trench, achieving gravity flow of all up-canyon
water around the landfill, control or sedimentation from landfill impacted areas
(out-of-channel whenever possible) and all other flows diverted with minimum
disturbance, and Analyses focused on isolating the landfill from surface or subsurface
inflow with a means of measuring success of recommended measures by April 30, 1999.

N

On July 16, 1998 (see Table 1; Correspondence 9), the RWQCB provided comments to the
SWUD on a proposed Erosion Control Workplan that SWUD had submitted on May 5, 1998,
(see Table 1; Correspondence 5), to correct the violations cited in the June 19, 1998 letter.
Additional requirements and due dates were included in this letter. These requirements were:
1. Completion of the out-of-channel sedimentation basin located north of the waste mass by
November 15, 1998.
2. A long-term correction plan and implementation schedule for a leaky abandoned culvert
by August 17, 1998.
3. Information regarding constituents found in groundwater samples and the connection to
landfill gas by August 17, 1998.

The SWUD responded to the RWQCB’s June 19, 1998, letter on August 12, 1998 (see Table 1;
Correspondence 10) prior to the August 15, 1998, due date. This letter contained a proposed
plan for the Tajiguas Landfill Interceptor Trench Management System (Trench Water
Management Plan) that described a system for the management of water that enters the
interceptor trench (GLCRS) and addressed the County’s plan for preventing litter from entering
Pila Creek and the ocean. This provided a response to requirement #1 of the June 19, 1998,
letter described above.

On August 21, 1998, a time extension to September 18, 1998, to provide the information
requested in the RWQCB’s previous letters was granted by the RWQCB to the SWUD via phone
conversations (see Table 1; Correspondence 12).

On September 8, 1998, the SWUD sent a letter to the RWQCB (see Table 1; Correspondence 13)
with repair details for an abandoned culvert at the landfill that was intended to respond to item
#2 of the July 19, 1998, letter, as described above. The SWUD intended to have a long-term
solution in place prior to November 1998. However, in the event that it could not be
implemented by that time, the existing interim collection and containment system would be
prepared for the wet weather season.

In its September 16, 1998, letter to the SWUD (see Table 1; Correspondence 14), the RWQCB
provided comments on the Trench Water Management Plan. The comments included
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requirements for monitoring and reporting of the water level in the trench, that the monitoring
would indicate that use of the collected liquid for dust control is reasonable, and that the
proposed storage capacity should allow ample collection of liquid during periods when dust
control is not needed. Concern was raised over securing storage tanks on the west ridge as part
of this system and using an interim storage tank and sprinkler system to dispose of the collected
interceptor trench water. The RWQCB required more information on the interim plan by
November 16, 1998, if the proposed long-term storage tanks could not be secured.

The SWUD provided information on September 21,1998, on the groundwater and constituents
found in connection with landfill gas (see Table 1; Correspondence 14). The letter provided
additional information requested by the RWQCB in its letter of July 16, 1998, described
previously.

The RWQCB conducted a Landfill inspection on October 16, 1998, and, as documented,

noted no violations as cited in its October 29, 1998, letter to the SWUD (see Table 1;
Correspondence 16). Although improvements had been made at the landfill, the RWQCB had
areas of concern and recommended several improvements. Additionally, the RWQCB reminded
SWUD of the due dates (completion of the horizontal dewatering wells and stability analysis for
the Benchfill project; as-built drawings and design criteria by December 15, 1998, for an up-
canyon out-of-channel sedimentation basin) as required in its letter of July 16, 1998, described
previously.

The RWQCB and LEA concurrently conducted another inspection at the Landfill on

November 19, 1998, that is documented in the RWQCB?s letter to the SWUD dated ‘
November 25, 1998 (see Table 1; Correspondence 17). The inspection was conducted to assess

the winter preparedness work and compliance with the June 19, 1998, Notice of Violation letter.

~ In the month since the previous inspection on October 16th, many erosion and sediment control

projects had been completed, and the site appeared prepared for wet weather. The RWQCB

commended the County’s Solid Waste staff on the significant amount of erosion and sediment

contro] that had been accomplished at the site and recommended that surplus erosion control

supplies be available at the site for inmediate deployment.

On December 1, 1998, the SWUD submitted a response to the June 19, 1998, Notice of Violation
(see Table 1; Correspondence 18). Updates on the progress of an in-channel sedimentation basin
south of the landfill and completion of the Erosion Control Workplan Addendum were
previously submitted by the SWUD on June 1, 1998 (see Table 1; Correspondence 5 and
discussion). The SWUD’s December 1, 1998, letter identifies the permit requirements
associated with locating the basin in the Pila Creek channel and commits to submit a progress
report by March 1, 1999.

Another update letter was provided to the RWQCB from the SWUD on December 15, 1998 (see
Table 1; Correspondence 19), in response to the RWQCB’s inspections and observations on
October 16, 1998 (see Table 1; Correspondence 16 and discussion). The SWUD acknowledged
and thanked the RWQCB for its commendation on the improvements at the Tajiguas Landfill.
The letter provided updates for the following five areas:
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1. The SWUD completed the measures required through the Wet Weather Preparedness
‘ Plan and noted that trash racks were placed in Pila Creek to catch trash before it reached
the Pacific Ocean.

2. The SWUD also provided an update on a repair project in Pila Creek south of the landfill
to remediate unpermitted waste fill at the abandoned gas station site south of the landfill.
The SWUD identified the extensive permitting requirements for this project.

3. Excavation of excess soil on the benches and side slopes associated with the Benchfill
project would begin in spring 1999. As part of the Benchfill project, which proposed
steepening the benches from a 3:1 to a 2:1 slope, the SWUD prepared a Preliminary -
Stability Analysis. The SWUD drilled exploratory boreholes on the benches in
preparation for an excavation plan. Some of the boreholes encountered waste and soil
that ranged from moist to wet. The SWUD indicated that additional work was being
accomplished to analyze how moisture present in the lower benches would affect stability
of the Benchfill project and committed to send a completed copy of the report to the
RWQCB.

The SWUD also reported that three horizontal wells and a collection and storage system
were installed to partially dewater the landfill and reduce or stop future seepage of water
from the side slopes. Installation of the wells and dewatering were intended to improve
overall slope stability of the Landfill. Preliminary as-built plans were provided to the
RWQCB.

4. The SWUD responded to the cause of high moisture content along the lower two south-
‘ facing slopes of the Landfill. The RWQCB required that the issue be resolved prior to
placement of any new fill in this area. The cause of the high moisture in this area was
attributed to grading practices in the early years of Landfill operation. These practices
resulted in water ponding against earthen fills that form the south-facing slopes of the
Landfill. The SWUD installed the horizontal wells discussed under item 3, above.
Additional measures to prevent water from entering the Landfill included:

 Installation of a gas collection system that removes approximately 2,000 gallons of
condensate per week.

» Improved grading practices that promote drainage and minimize ponding of
rainwater.

» Improved daily and intermediate cover practice that reduce rainfall infiltration into
the Landfill.

» Elimination of spray-irrigation on one of the Landfill’s side slopes.

+  Application of soil stabilizers (Soil Sement®) to reduce erosion and surface water
percolation into the Landfill.

5. Confirmation that the out-of-channel sedimentation basin was completed. The SWUD
provided as-built drawings and supporting criteria for the basin.

This letter represents the SWUD’s steps to address water in the Landfill. This correspondence

confirms that the RWQCB was aware of water in the Landfill and associated stability issues

since 1998. The letter also documents that SWUD and RWQCB have worked cooperatively to
‘ effectively address the issue.
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The RWQCB submitted two letters, dated November 9, 1999, and November 12, 1999, to the
Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) that the Tajiguas Landfill is in compliance with the WDRs.
Because the LEA’s compliance letter was issued following the June 19, 1998, violation letter and
issues identified in correspondence between the RWQCB and the SWUD from 1998 to 1999, the
chronological record shows steps toward compliance and providing the RWQCB with requested
elements to correct the violation issued in the June 19, 1998, letter. In short, the record reflects a
violation issued by the RWQCB on June 19, 1998, corrective steps that were implemented by the
SWUD to amend the violation (see Table 1; Correspondences 10, 12, 14, 18,19, 20, 22, 24, 25,
26, 28, 32) and the RWQCB’s compliance letter issued in November 1999 (see Table 1;
Correspondences 34 and 35).

In summary, the comment’s characterization of the record is incomplete because it cites notices
issued by the RWQCB in 1998, but does not describe subsequent correspondence between
SWUD and the RWQCB in response to those notices. The SWUD has responded to the

June 19, 1998, violation letter. Following that response, the RWQCB issued a letter to the LEA
stating that the Landfill is in compliance with its permits. In addition, the RWQCB issued
WDRs and a revised Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Benchfill project currently being
implemented at the Tajiguas Landfill.

The Tajiguas Landfill did receive a second violation in December 2001 (see Table 1;
Correspondence 54). The SWUD submitted a Spill Prevention Plan on January 25, 2002, to
achieve compliance with the WDRs (see Table 1; Correspondence 55). The RWQCB accepted
the Spill Prevention Plan (see Table 1; Correspondence 56), and the measures identified in the
plan are expected to be complete by October 2002.

See Responses 1-6 and 2-20.

Response 1-14
See Responses 1-1, 1-6 and 2-20.

Response 1-15
The responses associated with the GeoSolv Report, submitted as an attachment to the Heal the
Ocean and the Environmental Defense Center comments, are at Responses 2-1 through 2-48.
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TABLE 00 (Response 1-1)
TAJIGUAS LANDFILL BACTERIA SAMPLING
4TH QUARTER 2001

ANALYTICAL RESULTS
100’ Down
Stream
48" Drainin  from 48"
Sample Location Pila Creek Drain  GLCRS MW-2 MW-3 MW-4_ MW-14 _ MW-15 _ LLCRS HWDS Lab
Sample Date 12/4705 12/4/05  12/4/05  12/4/05 12/5/05 12/4/05 12/8/05 12/6/05 12/5/08 12/5/05
Test Method Number  Units-Detection Limit
Chlorine Residual SM 4500G mg/l - 0.2 ND@0.2 ND@0.2 ND@0.2 ND@0.2 ND@0.2 ND@0.2 ND@0.2 ND@0Q.2 ND@9.2 ND@Q.2 Creek
Total Coliform SM 9221B,C MPN/100mi -2 > 160,000 > 160,000 5,000 9 ND@2 ND@2 ND@2 ND@2 2400 ND@2  Creek
Fecal Coliform SM 9221E MPN/100ml -2 30,000 160,000 5,000 ND@2 ND@2 ND@2 ND@2 ND@2 AQ ND@2 Creek
E. coli SM 92238 MPN/100ml -2 30,000 90,000 2,400 ND@2 ND@2 ND@2 ND@2 ND@2 ND@2 ND@2 Creek
Enterococcus SM 92308 MPN/100m| -2 160,000 > 160,000 16,000 ND@2 ND@2 ND@2 ND@2 ND@2 900 ND@2 Creek
Chlorine Residual 4500CIG mg/l - 0.1 ND@0.1 ND@0.1 0.2 0.2 ND®@0A 0.2 ND@O.1 ND@0.1 ND@0.1 ND@0.1 FGL
Total Coliform SM 92218 MPN/1gom! -2 > 160,000 > 160,000 17,000 2 <2 <2 <2 4 3,000 4 FGL
Fecal Coliform SM 92218 MPN/100mi -2 > 160,000 > 160,000 11,000 <2 N NR NR <2 500 <2 FGL
E. coli EPA 1105 MPN/100ml -2 8,000 5,000 1,500 10 20 20 16 <2 40 <4 FGL*
Enterococcus SM 9230C cfu/100ml -1 140,000 140,000 4,200 2 4 <2 <2 <2 280 2 FGL*
Notes: * Subcontracted to Sierra Environmental, Monitoring, Inc., Reno, NV

Final EIR, July 2002

< Less than

> Greater than

ctu Colony-forming units

Creek Creek Environmental Laboratories, Inc., San Luis Obispo, CA
EPA (United States) Environmental Protection Agency

FGL Fruit Growers Laboratory, Santa Paula, CA

mg/L Milligrams per liter

mi Milliliters

MPN Most probable number

ND Not detected

NR Not required (fecal coliform analysis not required if total coliform result is ND)
M Standard Methods
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Table 1 (Response 1-6)
List of Correspondence
Tajiguas Landfill Expansion
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

Page 1 of 7
Correspondence # Chronological Regarding Description
Date/From/To
Correspondence 1 December 7, 1998 letter | Review of Waste Discharge Tajiguas Landfill Waste Discharge Requirements, RWQCB Order
from the RWQCB to the | Requirements order 93-69, Tajiguas No. 93-69.

SWUD (Order No. 93-
69 attached)

Class 111 Landfill, Santa Barbara
County

Correspondence 2

March 4, 1999 letter for
the RWQCB to the
SWUD

Revised Monitoring and Reporting
Program 93-69 for Tajiguas Class 111
Landfill, Santa Barbara County

Revisions to the Monitoring and Reporting Program for compliance
with Waste Discharge Requirements, RWQCB Order No. 93-69 to
require monitoring and reporting of newly constructed pollution
control systems, additional surface water sampling points and
constituents, and to update regulatory changes.

Correspondence 3

March 3, 1998 letter

Tajiguas Landfill Erosion Control

Describing the RWQCB’s position on the landfill’s compliance with

from the RWQCB to the | Plan & Compliance Update the WDRs.
SWUD (Attachment to
the April 2-3, 1998 Staffi
Report)
Correspondence 4 May 5, 1998 comment Tajiguas Landfill Expansion - Notice | Issue areas that require analyses include five foot separation from

letter from the RWQCB
to SWUD on the
April 1, 1998, Notice of

of Preparation

groundwater, flood events, groundwater conditions, surface water, old
sedimentation basins, leachate recirculation, grading on the Baron
Ranch, road alignment, slope stability evaluation, other alternatives,

Preparation ocean impacts and compliance demonstration,

Correspondence § June 1, 1998 from Erosion Control Work Plan Erosion Control Work Plan submittal.
SWUD to RWQCB

Correspondence 6 June 19, 1999 letter Notice of Violation, Time Schedule Describing requirements and time lines for various components of
from the RWQCB to the | Compliance, Tajiguas Class 111 work plans previously submitted by the SWUD and erosion control
SWUD and errata dated | Landfill, Santa Barbara County measures.

July 16, 1998.

Correspondence 7

June 29, 1998 RWQCB
Memo to File

Internal Memo-Complaint/Impact
Investigation Staff Report — Tajiguas
Class Il Landfill - Santa Barbara
County, Board Order No. 93-69

Internal memo.

Final EIR, July 2002
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Page 2 of 7

Correspondence # IC):::; (;::Loﬁﬁl; Regar(!ing Description
Correspondence 8 July 8, 1998 letter from | Central Coast Regional Water Explained that the June 29, 1998 memo (Correspondence 7 above) was
the RWQCB to the Quality Control Board Internal considered an internal working draft and was not representative of the
SWUD Memo Regarding the Ta_uguas RWQCB’s official stance on matters concerning the Tajiguas Landfill.

Landfill

The letter refers SWUD to the June 19, 1998 letter (Correspondence 6)
is the RWQCB’s official response to complaints and violations that
occurred at the landfill during the past winter.

Correspondence 9

July 16, 1998 letter from

Report of Release Notifications

RWQCB comments on the Erosion Control Work plan Addendum and

the RWQCB to the requirements and schedule for additional information on gas/ground
SWUD : water issue.

Correspondence 10 August 12, 1998 letter Notice of Violation, Time Schedule Response to June 19, 1998 letter (Correspondence S, above). Submittal
from the SWUD to the for Compliance, Tajiguas Class III of Trench Water Management Plan.
RWQCB Landfill, Santa Barbara County

Correspondence 11 August 21 and 25, 1998 : Request for time extension for submittal of information required to
RWQCB Phone Log clear violations.

Correspondence 12

September 8, 1998 letter
from SWUD to the

Repair of Abandoned Culvert at
Tajiguas Landfill

Update on the progress of the violation associated with an abandoned
culvert as required in the July 16, 1998 letter.

RWQCB :

Correspondence 13 September 16, 1998 Trench Water Management Plan, Comments on the plan submitted on August 12 (Correspondence 7,
letter from the RWQCB | Tajiguas Class I Landfill above).
to the SWUD f

Correspondence 14 September 21, 1998 Erosion Control Work plan Information provided RE: relation between groundwater constituents
letter from the SWUD to | Addendum, Report of Release and landfill gas.
the RWQCB Notifications

Correspondence 15 October 29, 1998 letter Landfill Inspection, Tajiguas Inspection summary. No violations noted during inspection, however
from the RWQCB to the | Class Ill Landfill noted that improvements to Pila Creek need to be done by
SWUD November 15, 1998.

Correspondence 16 November 25, 1998 Landfill Inspection, Tajiguas Inspection summary. Commendation to the County’s Solid Waste staff
letter from the RWQCB | Class I Landfill, Santa Barbara for the significant amount of erosion and sediment control that has
to the SWUD County been accomplished at the site.

Correspondence 17 December 1, 1998 letter | Improvements to Pila Creek South of | Progress update on the construction of an in-channel sedimentation
from the SWUD to the the Landfill basin south of the landfill.
RWQCB :

Correspondence 18 December 15, 1998 Landfill Inspection, Tajiguas Response to the October 29, 1998 letter from the RWQCB to the
letter from the SWUD to | Class III Landfill SWUD (Correspondence 16, above). Progress report on projects
the RWQCB completed to amend violations.

Final EIR, Ju!y 2002
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Page 3 of 7
Correspondence # Chronological Regarding Description
Date/From/To
Correspondence 19 December 22, 1998 Notice of Violation, Time Schedule Response to the June 19, 1998 NOV (see Correspondence 3, above).
letter from the SWUD to | Compliance Tajiguas Class 11] Update on Trench Water Management improvements.
the RWOQCB Landfill, Santa Barbara County

Correspondence 20

December 29, 1998
letter from the SWUD to

Coastal Development Permit Case
No. 98-CDP-245

Notice that excess water recovered from the trench would be delivered
to Goleta Sanitation District rather than used for spray irrigation.

Santa Barbara County
Planning &
Development

Correspondence 21 March 8, 1999 letter Progress Report — In-Channel Update on progress ofidesign, environmental review and permitting
from the SWUD to the Sediment Basin South of Tajiguas requirements for the in-channel sediment basin south of the landfill.
RWQCB Landfill, County of Santa Barbara

Correspondence 22

March 19, 1999 letter
from the SWUD to the
RWQCB

Status Report of Release Notification
— Detection of VOCs in Lysimeter
and Monitoring Well — Tajiguas
Landfill

Report that phase one of the action to correct this violation was
unsuccessful and phase two is being implemented.

Correspondence 23

March 24, 1999 letter
from the SWUD to the

Operation of Groundwater/Leachate
Collection System- Tajiguas Landfill

Update of improvements to the Trench Water Management system
(Groundwater/Leachate Collection System) and the results of operation

RWQCB and monitoring.

Correspondence 24 March 29, 1999 letter Notice of Violation, Time Schedule Update of the tasks that have been completed to manage the
from the SWUD to the for Compliance, Tajiguas Class 111 Groundwater/Leachate Collection Recovery System (cutoff trench).
RWQCB landfill, Santa Barbara County

Correspondence 25 May 5, 1999 letter from | Status Report of Release Notification | Report that phase two to correct the violation is decreasing methane
the SWUD to the letter from the SWUD to the levels and SWUD will continue monitoring for a 2-month period.
RWQCB RWQCB

Correspondence 26 April 30, 1999 letter Compliance Update Submittal contained information on the correlation of the response of
from the SWUD to the the GLCRS water levels with rainfall events, provided an update on the
RWQCB sedimentation basin progress, etc.

Correspondence 27 April 30, 1999 from Jim | Complaint Letter Number of questions regarding compliance status of the Tajiguas
Kinninger to Landfill.
Environmental Health
Services (LEA)

Correspondence 28 May 19, 1999 letter Tajiguas Landfill #43-AA-0015 Responses to Mr. Kinninger’s letter (Correspondence 23).
from the LEA to Jim Bench fill Project Complaint
Kinninger

Correspondence 29

May 27, 1999 letter
from the RWQCB to
Jim Kinninger

Tajiguas Class III Landfill, Santa
Barbara County; Compliance Issues

A response to Mr. Kinninger’s letter (Correspondence 23) stating that
conditions at the landfill continue to improve and summarizes actions
that the SWUD had implemented.

Final EIR, July 2002
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Page 4 of 7

Chronological

Correspondence # Date/From/To Regar(!iing Description
Correspondence 30 August 16, 1999 letter Response to Comments Slope Review and response by consultants found that configuration of the
from the SWUD to the Evaluation, Tajiguas Landfill, Santa landfill south slope is feasible.
RWQCB and EHS Barbara County ;

Correspondence 31

August 16, 1999 letter
from Santa Barbara
County Planning and
Development (P&D) to
SWUD

Tajiguas Landfill Bench Plan:
Review of Local Permit
Requirements, APNs 081-150-019
and -026

Review of local permit requirements.

Correspondence 32

August 24, 1999

Status of Tajiguas Landfill Water
System and Storm Drain Repair
Projects ;

Update on progress.

Correspondence 33

August 27, 1999 letter

Tajiguas Class Il Landfill, Santa

Comments on the SWUD’s compliance update letter of April 30, 1999

from the RWQCB to the | Barbara County (Correspondence 23, above).
SwWUD

Correspondence 34 November 9, 1999 Compliance Status, Tajiguas Stated that the Tajiguas Landfill is in compliance with Waste
letter for the RWQCB | Landfill, Santa Barbara County Discharge Requirements Order No. 93-69, the landfill’s operators
to EHS have satisfactorily addressed or are in process of addressing all

violations of order No. 93-69 and noted in the August 27, 1999
letter (Correspondence 26) and the RWQCB concurs with the
findings and conclusions of the slope stability analysis included in
the SWUD’s letter of August 16, 1999 letter to the RWQCB and
Environmental Health Services (Correspondence 27)

Correspondence 35

November 12, 1999
letter from the
RWQCB to EHS

Compliance Status, Tajiguas
Landfill, Santa Barbara County

Says that the Tajiguas Landfill is in complete compliance with
Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. 93-69.

Correspondence 36

November 15, 1999
letter from SWUD to the

Tajiguas Landfill - Completion of
Groundwater Recovery Trench

Notification that construction of the proposed Water System
Improvements is complete, tested and operational. Other drainage

RQWQCB Water System Improvements system improvements noted.

Correspondence 37 - November 30, 1999 Project Status Report/Compliance Response to the August 27, 1999 letter (Correspondence 28). Updates
letter from the SWUD to | Update ' on the Groundwater Extraction System (largely complete) and the
the RWQCB Tajiguas Landfill, Santa Barbara down canyon out-of channel sedimentation basin (RWQCB to

County

reevaluate the need for this basin based on erosion control
improvements accomplished at the landfill).

Correspondence 38

December 3, 1999 letter
from the SWUD to the
RWQCB

Project Status Report/Compliance
Update

Update on the Groundwater Extraction System at Piezometer P-20 is
completed, tested and operational.

Final EIR, July 2002
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Page 5 of 7

Correspondence #

Chronological
Date/From/To

Regarding

Description

Correspondence 39

December 21, 1999 1
letter from the SWUD to

Methodology for Sedimentation
Study of Pila Creek Watershed

Information on the method to use for the Pila Creek Watershed
Sedimentation Study.

the RWQCB
Correspondence 40 December 28, 1999 Project Status Report/Compliance Clarification of the scope of the evaluation for the need of the down-
letter from the SWUD to | Update canyon out-of channel sedimentation basin. The evaluation due date
the RWQCB Tajiguas Landfill, Santa Barbara was February 29, 2000.
County
Correspondence 41 February 24, 2000 Tajiguas Surface and Groundwater Summarized findings of Dr. Arturo Keller, Dr. John Gray, and Mr.

memo from SWUD to
EHS

Summaries

Mark Grivetti that there is no need for concern with respect to
groundwater issues at the landfill. Heal the Ocean obtained all surface
and groundwater quality data in June 1997. No pollution concerns
were identified during the 7 months they reviewed the data.

Correspondence 42

March 31, 2000 letter
from the SWUD to the
RWQCB

Comparative Soil Loss Analysis of
the Pila Creek Watershed

Report submitted to support the evaluation of the need for the
down-canyon out-of-channel sedimentation basin and included the
chronology of events to date with regards to the sedimentation basin.

Correspondence 43

March 15, 2000 letter
from the Gaviota Coast
Conservancy (GCC) to
the RWQCB

Concerns with the Tajiguas Landfill

Concerns included: bacteria (high levels where water enters Pila Creek
downstream of the landfill), water quality testing results and reporting,
turbidity, monitoring well locations, groundwater inflow and five-foot
separation between groundwater and the landfill, lysimeters and VOC
migration offsite, expansion of the landfill over the Vaqueros
formation, and the landfill expansion liner.

Correspondence 44

April 13, 2000 letter
from the SWUD to the
RWQCB

Non-Hazardous Characterization of
Liquid from Pollution Control
Systems, Tajiguas Landfill, Santa
Barbara County

Confirmation of required testing for the Horizontal Well Dewatering
System annually and that the compounds monitored will consist of
volatile organics compounds and metals. Results of the analysis are to
be included in the annual report submitted to the RWQCB.

Correspondence 45

May 25, 2000 letter
from the GCC to the
RWQCB

Tajiguas Landfill Semi Annual and
Annual Water Quality Monitoring
Report, January 2000

Comments on the Report based on a more exhaustive list of
compounds tested. Concern with “tentatively identified compounds”
or “TICs”, contamination of water downstream of the landfill,
adequacy of downstream monitoring points, perched water in the
landfill, adequacy of the North Groundwater Management System, and
discontinuance of bacterial testing in Pila Creek.

Correspondence 46

June 21, 2000 letter
from the GCC to the
Santa Barbara County
Grand Jury

Tajiguas Landfill

Concerned with the Grand Jury’s recent report. Issues areas include:
migration of leachate downstream of the landfill, unresponsiveness to
Grand Jury recommendations by Public Works, inadequacy of
monitoring wells, excessive bacteria and pore contamination.

Final EIR, July 2002
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Page 6 of 7

Correspondence # g::; 3;225';;: Regarding Description
Correspondence 47 June 30, 2000 letter Tajiguas Landfill Down-Canyon, Found that the combined efforts of the upper canyon in-channel and
from the SWUD to the Out-of-Channel Sedimentation Basin | out-of-channel sedimentation basins and the aggressive sediment
RWQCB management discharge have addressed the sediment discharge
concerns as noted in the June 19, 1999 RWQCB letter
(Correspondence 4). The SWUD provided a chronology of events
leading up to the development of the sedimentation basin and
committed to pursuing the down-canyon, out-of-channel sedimentation
basin as an additional best management practice. A schedule to
develop the basin was to be provided to the RWQCB by July 21, 2000.
Correspondence 43 June 30, 2000 letter GCC Letter to RWQCB Dated SWUD responses to the GCC’s concerns. This letter explained the

from SWUD to the
RWQCB

3/15/00 — Tajiguas Landfill

landfill’s storm drain systems and described their condition and flow
rates. In addition, the surface and subsurface water testing results were
explained and ongoing monitoring and site improvements were
discussed. The SWUD expressed interest in continuing to work with
the RWQCB on the five-foot separation from groundwater issue. The
SWUD also requested any additional information the GCC may have
on the presence of groundwater or springs beneath the landfill.

Correspondence 49

July 21, 2000 letter from
SWUD to the RWQCB

Tajiguas Landfill Down-Canyon,
Out-of-Channel Sedimentation Basin

Proposed schedule to develop the basin. Completion date expected by
August 2003 due to the complex permitting requirements associated
with development in Pila Creek.

Correspondence 50 October 24, 2000 letter Response to RWQCB Summarized an October 10, 2000 meeting where the County of Santa
from SWUD to the September 27, 2000 Letter Barbara P&D explained the basin could not be permitted in it’s
RWQCB Tajiguas Down-Canyon, Out-of: proposed location. SWUD proposes locating the basin within the
Channel Sedimentation Basin permitted operations area of the Landfill.
Correspondence 51 October 27, 2000 letter Tajiguas Landfill, Santa Barbara The RWQCB’s response to the GCC’s March 15 and May 25,2000
from the RWQCB to the | County letters.
GCC
Correspondence 52 December 8, 2000 letter | Tajiguas Landfill Proposed Sediment | Letter summarizing the historic chronology of the basin to the 7
from SWUD to the Control Structure structure, the requirements and schedule to develop the structure. The
RWQCB structure completion date is October 21, 2002.
Correspondence 53 January 23, 2001 letter Tajiguas Landfill Office Trailer and Stated that the sedimentation basin does not require a Coastal
Sediment Control Structure — Development Permit and is not a project under CEQA. The

from P&D to the SWUD

Exemption form Permit
Requirements

implementation of erosion and sedimentation control measures located
below the 1978 Solid Waste Facilities Permit elevation limit of

400 feet MSL and considered part of the ongoing operation of the
historic landfill.

Final EIR, July 2002
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Page 7 of 7
Chronological . T
Correspondence # Date/From/To Regarding Description
Correspondence 54 December 31, 2001 Tajiguas Landfill Proposed Sediment | Update of permitting status and that the Board of Supervisors had
letter from the SWUD to | Control Structure Update approved the project for advertising on December 11, 2001,
the RWQCB

Correspondence 55

December 19, 2001
letter from the RWQCB
to the SWUD

Tajiguas Landfill, Santa Barbara
County; Leachate Collection and
Removal System Overflow — Notice
of Violation

Violation following notification by SWUD that the liner leachate
collection and removal system tank had overflowed. The RWQCB
required immediate action to prevent future spills and a Spill
Prevention Plan detailing improvements to mechanical systems and
operational procedures by January 30, 2002,

Correspondence 56

January 25, 2002 letter
from the SWUD to the
RWQCB

Tajiguas Landfill, Santa Barbara
County; Leachate Collection and
Removal System Draft Spill
Prevention Plan — Compliance with
Waste Discharge Requirements,
Order No. 93-69 and the California
Water Code

Submittal of the Spill Prevention Plan required by the RWQCB to
achieve compliance with the December 19, 2001 violation.

Correspondence 57

March 5, 2002 letter
from the RWQCB to the
SWUD

Tajiguas Landfill, Santa Barbara

County; Leachate Collection and

Removal System Spill Prevention
Plan

Acknowledge that the SWUD has implemented spill prevention
measure to achieve compliance with the violation. Required a detailed
schematic drawing and operating procedures for the entire system by
July 5, 2002.

Final EIR, July 2002
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Table 2 (Response 1-6)
Summary of
Issue Areas and Responses

Page 1 of 2

Issue Area

Suspected/Confirmed Violation

SWUD’s Response

RWQCB’s Response

Groundwater Contamination

Presence of volatile organic constituents
(VOCs) in groundwater south of the
landfill

Installed operational improvements
to groundwater extraction trench
(cut-off trench).

Installation of a gas extraction
system.

Extraction trench and gas collection
system appear to contain VOCs in
groundwater on-site.

Presence of a seep south of the extraction
trench '

Pumping water from trench to
minimize discharge to Pila Creek.

Extraction trench appears to contain
water on-site.

Surface Water Degradation

Sporadic presence of VOCs in surface
water of Pila Creek south of the (cut-off)
trench.

Operational improvements to
groundwater extraction trench (cut-
off trench).

Installation of a landfill gas
extraction system to remove VOCs
from groundwater.

Excessive Sediment /Turbidity

Submitted a “Technical Workplan,
Surface Water Monitoring, Erosion
Control Plan” to the RWQCB in
January 1998.

Provided comments in the
RWQCB’s letter of:March 3, 1998
(Discussed below).

Investigating compliance with
Ocean Plan standards.

Trash

Trash in Pila Creek and on the nearby
downstream beach. '

Installed litter screens around culvert
inlets, installed three permanent
trash racks in lower Pila Creek and
initiated use of ten portable litter
fences around the Landfill working
face. Use of litter crews to collect
errant trash.

Monitoring concern to assess
possible water quality impacts-lead
agency for this concern is the
County Environmental Health
Services (EHS).

Final EIR, July 2002
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Issue Area Suspected/Confirmed Violation SWUD’s Response RWQCB’s Response
Medical Waste Suspected medical waste on the beach Investigated the concern-not Coordinated with EHS for
downstream of the Landfill. confirmed if the Landfill was the resolution.

source. One-time event. Has not
occurred since.

Coliform High level in the surf zone near the Investigating sources with EHS. Arroyo Quemado Creek, which is

Landfill. not influenced by the Landfill, was
found to be significantly higher in

Completed the Bacteria Source Study for Coliform than Pila Creek. Difficult

the lower Arroyo Quemado Creek issue to resolve.

watershed. The source of the greatest

amount of bacteria was seabirds, most

notably, seagulls.

Wood Chips Wood chip use is good for erosion, but Require SWUD to demonstrate that
the wood chips possibly migrate off-site the chips would not leave the site
during heavy rains. during wet weather events.

Foam Discharge of foam to Pila Creek and the Foam use is approved as alternative | Warned SWUD that discharge of

downstream beach.

daily cover (ADC) But has not been
used as ADC at the landfill since
October 1998.

foam and failure to reportis a
violation of Order No. 93-69.

Final EIR, July 2002
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Environmental and Hydrogeologieal Consulting
PO BOX §390; Senta Rosa, CA954os {by US mall) .
s , Santa Ros ,mssaoslbysedxl

Phone: (707) 284—3828 Cell (707] 321-1143

geosolv@caltatg,cgm Fax: (707) 284-3827
Alternate address

George Paviov.

6822 Matilija Avenue, Vin Nuys, CA 91405 )

Bus Llne. (818) 785-7334 Fax' (818) 908-9355 .

Gaviota Coast Conservancy
2099 Refugio Road
Goleta, CA 931117

Heal the Ocean
PO Box 4818
Santa Barbara, CA 93140

Surftidef Foundation, Santa Barbara Chapter
PO Box 60021
Santa Barbara, CA 93160

December 12, 2001

SUBJECT: EVALUATION AND REPORTING ON CONTAMINANT HYDROGEOLOGICAL
CONDITIONS AT THE TAJIGUAS LANDFILL

This is the completed report on evaluating the Draft EIR. Based on the reviewed information,
our conclusion is that the Tajiquas Landfill as of today, poses undetermined likely risk to
human health, drinking water and the environment. We recommend steps, that we believe,
can help to assess the impact on the environment and design adequate mitigation plan.

We thank you for the opportunity to be part of this project and we are looking forward to
work with you in the future on other environmental issues.

Sincerely,

S 20 A0

Franklin J. Goldman
CEO/GeoSolv, LLC
Registered Geologist No. 5557
Certified Hydrogeologist No. 466

Coopper fRorbls—

George Paviov
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Tajiguas Landfill was opened by Santa Barbara County in 1967 as a Class llf solid
waste disposal site. Small volumes of waste had been unofficially dumped on the
canyon floor even before the site came under County contrel. Does not appear to be
any record for any removal of alluvium, During the initial period of County operation,
1and filling took place along both banks of the Canada de la Pila streambed, from
which flow had not been diverted. Waste was then placed in the streambed,
damming off runoff from the upper watershed. Currently the landfill is permitted to
receive 1,500 tons per day of municipal solid waste.

The landfill area occupies the central portion of the Canada de La Pila, a narrow
canyon cut into the south flank of the Santa Ynez Mountains. Canada de la Pila
Creek flows directly into the Pacific Ocean, about 0.4 mile south of the landfill.
Elevations range from 120 feet above mst in the lower canyon area at the surface
discharge point to about 1150 feet at the watershed divide. Canada de La Pila isan
ephemeral creek and drains a watershed of about 468 acres. Of this, about 200 acres
lie upstream from the landfill along the main canyon.

The Technical Report, prepared by the County of Santa Barbara, Department of
Public Works, Solid Waste & Utilities Division, defines four laterally contiguous
segments of the Pila Creek drainage basin, based upon physiographical
characteristics and land use practices which are listed as follows:

The relatively undisturbed headwaters area;
The upper canyon area;

The landfill area;

The lower canyon area.

s o o o

The landfill area includes the majority of the watershed area that has been
disturbed by site devélopment activities. The landfill itself occupies approximately 78
acres.

According to the Santa Barbara County Flood Control Districts 1993 Precipitation
Report, the mean annual rainfall at the Tajiguas rain gaging station is 17.75 inches,
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and the depth of the 100-year, 24-hours storm is 7.85 inches. The average annual
runcft is five inches per year.

Rainfall in the northernmost portion of the Pita Creek watershed is a 20.01 inches
per year area-weighted average and 18.34 inches per year area weighted average
precipitation for the lower watershed area (Santa Barbara County Public Works
Department - Solid Waste and Utilities Division, 2001}, The calculated runoff from the
upper and lower watershed areas are estimated to be 25 AF per year and 21 AF per
year, respectively; resulting in a total combined runoff of 46 AF per year.

Geologic materials identified during field mapping and drilling consist of
Quaternary-age alluvium, colluvium and artificial fill which overly Tertiary-age
bedrock consisting of the Rincon Shale and the Monterey Formation. The aliuvium
consists of recent stream-laid deposits of Canada de 1a Pila Creek and occurs in a
narrow zone in the canyon bottom. Recent alluvium unconformably overlies fill and
colluvial soil in the valley bottom. The older alluvium unit underlies artificial fill and
colluvial soils and overlies Rincon Shale. The older alluvium consists of silty to
locally gravelly sand and is similar to the recent alluvium in composition. Colluvium
consists of a heterogeneous mass of soil or rock fragments deposited by sheetﬂow
or gradual accumulation at or near the base of a slope.

The contact between the Rincon Shale and the Monterey Formation trends
roughly east-west on both sides of the canyon and dips approximately 50 to 60
degrees to the south. The contact between the two appears to be transitional over a
10 to 20 foot thick zone.

A zone of weathered bedrock, generally less than ten feet thick, is present over
most of site area.

The Rincon Shale is the bedrock formation that underlies most of the landfill area
as well as a broad area to the north. It is predominantly a grey to olive-drab
mudstone containing % to 2 foot thick interbeds of orange-brown weathering
dolomitic limestone, foraminiferal marl and pale yellow brown to olive-brown
bentonitic, lithic-vitric tuff at the top of the formation.

Bedding in the Rincon Shale and the Monterey Formation at the site trend
approximately east-west and homoclinally dip about 60 degrees to the south. Local
variations in strike and dip occur, most of which appear to be related to faulting.

A fault zone is observed in a surface outcrop approximately 500 feet east of the
canyon bottom, near the Rincon to Monterey contact. This fault zone strikes N8OE
and dips approximately 80 degrees to the south, The fault shows a reverse sense of
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movement and juxtaposes the Rincon and Monterey rocks, The projected trace of
this fault would cross the canyon bottom. This fault has not been mapped directly on
the site, (D&M, 1988)

Groundwater in contact with landfill waste

r A pumping system removes water coming from the upper canyon area behind
the landfill in the canyon bottom in atternpt to reduce inflows into the landfill bottorn.
Some surface water and groundwater however, enters the landfill along several
paths, the most important of which may be the streambed and the streambed
alluvium left in place under the landfill. Another source of recharge for the water
Ltable in the landfill would be direct infiltration of the rainfall.

Status Report by ARCADIS G&M, page 15 of 17, Image 110} within the Tajiguas
Landfill waste mass has been defined by the groundwater present in monitoring and
. dewatering wells located throughout the landfill (see GeoSolv cross section, based
upon well data from the July 2001 SEMI-ANNUAL WATER QUALITY MONITORING
REPORT PREPARED BY COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA PUBLIC WORKS .
DEPARTMENT SOLID WASTE & UTILITIES DIVISION). This is a clear violation of the
5-foot separation rule which states that the bottom of the fandfill waste mass must
be five or more vertical feet above the highest seasonal groundwater table,
(Combined SWRCB/CIWMB Regulations Division 2, Title 27, Article 3, 520240 and
__Title 23, Divison 3, Chapter15, Article 3, §2530)

r The basal groundwater table (seé September 2001 Hydrologic Investigations

~” A review of the Collection Trench Profile and Details in the June 17, 1998
Corrective Action plan shows that the original trench excavation was founded inat
least eight (8) feet of unweathered Rincon to intercept some of the underflow of
groundwater contaminated by the landfill from exiting the confines of the landfill and
migrating offsite to the beaches and ocean. Although, this implies that the
unweathered Rincon is impermeable, the Environmental Impact Report, TABLE 3.2-3
STRATIGRAPHY OF TAJIGUAS LANDFILL PROJECT SITE) states that the “The
unweathered Rincon is mainly massive, but zones of intensely fractured rock have
been observed.” The Environmental impact Report, page 3.3-9 states, “The
groundwater flows from topographically high areas downward to stream channels,
whete the flow emerges as discharge to the streams if the water level is high
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enough or as underflow in alluvial fill or fractured bedrock below the channel.” it is
clear that intensely fractured rock likely exists in bedrock below the channel and can
be very permeable allowing contaminated underflow to bypass the interceptor
trench. The original topography and Pila Creek bed are shown on GeoSolv Original

| Topography of Vicinity of Pila Creek map.

™™ “The Collection Trench Profile and Details cross section also verifies that the 20 to
35 feet of soil exposures on the east and west sides of the trench are permeable
alluvium, (See GeoSolv Tajiguas Landfill Map) This provides migratory, pathways for
contarminated groundwater to bypass the trench and contarninate groundwater in
the Monterey Shale formation, at the Arroyo Quemada community and the beaches

\beyond.

" Since the community of Arroyo Quemada utilize groundwater from the

Monterey/Alluvium hydrogeologic unit for domestic supply, the landfill is posing a
threat to groundwater with potential and or existing drinking water beneficial Uses
(see page 3.3-49 of the EIR). Furthermore, unless otherwise indicated within the
Basin Plan or a formal Regional Board Order which de-designates a surface or
groundwater body's beneficial use designation, groundwater in the Rincon,
Vaqueros and Sespe-Alegria, and the Gaviota hydrogeologic units are cansidered to
have potential or existing drinking water beneficial use designations. Therefore,
contaminated groundwater in the Rincon in direct contact with the contaminated
groundwater that saturates the landfill mass, is considered to be drinking water and
should be treated as such. The draft EIR conspicuously leaves out the beneficial use

designations for the groundwater in the Rincon Hydrologic Unit.

On page 3.3-17 of the Draft EIR the Monterey Formation is stated to consist of
“weathered and fractured Monterey Formation shales and siltstones south of the
existing landfill, as well as valley bottom alluvial and colluvial deposits in the lower
canyon area.” Since the monitoring wells, located down gradient of the interceptor
trench, are founded in colluvium, contaminated groundwater underflow in the
fractured shales and siltstone may escape the grossly inadequate monitoring system
and reach the beach and ocean.

Since, based on the preceeding discussion, the interceptor trench does not
prevent all groundwater from escaping the landfill, it is necessary to establish its
Loverall effectiveness. ’

The surface run-off in the upper portion of the Pila Creek watershed is captured in
three retention basins focated directly north of the current landfill. One is an out-of-
channel basin and two are in-channel basins located at an approximate elevation of
400 to 500 feet above MSL. All three retention basins are unlined and are
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constructed in natural soils, The out-of-channel basin captureés storm water runoff
predominantly from south and west-facing slopes along the east side of Pila Creek
and upstream of the landfill area. Excess runoff from this cut-of~channel basin is
captured in the two nearby in-channel basins.

The water from the three basins is routed west of the landfill ares in & 48 inch
culvert, which is emptied into the streambed of Pila Creek at a box culvert opening
located approximately 200 feet south of the administrative buildings. The box culvert
opening is identified as the landfill's surface water discharge point. This
surface-water diversion system was not installed until the landfill had been raised
about 25 feet above the streambed.

Surface water runoff from a portion of the landfill upper deck and portions of the
bench areas also drain into this 48-inch culvert. It would seem that surface water
may have come in contact with the landfill mass and will be contaminated. Periodic

L monitoring for dissolved chemicals in the water of the diversion system is needed.

The east culvert system collects storm water runoff from the majority of the
landfill proper and routes it to the same discharge point.

™ . The interceptor trench is reported to receive groundwater from underflow from
alluvium and formation rock as well as from water which is collected by the GLCRS.
As of June 4, 1998 (i.e. approximately 6 years of water collection), they have
produced 9,106,943 gallons of water from the trench (i.e. 1,517,824 gallons of water
collected per year). This large volume of water appears to come from two sources;
basal groundwater underflow contaminated by the landfill mass and from leachate
collection pipes located in the upper portions of the landfill.

—

r According to the October 2000 Technical Report Review of Surface Water
Resources Page 6, the Pila Creek watershed yields 46 acre feet per year {i.e,
14,988,125 gallons) and only 1,517,824 gallons of water is collected by the trench
each year. Since Pila Creek is not equipped with a stream gauging station, it is not
known how much surface water run-off is captured by the culvert systems which are
directing the flow into the Pila Creek bed at the surface water discharge point.

Since up to 13 million gallons of water per year potentially bypass the collection
trench, it is important to have an accurate account of the total surface water run-off,
collected by the culvert systems. The balance between the 13 million gallons and the
amount of water, measured at the surface water discharge point, will provide the
volume of groundwater contaminated by the landfill mass, escaping the collection
trench. The water balance must include a determination as to how much water is

used for irrigation, what types of garth materials are undergoing irrigation, all

2\
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Lmethods of distribution and application of irrigation water, and where and when the

irrigation is performed. In this way it can be determined how much water is lost to
evapotranspiration, evaporation, and the landfill mass itself, etc.

INVESTIGATION AND MONITORING CONTAMINANT MiGRATORY PATHWAYS

The current grouhdwater monitoring system seems inadequate to intercept the
dissolved contaminants in groundwater bypassing the trench. Regulations state that
a sufficient number of groundwater monitoring points must be established to assure
that contaminants cannot bypass the monitoring well network (Article 4, §20415 (D)),

Many springs which have been reported in the Cady Declaration which are
representative of some of the groundwater flow paths not addressed in any
technical documents to date, are supposed to be clearly identified on a map so that
their influence on landfill contaminant migration can be evaluated (Article 4, §21750
(g) (5)). See regulatory reference bellow.

§21750. SWRCB - Waste Managerment Unit (Unit) Characteristics and Attributes to

be Described in the ROWD. [C15: §2595 & §2547(a) // T14: §17777, §18260, §18263,

& §18264] ’
(a) ldentity Potential Impairment — Dischargers shall provide in the report of
waste discharge ("ROWD", including any such report integrated into a Joint
Technical Document (JTD), pursuant to §21585) an analysis describing how the
ground and surface water could affect the Unit and how the Unit, including how
any waste, if it escapes from the Unit, could affect the beneficial uses of ground
water bodies {including, but not limited to, any aquifers underlying the facility)
and surface water bodies. The RWQCB shall use this information to determine
the suitability of the Unit with respect to ground water protection and avoidance
of geologic hazards and to demonstrate that the Unit meets the classification
criteria set forth in Article 3, Subchapter 2, Chapter 3, Subdivision 1 of this
division (§20240 et seq.).

{g) Hydrogeology.

{1} General — An evaluation of the water bearmg characteristics of the natural
geologic materials identified under {f}{2)including determination of hydraulic
conductivity, delineation of ail ground water zones and basic data used to
determine the above,

(5) Springs - A map showing the location of all springs within the waste
management facility and within one mile of its perimeter, The map shall be
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accompanied by tabular data indicating the flow and the mineral quality of the
water from each spring.

Two parallel groundwater monitoring curtains should be placed on either side of

the interceptor trench to determine the nature of contaminated groundwater which
bypasses the trench.

On pages 3.3-18, 3.3-21, and 3.3-22 the draft EIR states,

“A component of the southward groundwater flow is blocked by cross-strike
(east-west trending), low permeability aquitard units. For example, water
level monitoring data indicate that some groundwater flow within the
Vaqueros aquifer is deflected eastward, around the Rincon Formation
(aquitard), where it may discharge as base flow to the alluvium in Arroyo
Quemado (EMCQON, 1994b). This suggests that bedrock aquifers exposed in
Canada de la Pila may be hydraulically connected to those in adjacent
canyons and watersheds via lateral flow afong contacts with aquitard units.

These conditions indicate that at least a portion of the groundwater within the
Vaqueros Formation flows eastward and may discharge to the Arroyo
Quemado alluvium.

Seasonally, Vaqueros Formation water levels in monitoring wells e.g.,
(MW-10 and MW-13) near the former Pila Creek channel appear to be at or
above the former ground surface efevation of approximately 250 feet above
msl. This implies that a portion of the groundwater from the Vaqueros
Formation likely discharges to the former Pila Creek channel alluvium or
artificial fill beneath the existing landfill. As of late 1999, the County SWUD
has initiated dewatering and monitoring to minimize this discharge
potential.”

This groundwater flow diversion must be defined in the subsurface in order to
develop a corrective action plan. Such a plan should address methods for
preventing the migration of subsurface contaminants to groundwater and surface
water by investigation and monitoring of the contaminant migratory pathways.

Without a proper understanding of this groundwater flow regime and without

knowing the migratory pathways for contaminated groundwater, mini.mizing tpe )
discharge potential of contaminated groundwater by strategically placing monitoring
and dewatering wells is very unlikely to be effective and is certainly not verifiable.

Specifically, the groundwater and surface water pathways which can transport
high levels of bacteria from the landfill waste to the beach at the Arroyo Quemada
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Community where bacteria has been identified must be evaluated. It is curious that
the November 2001, Bacteria Source Study, by URS Consultants, only reports water
sampling for bacteria in Arroyo Quemado Creek watershed, which is the water shed
east of Canada de la Pila watershed. This assumes that the bacteria is coming from
Arroyo Quemado Creek and totally ignores the fact that the bacteria can be coming
from the landfill directly. It appears, however, that the landfill's operators do not
intend to address this issue as is demonstrated by the text in the draft EIR on page
3.3440 which discusses the high bacteria counts in Ocean water at Arroyo Quemado
Beach yet does not even consider addressing the question as to whether or not
there is a relationship between water in the landfill waste and the contamination at
the beach. Furthermore, the terms “landfill operations” and “landfill activities,” which
are used to imply these as potential sources of bacteriological contamination at the
beach, seemn to exclude the concept that the landfill waste mass may be a source of
bacteriological contamination via subsurface flows. See excerpt below:

As discussed previously, widespread concern has arisen in Santa Barbara
County over the presence of high bacteria counts in ocean water which has
prompted beach closures and advisories at many County beaches. Of
particular concern in the project area is Arroyo Quemado Beach. The beach
area fronting the mouth of the creek has been subject to advisory or closure
on many occasions since testing began in 1997. Residents in the Arroyo
Quemada community and others have suggested that the landfill may be
responsible for these conditions. The current evaluation of indicator bacteria
focuses on conditions in Pila Creek, the ocean fronting Pila Creek, and a
possible relationship between landfill activities and high indicator levels at

Arroyo Quemado. Specifically, the data evaluation was designed to address
three general questions of interest;

1. Do landfill operations contribute to high indicator levels in Pila Creek?

2. Do high indicator levels at the mouth of Pila Creek contribute to high
long-shore indicator levels near the mouth of Arroyo Quemado Creek?

3. Are there notable elevations in indicator levels elsewhere in the Arroyo

Quemado watershed that could potentially contribute to high ocean levels
. near the mouth of Arroyo Quemado Creek? :
URS (2001) contains considerable detail regarding the levels of bacteria in
Pila Creek, the ocean, and the Arroyo Quemado watershed. Based on the
available sampling data for the Canada de la Fila watershed downstream of.
landfilf operations, it appears that bacteriological contamination of surface
water at the mouth of Pila Creek is related to high bacteriological indicator
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counts recorded at the landfill's surface water discharge point (specifically,
sample point p-1 7} during the wet season (i.e., late winter and spring
months). Potential sources for this bacterial contamination include: native
fauna, runoff from green waste, runoff from the active landfill surface, and
avian feces deposited over a wide area of the watershed.

Bacteria contribution from native fauna does not appear to be a dominant
source based on the observation that sites upstream from the landfill exhibit
Jow levels of Enterococcus and fecal coliform/E. Coil relative to other sites in
the watershed. Just below these sites, at the green waste disposal area,
relatively high indicator levels are observed at TJ-03, however runoff from
this area is nearly always contained in the out-of-channel sedimentation basin
and rarely enters lower Pila Creek, eliminating green waste as a likely
dominant contributor. Surface water runoff at the active landfill face during
rainfall events is managed so that it is not likely to contribute significantly to
bacteria loads. Waste is exposed only during operational hours, which
minimizes runoff contact with the waste. However, the widespread presence
-of feces from the large seagull population that is attracted to the landfill is
-exposed to runoff during rainfall events and could be a contributing factor.

:During the wet season, the degree of bacteria transport to the ocean water at
-the mouth of Pila Creek is consistent with conditions at other creek locations
in the region such as Arroyo Buno, Jalama, Refugio, and Rincon. During the

summer months, it does not appear that landfill operations affect
bacteriological water quality at the point where Pila Creek discharges to the
ocean.”

Subsurface investigation is required to define the potential migratory pathways
for groundwater contaminated by the landfill waste mass, between the beach and
landfill, and to define the vertical and lateral extent of the existing landfill waste mass
relative to all adjacent hydrogeologic regimes. Geophysical (such as areal
temperature survey} an/or geological investigations should be performed to verify
groundwater flow path regimes from recharge in the upper watershed, through the
interceptor trench, and final discharge to the beach. An example of the type of point
source which sould undergo subsurface investigation is identified on page 2-23 of
the draft EIR, which states,

“At some time during either the final closure period or postclosure
maintenance period, at existing facilities such as the scale house and
maintenance shop are no longer required or are replaced by néw facilities,
they will be removed. Specific permits that may be required for the
removal/demolition of facilities would be obtained at the time of closure of
each facility. .

213
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Sample Analyses

r On Page 2-47, the draft EIf states that

“Groundwater quality for current landfill operations is monitored via eight
monitoring wells and one lysimeter,” ’

The current eight'groundwater monitoring wells used to monitor the existing
landfill are insufficient to identify subsurface flow pathways and contaminant

migration, and is more appropriate for a single gas station underground storage tank
site. ) .

™ -On page 3.3-43 of the draft EIR, it states that VOCs are the main contaminants of
concern and that their apparent decrease in concentrations is due to effective
control systems which minimize the impacts to downgradient groundwater from the
landfill. This statement admits that the landfill is adversely impacting downgradient
groundwater and yet does not explain the character nor the gravity of these impacts.
Aside from the fact that there is an insufficient number of groundwater monitoring
wells in the most critical locations necessary to evaluate groundwater quality
conditions throughout and adjacent to the existing landfill, it is a likely possibility,
based upon recent groundwater monitoring lab data, that gasoline constituents as
well as chlorinated solvents are emanating from point sources from the landfill mass.
The following is the table of contaminants identified within the landfill.

1,4-Dichlorobenzene
1,1-dichloroethane
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene
trans-1,2-dichloroethene
cis-1,2--dichloroethylene
2-methylbutane
1,4-Dichlorobenzene
Methyl t-Butyl Ether
Trichioroethene (TCE)
Hexavalent chromium

T

benzothiazole

chlorobenzene
chlorodifluoromethane
methoxytrimethyisilane
fluorotrimethylsilane
trimethylsilanol

trimethylsilane (2-methoxyethyl)
1,2,4- trimethylbenzene -

vinyl chloride
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All groundwater samples should be analyzed for all gasoline constituents as well
as for all oxygenates and lead scavengers by EPA Method 8260b. All groundwater
samples should also be analyzed utilizing EPA Method 8260b for all constituents,
including but not limited to, all chlorinated solvents as well as 1,4, dioxane. In
addition, all groundwater and surface water samples should be analyzed for total
and fecal coliform and enterococus bacteria, Finally, all chemicals, identiyed in the
groundwater in the past must be analysed as well,

All potential point sources of contamination which were burried in the landfill
such as barrels of solvents should also undergo point source subsurface
investigations.

The scale house and maintenance shop should undergo an immediate point
source subsurface investigation based upon a complete Phase | Environmental audit
to identify gasoline, chlorinate solvents and other VOCs commonly associated with

this type operation.
L. A

HOLOCENE FAULTING AND POTENTIAL FOR SURFACE RUPTURE

For the 1988 Expansion EIR, an acceleration number of 0.39g was used. They
then revised their number to 0.354g but still claimed that the slopes were still stable
at 2/1. The EIR consultant, Geologic Associates, performed the new slope stability
analysis using a maximum probable earthquake ground acceleration of 0.21g. This is
the original number used in the same consultant’s projection for benchiill stability.
The slope stability analysis was done under the assumption that the landfill mass is
not saturated. Their disclaimer states that if the landfill was saturated then they
would not be held to their stability analysis projections.

e

_Another issue is whether or not the proposed expansion is resting upon a
Holocene fault, The draft EIR makes no mention as to whether or not the proposed
landfill expansion will overly an active fault. On page 3-1 of the September 2001
SLOPE STABILITY EVALUATION, no mention is made as to whether or not local
faults may cause surface rupture in the future which may impact the landfill and/or
landfill expansion. Also, there is no mention as to whether or not these local faults
are Holocene. Furthermore, the text refers to the Dames and Moore, 1995 report, yet
does not expressly concur with the reports findings nor does it state specifically that

the Dames and Moore report verifies that the faults in questions are Holocene or not.
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Numerous violations in the operation of the Tajiguas Landfill have been noted to
occur in the past. The landfill management has not made sufficient effoit to correct
many of them, [n light of these fact, it is diffucult to imagine that the landfill
operators will be anymore responsible with the expanded landfill. See the following
L_history of viloations beloow.

f_— A May 25, 1993 Regional board evaluation of the Emcon’'s June 30, 1992, Article
5 report entitled “Water Quality Monitoring Plan and Financial Assistance Report,”
stated there was a lack of monitoring in the Rincon and Monterey Shale formations
and that a VOC plume could migrate without early detection because their wells do
not have short screened intervals targeting the top and bottom portions of the
aquifers to minimize dilution of the dissolved constituents of concern. The
inadequacy of the groundwater monitoring network has still not been addressed.

The May 25, 1993 Regional Board letter required that a plan to define the extent
of contamination be submitted. This has also never been completed either. Finally,
the Board stated that LANDFILL EXPANSION not be allowed until full compliance
with Article 5 has been attained and that the Article 5 Report for the existing Landfill
was. not adequate to mcorporate the proposed expansion.

L (93 Correspondence.tif, Images 5 thru 9}

A November 29, 1993 Board letter to the County commenting on the County’s
May 1991 *Water Quality Solid Waste Assessment Test report (SWAT report),” it
stated that the Landfill leaked benzene and 1,4-dichlorobenzene concentrations
found in surface water and 1,4-dichlorobenzene was also identifyed in ground water
above the primary MCL as well as metals such as total chromium, manganese, and
iron in groundwater exceeding primary or secondary MCLs which were above
background levels andfor not tonsidered naturally occurring, and therefore are
considered to be a threat to water quality,

(93 correspondence, Image 36)

A January 7, 1994 County letter to the Regional board reported the analytical
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results from ground water samples recovered on November 29 and December 1,
1993 as follows: :

MW#2, MTBE @ 13 ppb and 1,4-Dichlorobenzene @ 0.9 pph

MW#4, cis-1,2-Dichloroethene @ 5.6 ppb, 1,2- Dichiorobenzene @ 0.6 ppb,

1,4-Dichlorobenzene @ 3.7 ppb, MTBE @ 25 ppb and Trichioroethene (TCE)} was
detected at 0.6 ppb. . )

No verification as to what point sources of aforementioned contamination in
groundwater has been provided. :

” {94 Correspondence.tif, Image 1)

A March 21, 1994 internal office memo admits that all of their testing for
chromium had not including the specification of Hexavalent Chromium from total
chromium. Hexavalent chromium had been as high as 0.15 ppm in MW#4 on
January 19, 1991 and as high as high as 0.23 ppm in MW#3 on October 27, 1988.

p {94 Correspondence.tif, Images 8, 10, 2 & 3)

A May 4, 1994, Regional board letter to the County reported the following
chemicals identified in groundwater and stated that this is indicative of a release:

Compound . MW#2 MW#3 MW#4 MW#10
1, 4-Dichlorobenzene 1.3 5.4
Methyl-butyl Ether 9.3 15.0

1, 2-Dichlorobenzene 0.5

cis-1, 2 Dichioroethene 0.5 4.8
Trichioroethane 0.5

Benzene 0.9

Toluene 0.6

No verification as to what point sources of aforementioned contamination in
groundwater has been provided.

{94 Correspondence.tif, Image 7}

A May 20, 1994 Regional board letter to the County stated that the existing
extraction trench was only good for "containing" contamination, but was not
acceptable for corrective action and that since the contaminant releases were

on-going, more aggressive source control efforts are needed.

L (94 Correspondence.tif, Images 13 and 14)

r In a July 14, 1994 EMCON letter to the its client, the County, they state, “The
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presence of MTBE is somewhat odd at a landfill. MTBE is a compound used as a
gasoline additive. We typically find it afong with BTEX t_:ompounds atour LUFF
projects, but not at landfills. Since it has not been consistently present in MYV-4
several potential sources are possible. Gasoline may have been rec?ntly spilled at
the equipment service area or during the construction of the collectlgn .
ArENCH.eseesereees MTBE should be evaluated since it is inconsistent with typical
landfill impacts.” No effort has been made to define the source of MTBE at the
.,...,la-ndﬁ”' {94 Correspondence.tif, Images 30 thru 33)

A February 1, 1996 County letter to the Regional board reports that t'he Dgcemper
11, 1995, fourth quarter sampling event, had the following compounds identified in
groundwater monitoring wells:

1) LCRS @ Tank

chlorobenzene @ 1.1 ppb
chlorodifluoromethane @ 5 ppb
fluorotrimethylsilane @ 13 ppb
trimethytsilane (2~methoxyethyl} @ 1 ppb

2} MW#2

chlorodifluoromethane @ 4 ppb
fluorotrimethylsitanevc @ 2 ppb

3) MW#3

chlorodifluoromethane @ 3 ppb
fluorotrimethylsilane @ 1 ppb

4) MW#4

vinyl chloride @ 0.54 ppb
trans-1,2-dichloroethene @ 0.69 ppb
1,1-dichloroethane @ 0.7 ppb
chlorodifluoromethane @ 6 ppb
flucrotrimethylsilane @ 9 ppb
2-methylbutane @ 1 ppb
methoxytrimethylsilane@ ? Ppb

5) MW#12 - unknown hydrocarbon @ 5 ppb
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roundwater has been provided. )
{96 Correspondence.tif, Image 4)

No verification.as to what point sources of the aforementioned contamination in
! g
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A October 15, 1996 County letter to the Regional board reports that the
September
20 & 23, 1996, third quarter sampling event, had the following compounds identified
in groundwater monitoring wells:

1) methoxytrimethylsilane in MW#2 @ 9 ppb, MW#3 @ 10 ppb, MW#4 @ 12 ppb,
MW#‘IO @ 6 ppb, MW#12 @ 16 ppb and MW#15 @ 18 ppb

2) trimethylsilanol in MW#2 @ 16 ppb, MW#3 @ 20 ppb, MW#4 @ 29 ppb, MW#10
@ 74 ppb MW#12 @ 36 ppb, MW#14 37 ppb and
MW#15 39 ppb
3) fluorotrimethylsilane in MW#2 @ 8 ppb, MW#14 @ 16 ppb and MW#16 34 ppb.
4} benzene in MW#10 @ 0.7 ppb
5) cis-1,2-dichloroethene @ 0.6 ppb
No verification as to what point sources of aforementioned contamination in

groundwater has been provided.

(96 Correspondence.tif, Image 18}
r A July 8, 1997 (incorrect letter date July 8, 1996) County letter to the Regional
board reports that the June 23 & 24, 1997, second quarter sampling event, had the
following compounds identified in groundwater monitoring wells:
1) methoxytrimethylsilane in MW#10 @ 9.1 ppb, MW#12 @ 5.1 ppb;
2) trimethylsilanol in MW#10 @ 150 ppb;
3} fluorotrimethylsilane in MW#15 @ 11 ppb
4) benzene in MW#10 @ 0.79 ppb
5) 1,2,4- trimethylbenzene in MW#15 @ 0.77 ppb

No varification as to what point sources of aforementioned contamination in
groundwater has been provided.
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{97 Correspondence.tif, Image 17)

12-12-01

™ A July 21, 1997, semi-annual, winter/spring 1997, MONITORING AND
REPORTING PROGRAM NO. 93-69 report |dent|f' ed the following chemicals in the
GLCRS on March 18, 1997.

{1) cis-1,2--dichloroethylene @ 1.0 ug/1,
(2) 1,4-dich|orobenze_ne @ 1.3 ppb
and the following chemicals were identified in the GLCRS on June 23, 1997,
(1) cis-1,2-dichloroethylens @ 1.6 ppb
(2) 1,2-dichlorobenzene @ 0.64 ppb
{3} 1,4-dichlorobenzené @ 2.6 ppb
(4) chlorobenzeqe @ 1.0 ppb
(5) benzene @ 0.61 ppb
{6) MTBE @ 40 ppb
{7) trimethylsilanol @ 23 ppb
No verification as to what point sources of aforementioned contamination in

groundwater has been provided.
{97 Correspondence.tif, Image 18)

I~ An October 8, 1997 County letter to the Regional board reports that the
September 15 & 16, 1997, third quarter sampling event, had the followmg
compounds identified in groundwater monitoring wells:

Nfluorotrimethylsilane in MW#3 @ 12 ppb, MW#14 @ 5.3 ppb and MW#15 @ 65
ppb

2) trimethylsilanol in MW#3 @ 17 ppb MW#10 @ 150 ppb, MW#13@ 58 ppb and
MW#14@ 16 ppb

3) methoxytrimethylsilane in MW#I0 @ 9.1 ppb, MW#12 @ 5.1 ppb and MW#13 @




23

Evaluation and Reporting on Contaminant Hydrogeological

12-12-01 . Conditions at the Tajiguas Landfill Page 19 of 24

21 ppb

4) benzothiazole in MW#3 @ [0 ppb
5) benzene in MW#10 @ 0.79 ug/l; and
B) chlorobenzene in MW#15@ 14 ppb |

No explanation has been provided as to the sources of this contamination in
groundwater.

(97 Correspondence.tif, Image 15)

r A May 5, 1998 Regional Board letter to Santa Barbara County Public Works
required that a subsurface investigation must be performed to determine whether
the Landfill is or will be within five feet of underlying groundwater and that
investigation of the buried alluvial zone of Pila Creek should be performed as-well.
This has not been addressed. In addition, the Board recommended turther
subsurface investigation of the possible VOC contaminant source(s) prior to liner
installation and that a subsurface investigation of whether or not a more
concentrated plume of leachate exists under the western edge and toe of the landfill
to determine if the leachate is mixing with clean groundwater prior to entering the
extraction trench. This has not been addressed either, :
e (98 Correspondence.tif, Images 64 thru 66)

r A May 29, 1998, written notice documented two releases of leachate from a drain
pipe from Landfill's leachate collection system and from an abandoned culvert at the
south end of the waste mass was discharging approximately ten gallons per hour of
contaminated water to Pila creek. Although the drain piping for the leachate system
has been replaced and the culvert drain has been contained by interception and
pumping to existing storage tanks, a long term solution for a long-term solution for
L!he culvert has not been pursued.

(98 Correspondence.tif, Images 90 thru 92)

——

A June 19, 1998 Regional Board letter to Santa Barbara County Public Works
issued a NOTICE OF VIOLATION regarding violation of Specification B,5 of Waste
Discharge Requirements Order No. 83-69. Specifically, three instances were outlined
as follows: :

1) On December 9, 1997, Board staff inspected the Landfill and issued a Notice
to Comply with Minor Violations based on drainage system problems (a
violation of Discharge Specification B.33). '

i
i
|
i
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2) Ina January 20, 1998, letter the Discharger informed the Board that leachate
collection system piping had failed and a discharge of leachate occurred.

3) InaFebruary 27, 1998, letter the Discharger informed the Board that the
Leachate Collection System trench (Cutoff Trench) had overflowed and
discharged to Pila Creek. The Discharger indicated the collection trench would
be pumped and collected water would be used to wash down the wet

. weather disposal deck or discharged directly to the southern most in-creek

L sedimentation basin.

Additionally neighbors in vicinity of the Landfill registered numerous complaints,
accompanied by photographic evidence, regarding excessive sedimentation and
litter entrained in surface water discharge from the Landfill, A formal complaint and

g 4 presentation to the Board was made at the January 30, 1998 Board meeting and

followed up with an agendized item at the April 3, 1998 Board meeting in San Luis
Obispo.
{98 Correspondence.tif, Images 70 thru 74)

-A June 29, 1998, Regional Board Interoffice Memo regarding a Complaint/lmpact
Investigation Staff Report as per Board Order No. 93-69, stated that the landfill
operators failed to heed the Board's October 21, 1997 letter specifically warning
landfills to be prepared for the El Nino induced precipitation and that some advice on
what additional measures should be implemented was also provided. It also states
that Mercury and Arsenic were identified in Pila Creek, that mercury exceeded
Ocean Plan standards on January 29, 1998, and that the source of these heavy
metals had not been determined. This issue has still not been resolved.
Furthermore, although the Monitoring and Reporting Program required the Landfill
5 | staff to perform regular onsite inspections to check for any compliance concerns,
33 . Stafis review of the Landfill's Fourth Quarter Monitoring Report indicated that
. problems with wet weather were not reported, except for a brief mention of recent
precipitation levels. Also, many problems which did not occur on scheduled days of
inspection were not reported either. An example is the fact that Pila Creek had
sporadically contained trash and high levels of sediment which was not reported in
recent monitoring reports. The internal memo also mentioned that Landfill's staff do
not appear to be passed on Board staff's concerns to the Landfill's managers and
that written communication in the form of Notices to Comply and notices of
violation as well as other appropriate enforcement actions appear necessary to
ensure that Landfill management acknowledges receipt of documentation of
identified problems,

(98 Correspondence.tif, lrn‘dges 76 thru 82)
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/ A September 16, 1998, Regional Board comments on the August 12, 1998 Trench
Water Management Plan which disagreed with the County’s statement that, ". , some
of the steps necessary to implement the Proposed Trench System Plan are beyond
the control of the County.” The Board also stated that the County's Plan lacked
~information regarding expected flow rates from the system during wet weather,
Specifically, the Board pointed out that their interim plan for spray application of the
collected liquid directly to an area on the western ridge line failed." Using direct
application to land as a primary means of for applying thousands of gallons of water
;-’3{0 to already wet slopes may present stability problems, that concentrations of metals
may accumulate in the area of the spray field, that soil samples should be collected
and analyzed, that the proposed monitoring of runoff from the area did not specify
what was going to be monitored, that no criteria had been proposed as to how data
collected would be evaluated, and that no contingency plan had been made to
establish thir course of action if impacts from the spray field are detected.

{98 Correspondence.tif, Images 122 and 123)

1 ¢

An August 27, 1999 Regional Board letter to Santa Barbara County Public Works
stated that control of storm water discharge as required in the Board's Notice of
Violation issued on June 19, 1998 had still not been completed after more than one
2_31 yearand that the Board may implement formal enforcement actions. The Board

further stated that the County do not have adequate ability to control sediment-laden
runoff or other unforeseen releases of waste from the landfill,

| ‘ {99 Correspondence.tif, Image 77 thru 79)

The follpwing measures ;a're necessary to ascertain the potentia_l for impacts to
wat‘er quality and to determine the need for additional feasible corrective actions and
mitigation measures to reduce such impacts, - i

"t 1) Define the contacts between the existing landfill mass and all man-made
3.33 conduits, all discernable artificial fill, disturbed soils, and formations through field
subsurface investigation. This will reveal conduits for the migration of landfili
contaminants to surface water and groundwater, All subsurface investigation
should be conducted through a conductor casing. A structure contor map of the
bottom of the landfill relative to GW table contout map should be produced to
provide crossesction of the bottom of the landfill relative to the water table.
Enegeneering designs must be developed and implemented for the purpose of

2-3

L2449

2-4!

- 2-93

P 24t

24>

AT \"‘—‘\

: 2"]5

}

Evaluation and Reposting on Contaminant Hydrogeological

12-12-01 Conditions at the Tajiguas Landfill Page 22 of 24

preventing the high water table from intersepting the landfill mass.

Maps and crossection of the bottm of the

2} Provide a detailed study of the faults at the site evéluating the potential impact on

4

a

7

8

the existing landfill and on the proposed landfill expansion.

"3) Special attenition needs to be given to all potential point sources. A hlstor_léal

environmental audit of the types of waste that may have been placed in the

{andfill may yield specific point source locations of gasoline and solvent related

constituents within the landfill to be investigated. The landfill operator has 90

days to perform subsurface investigations to define the point sources of all
releases as well as the characteristics of all constituents of concern after a release -
has been confirmed (Article 4, §20425. (b) & (e)) . The VOCs identified in
groundwater are from unauthorized release(s) from point sources(s} which have
not been delineated.

Establish a groundwater monitoring well network curtain between the landfill
waste and the Arroyo Quemada Community which intercepts all subsurface
conduits that.may exist between the source and the receptor.

Perform a water budget for each individual water body and each
hydrostratigraphic unit as well as for the whole watershed.

Analyze the collection trench’s effectiveness. The water balance must include a
determination as to how much water is used for irrigation, what types of earth
materials are undergoing irrigation, all methods of distribution and application of
irrigation water, and where and when the irrigation is performed.

Perform a subsurface investigation which isolates all discrete water flow regimes
from the landfill mass through the alluvium and beyond the interceptor trench as
well as for the portion of the groundwater flow within the Vagueros Formation
which aflegediy flows eastward and may discharge to the Arroyo Quemado
alluvium. Geophysical methods like areal and vertical temperature surveys can be
effective for this purpose. After these hydrogeological flow regimes have been
defined through subsurface investigations, their characteristics should be
evaluated by fate and transport modeling.

Collect continuous information on the water flow through the culvert systems
including the total amount of water discharged at the surface water discharge
point. Hydrographs and flow recorders will be suitable,
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) Provide a complete historical record with graphical descriptions in plan view and
cross section of the evolution of the existing landfill waste mass relative to
surrounding materials. Utilize past air photos, grading plans, geotechmcal
reports, etc.
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County of Santa Barbara Department of Public Works Solid Waste & Utilities
Division, Jamuary 2001, Semi-annual and Annual Water Quality Monitoring
Report, Tajiguas Sanitary Landfill, Summer/fall 2000 and 2000 Annual Monitoring
Period

County of Santa Barbara Department of Public Works Solid Waste & Utilities
Division,July 2000, Semi-annual Water Quality Monitoring Report Tajiguas
Sanitary Landfili Winter/spring 2000 Monitoring Period

County of Santa Barbara Department of Public Works Sofid Waste & Utilities
Division, March 1996, Annual Ground Water Monitoring Report, Tajiguas
Canyon Landfill, County of Santa Barbara

County of Santa Barbara Department of Public Works Solid Waste & Utilities
Division, July 1996, Annual Report for Fy 1995-1 996, Corrective Action Plan,
Tajiguas Landfill, Ground Water/Leachate Collection and Hecovery System,
County of Santa Barbara

County of Santa Barbara Department of Public Works Solid Waste & Utilities
Division, April. 1997, Annual Ground Water Monitoring Report for 1996-1997

Dames & Moore, January 1989, Report on Feasibility Evaluation for a Collection
System, Leachate Tajiguas Landfill, Santa Barbara County

. Emcon Associates, May 1991, Water Quality Solid Waste Assessment Test,

Tajiguas Landfill

Emcon Associates, May 1994, Landfill Expansion Site Characterization Tajiguas
Sanitary Landfill

McClelland engineers, July 1988, Final Environmental Impact Report and
Addendum Tajiguas Landfill Expansion

' Ta;lguas Landfill, County of Santa Barbara, Public Works Department, Solid Waste

Management Division, May 1995, Annual Report for the Tajiguas Landfill
Presented to the California Regional Water Quality Control Board

TRC, October 2001, Draft Environmental Impact Report Tajiguas Landﬁll Expansion
Project




Quarternary ailuvial deposits {Qoa) - )
Unconsolidated loamy clay, silt, sand, and gravel.

Monterey Formation (Tm} - Aquifer.

Upper Mioceng, consisting of buff-white, thickly bedded,

highly fractured, sificeous marine shale { claystone and

silistone, with some minor carbonate and tuff interbeds).

The claystone is slightly to moderately fractured, and deeply

weathered to a depth of approximately 28 feet below ground surface (bgs).

Rincon Formation {Tr} - A fower Miocene marine deposit
comprised of grayish-brown, thin to poorly bedded marine
siltstone and claystone, They weather to an expansive clay soil.
The weathered zone reaches thicknesses of 15-20 ft in some
locations. The unweathered Rincon is mainly massive, but

zones of intensely fractured rock have been observed,

The stratigraphic thickness of the Rincon is approximately 1,470
feet at the site, The Rincon Formation is considered relfatively
impermeable although locally it provides small quantities of water
due to the secondary {fracture) porosity.
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Vaqueros Formation {Tvg} - Aquifer. Lower Miocene, consisting of
medium to coarse-grained, friable to hard, cross-bedded, massive sandstone.
Soil weathered from the Vagqueros Formation is described as well-graded
silty sand. The stratigraphic thickness of the Vaqueros Formation is
approximately 670 feet at the site.The Vaquieros is the principal water-
bearing formation in the ragion, it yields small to moderate quantities of -
water to wells, - )

Sespe and Alegria Formations {Tsa) - Aquifer. The stratigraphic

thickness of this unitis 1,665 feet at the site. The Sespe Formation is
comprised of massive medium-grained sandstones interbedded with
siltstones. The Alegria Formation consists of massive sandstones, The
Sandstones are moderately to well-cemented and locally form prominent
ridges. The Sespe and Alegria Formations are aqulfers in the region

that also yield small to moderate guantities of water. N
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THE SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT LANDFILL MANAGER BOB CADY
REVISION OF TAJIGUAS LANDFILL, REGARDING WATER INFILTRA-
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BOB CADY, declares: )

1. Tam a resident of Santa Barbara County, Califosnia. I am retired from cx::xpioymeut with the
County of Santa Barbara. While employed by the County of Santa Barbara, I served &s manager
of the Tajiguas Landfill since its first days of opcration in 1967, 1 have personal knowledge of
the matters stated herein and, if called 2s a witness, could and would testify competently thereto,
2. Atthe time when the Tajiguas Landfill was first operated in 1967, a natural stream flowed
from the upper canyon to the lower canyon, where waste was begun fo be dumped.
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3. Because the stream interfered with the dumping of waste at the site, it was re-channeled to
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the east side of the canyon in the first few years of fandfill operation.
4, When the new channel for the creek was cut, it was required that the cast slope of the landfill
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canyon be exposed by heavy equipment. I personally supervised and observed this activity.
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5. The artificial creek channel ran the entire length of the canyon where waste now flls, The
channel was 12-feet wide (the width of a dozer cut) and approximately five-feet doep,

6. At that time and since beginning operations at the landfill, I personally observed water con-
sistently flowing in large quantities from natural springs along the east side of the landfill
canyon, where the artificial channel was cut.

7. Several years later, because of continued waste landfilling up the canyon, it was required that
the natural creek through the canyon be diverted around the eanyon from the top of the canyon.
8. Under my supervision, the artificial channel, which had served as the stream channel, was
filled with demolition material. This material was loose asd much of it was composed of
concrete rubble.

9. Ipersonally observed the filled artificial channel collecting water from the natural springs
along the east side of the canyon. The filled-in channel served to conduct water the length of the
canyon, functioning much like a large “French drain.”

10. 1 2lso obscrved water from above the canyon draining into the artificial channel, adding to
the volume of water which flowed through it. The flow of water continued through the channel
even s waste wes dﬁmpcd on the location and covered the channel.

I1. It is my observation that water continues to percolate from the sides of the canyon and from
above the canyon into the mass of waste below.

12. I personally supervised construction of the earthen toe at the southern foot of the landfill.
The carthen toe served to hold the waste as it was originally placed at the southern base of the
canyon.

13. L have reviewed the benchfill proposal which is the basis for the permit revision issucd by the
Santa Barbara County local enforcement agency, The benchfill proposal would remove earth
from the base of the landfill.

14. The removal of the earth from the toe of the landfill will seriously compromise the stability
of the landfill mass at the basc of this mass.

15. 1 personally observed water from undemneath the landfill, coming from the fonmer artificial
channe] and its overflow, into the waste at the base of the landfill, behind the landfill’s carthen
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toe. The presence of this water continued throughout the time of my supervision of the landfill, It
required regular pumping to remove.

16. The benchill proposal would remove earth from the carth berms which were used to form
the existing benches of the original landfill. I personally supervised the construction of the
original benches, . '

17. Because of water saturation through the landfill from the natursl springs, carried by the
artificial channel and by natural courseways, any activity-— such as that planned for the benchfiil
proposal— which would remove any portion of the existing berms, would diminish their
effectiveness at retaining the waste behind them.

18. During my supetvision of the landfill, I observed the failure of the methods used to collect
and divert water around the landfill. In particular, I observed the collapse of the 48-inch
corrugated pipe used to convey stormwater around the west side of the landfill canyon.
Furthermore, the collection ponds continually collected sediment which displaced water, adding
to the failure of the system to drain and contain water at the head of the canyon.

19. I have repeatedly informed County officials of thess problems throughout the years of my
knowledge of these problems.

I declare under penslty of perjury that the foregoing is trus and correct.

By: MMM%&V

Bob Cady

Dated:
Santa Barbara, California




Bacteria In the Tajiguas Landfill drain system entering into Pila Creek.
(Averages for the year 2000, Santa Barbara County Figures)

— State Standard/limits
Total Cofiform: 73,603 10,000]
Fecal Coliform: 3,299 400
|Enterococeus: 4,436 100

Units: Most probable number of bacteria per milliliter of sample water.

On January 16, 2001 the Tajiguas Landfill groundwater was tested.
The results show extreme levels of pollution,

Trench Water Pila Craek at RR
Culvert (ground water) tracks State Standardimits
Total Coliform: 76 1,150 . 345 10,000
Fecal Coliform: 3,768 240,192 24,192 400
Enterococcus: 36 16,106 72 100|

Units: All measurements are in Mpn/100m|




Document 2
GeoSolv, LLC
December 12, 2001
Response to Comments

The County encourages public comment on the Draft EIR and understands that the document is
complex and contains a large volume of technical information. The GeoSolv report is submitted
under the seal of a California Registered Geologist and Certified Hydrogeologist.

The vast majority of the GeoSolv comments relate to the existing landfill and not to the proposed
project. Although it could be argued that many of these comments are irrelevant to the EIR,
detailed point-by-point responses to the GeoSolv report are included to correct errors and/or
provide clarification under the headings corresponding to numbered comments below.

In responding to the serious nature of the statements and conclusions contained within the
GeoSolv report, the County has expended significant time and effort by professionally certified
staff and experts to provide a comprehensive review of the report. The GeoSolv report was
reviewed by Engineering Geologist Brian Baca (RG, CEG, CHG) of Santa Barbara County
Planning and Development. Mr. Baca's comments on the GeoSolv report are consistent with the
evaluation and findings of Draft EIR Section 3.2. The report lacks the depth and detail necessary
to support its statements and conclusions, and the deficiencies of this report are so great that the
fundamental aspects of geology and hydrology are misrepresented and could lead the non-
professional reader to mistakenly rely upon the contents of the GeoSolv report as a credible
source of information about the Tajiguas Landfill.

Response 2-1
No response needed. This is a statement consistent with descnptwe information presented in the

Draft EIR and supporting documents.

Response 2-2
See Response 1-6.

Response 2-3
Reports cited in the References section of this comment indicate that the fractured nature of the

Rincon Formation bedrock does not indicate that it is highly permeable. Dames & Moore (1989)
conducted field permeability tests and reported measured permeability values for weathered and
unweathered Rincon Formation bedrock that was frequently observed in detailed boring logs

to be fractured. Weathered Rincon permeabilities ranged from 7.7 x 10-6 to

9.7 x 10-¢ centimeters (cm)/second. Unweathered Rincon measured permeabilities were
considerably lower, ranging from 9.7 x 108 to 7.7 x 10-? cm/second. Several borings into
unweathered Rincon reported “no take” for permeability, indicating permeability so low it was
not measurable. For comparison, permeability of 1x10-7 cm/second or less is considered
suitable for clay liner material for landfill design. Because of the relatively lower permeability
of unweathered Rincon Formation bedrock, the collection trench for the groundwater leachate
collection and recovery system (GLCRS) was designed and constructed to penetrate through the
weathered zone, into the unweathered bedrock. These data do not support the comment that this

Final EIR, July 2002 doc. 2-1 Tajiguas Landfill Expansion




fractured bedrock can be “very permeable” and allow contaminated underflow to bypass the
trench. Conversely, both the subsurface investigation data and groundwater monitoring results
indicate that the unweathered Rincon Formation is practically impermeable, even where it is
fractured.

See Response 1-3.

‘Response 2-4
Similar to the above (Response 2-3), reports cited in the References section of the GeoSolv

report indicate that the material on either side of the interceptor trench is not a permeable
migratory pathway allowing contaminants to bypass the GLCRS. Dames & Moore (1989)
conducted a subsurface investigation and prepared Cross-Section A-A’ on Plate 2, showing
geologic materials along the alignment of the trench. Presumably, it is scaled from the
referenced Tajiguas Landfill map included in the GeoSolv report, although some of the
information contained in the map appears to be in error. In any event, the data do not support a
conclusion that this soil is “permeable alluvium” or that it represents a “migratory pathway.”
Dames & Moore (1989) shows the soils exposed on either side of the trench to be low-
permeability colluvium and fill, both composed of clayey soils with an estimated permeability of
5x10-7 cm/sec. Also, the areas of soils on either side of the trench are shown by Dames & Moore
(1989) to be above the water table, therefore not a potential groundwater migration pathway.
Further, under existing conditions (gaining stream), groundwater would flow along the surface or
through the alluvium to the GLCRS trench.

Response 2-5
The potential impact (“threat”) of the Tajiguas Landfill (Landfill) to local groundwater resources

is constantly evaluated through the groundwater monitoring network. As described in Response
1-1, this network has been developed in coordination with the RWQCB and is located in the
optimal locations for assessing potential impacts, based on the observed groundwater gradients at
the site. The monitoring network includes wells downgradient of the Landfill within both the
Monterey Formation and the alluvium. Thus, the network is adequate to identify potential
impacts that may affect Arroyo Quemada. This conclusion is also supported in a 1998 study of
the landfill groundwater issues prepared by Dr. Arturo Keller, a nationally recognized expert in
groundwater contamination, and professor at the Bren School of Environmental Science and
Management at the University of California, Santa Barbara (Keller, 1998). Dr. Keller concluded
that there is no need for concern with respect to the groundwater issues present at the Landfill,
either currently or as a result of the proposed expansion of the landfill, as long as the current
monitoring plan is maintained and the current corrective action plan is followed.

The commenter is correct that, from a regulatory perspective, the Rincon Formation has potential
beneficial uses, including use as a potential drinking water source. However, the extremely low
permeability of the unit (see Response 1-3) and high concentrations of dissolved minerals does
not allow production of a sufficient quantity or quality of water to serve as a domestic or other
resource. In fact, this is the reason the Landfill was sited to overlie the Rincon Formation. The
naturally low permeability of the unit minimizes the potential for impacts to local usable
groundwater resources.
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Response 2-6
Boring logs for the monitoring wells downgradient from the Landfill indicate that these wells are

not “founded in colluvium” as stated in this comment. Wells MW-2, MW-4, and MW-15 are
completed in alluvium. Wells MW-3 and MW-14 are completed in Monterey Formation shale
bedrock. The screened depths of the monitoring wells are adequate to detect potential
contaminants. These wells are part of the regular landfill groundwater monitoring system
developed in coordination with the RWQCB. There also are additional wells in the vicinity
downgradient from the Landfill that, although not part of the regular monitoring program, have
been occasionally monitored. Monitoring data from these wells support the interpretations of
groundwater conditions in the Landfill vicinity and indicate that the existing monitoring wells
are adequate, and contaminants are not leaving the site.

Furthermore, the hydraulic gradient measured in the Pila Creek canyon area immediately
downstream from the GLCRS shows a groundwater gradient from both sides of the canyon
toward the creek. This confirms that wells located along the creek channel are appropriately
located to monitor groundwater quality effects downstream from the landfill and to monitor the
effectiveness of the GLCRS (County of Santa Barbara 2002b, Semi-Annual Water Quality
Monitoring Report).

The effectiveness of the GLCRS is demonstrated by both the results of groundwater monitoring
(see Response 2-1) and the hydraulic gradients that indicate the GLCRS and the monitoring well
network are properly located within the preferential flow path downgradient from the landfill
(see Figure 3.3-3a in Final EIR Section 4.4).

Response 2-7 .
In referring to the series of sedimentation basins and existing west culvert system, the

commenter’s statement that “This surface-water diversion system was not installed until the
landfill had been raised about 25 feet above the streambed.” is misleading, as it implies that
surface water in Pila Creek had not been properly managed up to that point. In fact, surface
water in Pila Creek has been actively managed to accommodate Landfill activities since site
development commenced during the 1960s. The overall goal of the surface water management
activities was to control and route surface water drainage away from the Landfill area. The
history of these surface water management activities is summarized in detail in Section 3 and in
Appendices A and B of the Hydrologic Investigations technical report prepared by Arcadis,
Geraghty & Miller (2001b) and included as a technical study to the Draft EIR. The reader is
referred to this document to obtain a detailed understanding of historical surface water
management activities at the Landfill.

Landfill best management practices (BMPs) call for minimizing areas of active waste disposal to
the extent practicable at all times, and wet weather preparedness activities call for waste
placement to be limited to areas where stormwater run-on and runoff are most easily managed.
Stormwater is directed away from active waste disposal areas by means of diversion berms, and
direct precipitation on active waste placement areas is limited by the use of tarps, where and
when possible. Jointly, landfill BMPs act to minimize stormwater contact with waste materials
at the Landfill, resulting in decreased potential for surface water to become contaminated by
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contact with Landfill waste except for limited periods of time during rare, unforeseen
precipitation events.

Monitoring of surface water quality at the Landfill is conducted on a regular basis in accordance
with two programs administered by the RWQCB, including the Landfill’s General Industrial
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit and the Monitoring and
Reporting Program (M&RP 93-69). These programs require monitoring for a wide variety of
physical and chemical parameters in surface water, including petroleum hydrocarbons, volatile
organic chemicals and heavy metals. Monitoring is conducted at least six times a year (twice for
NPDES and four times for M&RP) at a total of four locations along the course of Pila Creek.
Sampling stations include locations situated both upstream and downstream of the Landfill area.
The nature and scope of these monitoring programs are discussed in detail in Section 3.3.2.2.4 of
the Draft EIR and in Section 3.2 of the surface water resources technical report (URS, 2001a).

Response 2-8
This is a statement extracted directly from page 4 of the Surface Water Technical Report and,

therefore, does not require a response.

Response 2-9
Most of the water collected by the GLCRS trench is groundwater underflow. Water also is

collected in French drains located along bench 2 of the Landfill and along the access road. This
water is discharged daily into the GLCRS. During storm events, surface runoff enters the
GLCRS by this route. Water collected from three horizontal wells draining the lower bench of
the Landfill (HWDS) is collected in a separate system and does not enter the GLCRS. The lined
area of the southeast part of the Landfill is drained by a liner leachate collection and recovery
system (LLCRS) that also is collected in a separate storage system. Detailed discussion of the
GLCRS is provided in Response 1-7.

Response 2-10
See Responses 1-1, 1-7 and 3-24 for a discussion of saturated wastes, the GLCRS and

groundwater monitoring.

In the GeoSolv Report, it is suggested that an estimate of “the volume of water contaminated by
the landfill mass, escaping the collection trench” can be made by relating three factors:

*  An estimate of long-term average annual runoff (46 acre-feet per year
[AFY] or 14,988,125 gallons per year).

*  The average volume of water collected in the GLCRS trench
(1,517,824 gallons per year).

*  Actual measurements of surface water runoff on the site.

The analysis and data collection effort suggested by GeoSolv is without merit. An accurate
periodic record of both runoff leaving the landfill site and the volume of water recovered from
the GLCRS trench would not provide any information about potential groundwater flow
bypassing the GLCRS collection trench. For example, measurements of surface runoff in any of
the canyons on the Gaviota Coast would provide no information on the rate of groundwater flow
through the alluvium deposited in the canyon bottom. The rate of groundwater flow through the
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alluvial deposit is related to the hydraulic conductivity of the flow medium, the groundwater
gradient and the geometry (cross sectional area) of the alluvial aquifer. It is not dependent on the
volume of surface water that flows over the surface of the ground above the aquifer. In the
specific case of Cafiada de la Pila, measurements of surface runoff would provide no information
on the rate of groundwater flow within the alluvial aquifer, with or without existence of the
GLCRS trench (Baca, 2002a).

Surface water runoff data would show a correlation with the volume of water that flows to the
trench. As acknowledged in Draft EIR Section 3.3, some surface water currently flows directly
into the trench. In addition to higher surface water flow, periods of high rainfall would result in
more recharge to up gradient aquifers (e.g., Vaqueros Formation). The additional recharge
would raise water levels and increase groundwater discharge to the alluvial aquifer within which
the GLCRS trench is located (Baca, 2002a).

The GLCRS trench may not intercept all of the groundwater underflow of Caiiada de la Pila.
Therefore, the most meaningful way to demonstrate that the GLCRS is performing sufficiently to
protect groundwater quality downstream from the Landfill is through groundwater quality
monitoring. This has been done over the years through a monitoring system developed in
coordination with the RWQCB in accordance with state and federal technical standards and
requirements. The effectiveness of the GLRCS system is described on Draft EIR pages 3.3-42

and 3.3-43 and in Response 1-7.

Response 2-11
The current monitoring system consists of a selected set of wells that would detect groundwater

contaminants that may bypass the GLCRS. The monitoring system complies with the
Monitoring and Reporting Program of Waste Discharge Requirements No. 93-69 and applicable
regulations. The monitoring system is adequate for purposes of monitoring groundwater quality
downgradient from the Landfill. '

See Responses 1-1, 1-6, 2-3, 2-4 and 2-6.

Response 2-12a
The presence of springs described in the Cady Declaration is addressed in Response 1-8 and

discussed generally in Response 1-1.

Response 2-12b
See Responses 1-1, 1-3 and 1-6.

The requirements referred to in this comment will be met in preparation of a Joint Technical
Document (JTD) for the proposed expansion. Should the proposed expansion of the Landfill be
approved, a JTD will be prepared. The JTD is part of the permit application for the revised
Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) issued by the RWQCB and the Solid Waste Facility
Permit issued by the CIWMB. The Draft EIR discusses potential impacts to surface water and
groundwater in Sections 3.3.3.1 and 3.3.3.2, respectively.
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Response 2-12¢ -’

See Responses 1-1, 1-3 and 1-6. Also, as described in Responses 1-7 and 2-4, material on either .
side of the GLCRS does not have high permeability and, therefore, does not represent a

significant migratory pathway allowing contaminants to bypass the GLCRS. Review of the

construction details for the GLCRS indicates that the trench intercepts all saturated material above

the unweathered Rincon Formation across the canyon floor. The downgradient monitoring

network is designed to assess groundwater quality in both the alluvium and Monterey Formation

bedrock (see Responses 2-5, 2-6) south of the GLCRS. Additional wells along the GLCRS will

not improve the efficacy of the monitoring network.

Response 2-13a

The monitoring of water elevations and water quality sampling in the Vaqueros Formation,
which is described in the Draft EIR and supporting documents cited in this comment, is
sufficient (see Responses 1-1 and 1-6). There is no indication of a need for corrective action.

The hypothetical flow of groundwater eastward toward the Arroyo Quemado watershed is based
on the interpretation of a hydraulic gradient that includes two wells (MW-10 and MW-13) that
show elevated water levels due to their proximity to the sedimentation basin in the former Pila
Creek channel, and one well (MW-15) that is completed in a deeper zone of the Vaqueros
Formation, with a lower measured groundwater elevation. The resulting apparent groundwater
gradient suggests an eastward flow direction, although it is not likely that the actual flow would
cross the natural divide between the two watersheds. East of the ridgeline that separates Cafiada
~de la Pila from Arroyo Quemado, however, groundwater in the Vaqueros Formation would be
expected to flow toward and discharge into Arroyo Quemado Creek. If contaminants from the
Landfill were to be released in this area (current monitoring data indicate no such release), then
‘MW-12 is perfectly positioned to detect them before there would be any contaminant migration
that might affect Arroyo Quemado. Well MW-10 would similarly detect any release or flow
toward the west. A revised and updated groundwater elevation contour map is included as
Figure 3.3-3a in Final EIR Section 4.4.

Response 2-13b '

The potential transport of bacteria in surface water and groundwater is addressed in both the
Draft EIR and URS, 2001a and b, which are referred to in this comment. The comment that the
Draft EIR does not address the possible relation between water in the Landfill waste and Arroyo
Quemado beach addressed in the excerpt from the Draft EIR included with the comment: “The
current evaluation of indicator bacteria focuses on conditions in Pila Creek, the ocean fronting
Pila Creek, and a possible relationship between landfill activities and high indicator levels at
Arroyo Quemado.” A subsurface (groundwater) route of bacteria transport is not present based
on the results of repeated sampling results, which show no significant bacteria concentrations in
samples of groundwater monitoring wells, private wells and landfill leachate. The commenter
does not identify a pathway through which subsurface flow would deliver bacteria to the beach.

See related Responses 1-9 and 1-10.
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Response 2-13¢

Contrary to what is implied in this comment, there is no evidence to show there are surface water
pathways from the Landfill to the beach at Arroyo Quemada. The Pila Creek watershed and the
Arroyo Quemado watershed are separate and discrete physiographic features. Surface waters in
these watersheds do not commingle.

Elevated bacteria levels are known to be present at times in both the Pila Creek and Arroyo
Quemado watersheds. These data are discussed at length in Section 3.3.2 of the Surface Water
Resources Technical Report (URS, 2001a).

The Bacteria Source Study for the Lower Arroyo Quemado Watershed (URS, 2001b) focused
exclusively upon identifying which species may be contributing bacteria to that watershed and,
in turn, to the ocean at Arroyo Quemado beach. The scope and objectives of this study were
developed cooperatively in a series of meetings with representatives of the Gaviota Coast
Conservancy, Heal the Ocean, and Surfrider, as well as with members of the Arroyo Quemada
community. The initially proposed scope for this study included sampling and testing of surface
water from a location directly below the Landfill in the Pila Creek watershed. However, at the
specific request of these local environmental organizations this sampling location was eliminated
from consideration. It was determined by all participants that sampling downstream of the
Landfill would not yield a DNA match for the Landfill, but would only yield matches of
organisms that are found in the Cafiada de la Pila watershed (a landfill does not have its own
DNA; organisms that reside in the watershed have DNA that could identify the species present).
The study succeeded in meeting the mutually accepted objective of identifying bacteria source
species within the Arroyo Quemado watershed. Focusing the study to evaluate source
contributions within the Arroyo Quemado watershed did not involve any assumptions regarding
the potential origin(s) of the bacteria present.

See Responses 1-9 and 1-10.

Response 2-14
As previously discussed, the current monitoring system is sufficient to characterize and monitor

potential groundwater migration pathways. The commenter’s suggested geophysical surveys and
point source investigations are not warranted. The quoted excerpt regarding postclosure
requirements does not support the comment regarding a need for point source investigations.

See Responses 1-1, 1-6, 2-3, 2-4, 2-6, 2-11, 2-13a and 2-17.

Response 2-15
The current monitoring system of eight monitoring wells is in compliance with the Landfill

WDRs and state and federal groundwater monitoring requirements. This system has evolved
over the years in coordination with the RWQCB and is based on information collected from a
review of area wells, borings, and other supporting information as the most appropriate locations
to sufficiently monitor groundwater at the site. This monitoring system was incorporated into
the Landfill's Monitoring and Reporting Program (March 1999).

See Responses 1-1, 1-6, 2-3, 2-4, 2-6 and 2-11.
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Response 2-16
The source of the commenter's list of compounds identified within the Landfill is not clear.

Many of the listed compounds have not been identified in groundwater within the Landfill itself
(HWDS, dewatering wells). For example, 1,1-dichloroethane, trans-1,2-dichloroethene,
2-methylbutane, TCE, hexavalent chromium, benxothiazole, chlorodifluoromethane,
methoxytrimethylsilane, fluorotrimethylsilane, trimethylsilanol, trimethylsilane, or vinyl chloride
have not been identified within the Landfill (horizontal drains or dewatering wells).

As stated on Draft EIR page 3.3-43, VOCs are the principal groundwater contaminants of
concern at many landfill sites, including the Tajiguas Landfill. The primary VOCs confirmed to
have been detected at the site in at least one location, or at least at one time, are:

* 1,4-dichlorobenzene

* 1,2-dichlorobenzene

» chlorobenzene )

» cis 1,2-dichloroethene (1,2 DCE)

*  Methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE)

* Benzene

As discussed on Draft EIR page 3.3-42, VOCs have been detected only in monitoring wells
MW-2 and MW-4, and data collected over the last few years indicate these VOCs are present at
levels below drinking water standards (Santa Barbara County, 2000b; 2001a; 2002b). As stated
in the Draft EIR (page 3.3-43), specific compliance levels for VOCs at the Tajiguas Landfill do
not exist. Comparison to drinking water standards is useful because regulators commonly apply
this standard as a reference. Based solely on VOC data from the monitoring well network,
groundwater present at the Landfill does not exceed MCLs. This indicates that groundwater
impacts from the Landfill are not significant.

The monitoring well network south of the Landfill (downgradient) is located in the optimal
location to evaluate groundwater quality based on groundwater gradient data (see Responses 2-5
and 2-6). '

Some of the other compounds listed in Comment 2-16 have at one point or another been listed on
lab reports as “tentatively identified compounds,” or TICs. This is a term that laboratories use to
report a suspected compound that may be present, but which cannot be positively identified or
quantified. The laboratory chemists have considerable latitude in listing TICs. Reporting a TIC
does not mean the compound is present. Because there is so much uncertainty regarding whether
or not a TIC is actually present, and at what concentration, regulatory agencies, including the
RWQCSB, typically do not require actions related to the laboratory reporting of TICs. As stated
on Draft EIR page 3.3-46, the impact of the landfill on site groundwater is evaluated on the basis
of the target list of compounds required by the RWQCB that includes the most common VOCs
associated with landfills. Therefore, additional testing is not required.

Response 2-17a

As described in the Draft EIR (Groundwater Quality, page 3.3-42), the RWQCB sets the testing
parameters for the site. In setting these parameters, the RWQCB considers the types of
contaminants typically associated with landfills. Current testing requirements include testing for
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common gasoline constituents, including benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes, and the
oxygenate MTBE. In addition, many other compounds, including chlorinated solvents and their
breakdown products, 1,4, dioxane, metals, common pesticides, and general mineral constituents,
are routinely analyzed for. Additional testing has not been required by the RWQCB because the
testing in place is sufficient to evaluate impacts from the Landfill on site groundwater.

In addition, testing of both surface water and groundwater also has been conducted to look for
total coliform, fecal coliform, E. coli, and enterococcus bacteria, which are not expected to be
present in groundwater (see Responses 1-1 and 1-10). This testing confirmed the absence or
extremely low concentrations of these bacteria in site groundwater. These bacteria are normally
present in both natural and developed watersheds throughout the South Coast area.

Response 2-17b

The Landfill itself, including the maintenance shop area, is the “point” source of the low
concentrations of contaminants detected in two of the downgradient wells. It is inappropriate to
consider a drilling or testing program to attempt to identify localized point sources of
contaminants within the Landfill. Sources of contaminants in the Landfill are likely such items
as spent household or auto cleaning solvent containers, or containers of spent gasoline.
Typically, these containers are one quart to one gallon in size and will not be detectable in any
kind of drilling/testing program. This is the reason that entire landfills are typically considered
“point” sources of contaminants and that monitoring programs are designed to evaluate impacts
from the entire landfill, and not just a portion of the landfill. There is no waste associated with
the scalehouse (which is located south of the Landfill footprint) and no evidence to support
identifying the scalehouse as a point source for waste impacts.

Response 2-18 ' :
Seismic analysis parameters may change over time, based on the currently accepted geologic

information and standards of practice. The apparent discrepancy noted in this comment is due to
an enhanced understanding of the local seismic environment. In addition, while the commenter
states that “an acceleration number of 0.39 g was used,” there is no such thing as an
“acceleration number.” The seismic input parameters for slope stability analyses use a variety of
forms, including peak bedrock acceleration, maximum site acceleration, yield acceleration and
seismic coefficient. Depending on the analytical method used, attenuation characteristics,
including distance from a fault, return period of a seismic event, and other factors, there could be
different values described as “acceleration” in seismic analysis reports that are entirely
consistent. The seismic studies were conducted using appropriate data and assumptions, and
included standard of practice techniques.

The comment is made regarding the GeoLogic Associates (GLA) slope stability analysis and
their use of a maximum probable earthquake ground acceleration of 0.21g. This apparently
refers to GLA, September 26, 2001, “Slope Stability Evaluation, Proposed Reconfigured Front
Face and Stockpile Slopes, Tajiguas Landfill, Santa Barbara, California,” which was provided as
a technical report accompanying the Draft EIR. Page 3 of this report states “The maximum
expected horizontal bedrock acceleration at the site, used as the design event for dynamic
analysis (the maximum probable earthquake) is 0.24g.”
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The comment is made that, “The slope stability analysis was done under the assumption that the
landfill mass is not saturated.” This statement is not correct. GLA (2001) page 2, states that, “In
order to be conservative, the groundwater profile used in the analysis included the 1998 County
data in the lower areas of the slope; and elevations that are 15 to 20 feet higher than those
indicated by the AGM (Arcadis, 2001b) data in the upper slope areas.” That is, while GLA
concluded that a fully saturated waste prism was not likely, it did include a conservative
assumption of saturated conditions in the slope stability analysis. The GLA report did not
suggest that "if the landfill was saturated then they would not be held to their stability analysis
projections.”

Response 2-19 ‘ ,
Holocene faults are discussed on Draft EIR pages 3.2-3 through 3.2-25. The Draft EIR states on

page 3.2-21, “That there are no known Holocene age faults (approximately 11,000 years before
present) in the vicinity of the proposed expansion.” Also on Draft EIR page 3.2-27, “Based on
these investigations, there is no evidence of active or potentially active faults within the proposed
expansion area.” The statements in-the Draft EIR are consistent with and based on the Dames &
Moore 1995 report, among others, as discussed in detail in the Draft EIR.

Response 2-20
See Responses 1-6 and 1-10 to the Heal the Ocean letter. GeoSolv apparently searched through

correspondence from RWQCB dating back several years, and noted in pages 14 through 21 of
their report each instance of past detections from the monitoring system and alleged violations in
the operation of Tajiguas Landfill. The Draft EIR for the Tajiguas Landfill addresses an
expansion of the landfill, and does not specifically address every former compliance issue. The
Tajiguas Landfill is responsibly operated and is in compliance with applicable laws and specific
WDRs of RWQCB Order 93-69. The SWUD has responded to compliance issues raised by the
RWQCB as those issues have arisen.

Correspondence in the files of RWQCB and SWUD indicate that each of the past violations has
been corrected or addressed. The August 27, 1999, letter from RWQCB, which is cited in the
GeoSolv report, indicates the documentation provided by SWUD demonstrates compliance with
all issues raised in the earlier correspondence. Several items that involve a longer time frame to
complete, such as a down-stream sedimentation control structure, were noted. A letter dated
November 9, 1999, from the RWQCB specifically states that Tajiguas Landfill is in complete
compliance with WDR Order 93-69 and that the Landfill operators have satisfactorily addressed
or are in the process of addressing all violations noted in the August 27, 1999, letter.

As addressed in Response 1-6, the most recent correspondence from RWQCB that indicates any
problems or violations cited in the GeoSolv report is the August 27, 1999, letter. The issues
raised in the August 27 letter are addressed in the subsequent November 9, 1999, correspondence
from RWQCB indicating that the Landfill is in compliance and that previously raised issues have
been satisfactory addressed. In an August 25, 1998, letter to State Senator Jack O’Connell,
RWQCB Executive Officer Roger Briggs stated, “The Tajiguas Landfill site contains no ‘fatal

- flaws,” in regard to our body of regulation, that would prompt us to prohibit expansion. The
County of Santa Barbara continues to show the intent and ability to meet our requirements for
landfill operation.”

Final EIR, July 2002 doc. 2-10 Tajiguas Landfill Expansion




The GeoSolv Report (pages 14 through 21) itemizes a number of detections of chemicals in
various monitoring locations at Tajiguas Landfill between 1988 and 1997 that are reported in
SWUD’s routine monitoring and reporting to RWQCB. GeoSolv suggests that for each
detection of even trace concentrations of any compound, a subsurface investigation is required
by law (page 22) to determine if a possible point source, such as a buried drum (page 13) exists
in the landfill. The SWUD operates and monitors a waste management unit, which is itself
considered the point source for a release detected by the monitoring system. Numerous
groundwater protection and monitoring controls are in place. Drilling dozens of holes in the
landfill each time a compound is detected in a sample would be inappropriate and would
probably be a negative factor in the site’s ability to contain waste.

Some members of the public have a lengthy history of voicing concern about the compliance
history of the Tajiguas Landfill. In response to these concemns, and to SWUD’s regulatory
obligations, multiple investigations have been performed over the years to determine whether the
Tajiguas Landfill poses a significant threat to the environment.

In particular, based on previous claims by the same groups sponsoring the GeoSolv report,
investigations and scientific studies have been conducted. A Santa Barbara County Grand Jury
investigation in 1999-2000 looked into these issues in detail, including reviewing a large volume
of data, reports, and other documentary evidence, and conducting interviews with public health
officials, environmental groups, former and present Public Works employees, and independent
environmental experts. The conclusion from the most recent Grand Jury investigation is, “that
the Department of Public Works have done an excellent job in keeping the landfill
environmentally safe. It was also concluded that the Tajiguas Landfill was neither visually nor
environmentally polluting.” A 1998 study commissioned by the Tajiguas Landfill Groundwater
Issues Focus Group (a group composed of Arroyo Quemada homeowners), prepared by Dr.
Arturo Keller of UCSB (Keller, 1998), a nationally recognized expert in contaminant transport in
groundwater systems, concluded the Landfill does not pose a threat to groundwater quality,
either currently or as a result of the proposed expansion of the Landfill, as long as the current
monitoring plan is continued and the current corrective action plan is followed.

Response 2-21
See Response 2-20.

The comment refers to letters that are over 9 years old and were written prior to the
correspondence history presented in Table 1; Response 1-6. The May 25, 1993, letter was
directed at the Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Project approved by the Board of Supervisors in
1989 and reviewed under 87-EIR-8. This previous expansion was more extensive than the
currently proposed project and would have expanded the Landfill into the Coastal Zone and over
Pila Creek north of the existing Landfill waste footprint. This expansion was never completed.
The current proposed Landfill expansion avoids both the Coastal Zone and Pila Creek, thus
reducing impacts compared to the previously considered expansion, and is in compliance with
current regulations regarding landfills. ‘

In correspondence 14 (Table 1; Response 1-6) the SWUD provided information to the RWQCB
on the relationship between groundwater constituents and landfill gas. While migration of VOCs
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offsite and the monitoring system may have been issues in 1993, the SWUD has since made
improvements at the Landfill to address the RWQCB’s concerns (see Responses 1-6 and 1-13).
The correspondence in Table 1 (Response 1-6) documents the interaction of the RWQCB with
the SWUD to identify required improvements, that improvements have been accomplished at the
landfill, and that implementation and reporting on the success of the improvements was and is
ongoing in compliance with the WDRs. These improvements include installation of a landfill
gas collection system, the GLCRS, and other systems identified in Response 1-1.

The WDRs also require a Monitoring and Reporting Plan. The Monitoring and Reporting Plan
for the Landfill was revised and issued on March 4, 1999 (Response 1-6; Table 1, '
Correspondence 2) to account for the many surface and groundwater control improvements
implemented by SWUD since 1998. The chronology of events documented through the letters
identified and summarized in Table 1 of Response 1-6 reflect compliance with the Waste
Discharge Requirements (WDRs) issued by RWQCB Order No. 93-69 for the Tajiguas Landfill.
The record provided in Table 1 (Response 1-6) shows that the existing monitoring system is
effective and acceptable to the RWQCB. This system would be expanded, if necessary, in
accordance with new WDRs for the proposed expansion praoject.

Correspondence 34 and 35 of Table 1 (letters dated November 9, 1999, and November 12, 1999,
respectively) verifies Landfill compliance with its WDRs, Order No. 93-69. These letters from
the RWQCB to the LEA stated that the Tajiguas Landfill is in compliance with Waste Discharge
Order No. 93-69, and that the Landfill operators have satisfactorily addressed or are in the
process of addressing violations of Order No. 93-69. These letters were produced afier 1993
and, therefore, it can be concluded that the Landfill was in compliance with the WDRs as of
1998. '

Response 2-22
See Response 2-20.

Detections of MTBE have decreased over the years. Data to substantiate this statement are
available at the SWUD offices. See Response 2-21.

The RWQCB considers the entire Landfill a point sdurce. See Response 2-17b.

Response 2-23
See Response 2-20.

It is unclear to what internal office memo the commenter is referring. The comment does not
identify who the memo was from or who or what agency was discussing the issue. The results
presented are, however, over 10 years old. Improvements in environmental control systems and
monitoring requirements have been developed during the 1990s, as documented in Response 1-1.
The requirement to test for the constituents identified in the comment may not have been in
effect at the time indicated. See Response 2-21 for a compliance discussion.

The RWQCB considers the entire landfill a point source. See Response 2-17b.
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Response 2-24
See Responses 2-20 and 2-22.

The GLCRS has been expanded to provide increased containment capacity for water pumped
from the trench. This system allows the trench to be pumped continuously if conditions require
(as in times of storm events) and allows water to be contained onsite rather than possibly
allowing releases downstream. This permanent improvement was completed when tanks were
obtained through a land swap with the parcel to the west in mid-2001. The system now provides
680,000 gallons of containment. See Response 1-1 for a discussion of environmental controls at
the Tajiguas Landfill.

Response 2-25
See Responses 2-20 and 2-22.

Response 2-26
See Response 2-20.

The RWQCB considers the entire Landfill a point source. See Response 2-17b.

Response 2-27
See Response 2-20.

The RWQCB considers the entire Landfill a point source. See Response 2-17b.

Response 2-28
See Response 2-20.

The RWQCB considers the entire Landfill a point source. See Response 2-17b.

Response 2-29
See Response 2-20.

The RWQCB considers the entire Landfill a point source. See Response 2-17b.

Response 2-30
See Response 2-20.

The RWQCB considers the entire Landfill a point source. See Response 2-17b.

Response 2-31
See Responses 1-1, 1-6 and 1-13.

The May 5, 1998, letter is the RWQCB response to the Notice of Preparation for the proposed
Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Project. VOCs were addressed as documented in Correspondence
14 of Table 1 (dated September 21, 1998) and Correspondence 25 of Table 1 (dated May 5,
1999), which indicate that the landfill gas (LFG) extraction system had been installed and had
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been online approximately 1 month. The methane levels in lysimeters had dropped from
60 percent to 45 percent. The SWUD committed to continue to monitor the system for
effectiveness. :

Response 2-32
See Response 2-20.

The commenter is incorrect in the assumption that a long-term solution to prevent leaks at the
culvert drain has not been pursued. The SWUD is currently constructing a sediment structure to
collect runoff form the southern slopes of the Landfill (see Responses 3-5 and 5-4). To construct
the sedimentation structure, the leachate collection systems, described in Response 1-1, are being
reconfigured to avoid potential leaks to the creek. This project is expected to be completed by
Fall 2002. :

Response 2-33 . ]
See Response 2-20. See the compliance history presented in Responses 1-6 and 1-13.

The letters cited in this comment are over 5 years old and have been addressed by the SWUD in
consultation with the RWQCB. Most importantly are Correspondence 16 and 18 (Response 1-6;
Table 1) dated November 25, 1998, and December 15, 1998. These letters document there were
no violations cited during a site inspection by the RWQCB. In these letters, as well as
Correspondence 34 and 35 (dated in November 9, 1999, and November 12, 1999) the RWQCB
states that the Tajiguas Landfill is in complete compliance with Order No. 93-69 after the issues
raised in 1997 and early 1998.

Response 2-34
See Response 2-20.

Since the issues of litter and sediment in Pila Creek were raised in 1988, SWUD has improved
Landfill BMPs in an effort to minimize such impacts. The SWUD continues to evaluate Landfill
operations and keep informed of emerging technologies in an ongoing effort to expand and
improve engineering controls. These efforts have met with approval from both the RWQCB and
the local community, and have resulted in continuing improvement to watershed conditions
downstream of the Landfill.

Portable litter fences are placed near the Landfill working face to catch errant trash, and litter
fences are placed around downdrains to prevent litter from entering the landfill drainage system.
Also, trash racks have been placed in Pila Creek south of the Landfill to catch errant litter during
high storm flows before water leaves the site. The litter controls have sufficiently controlled
litter from leaving the site, as evidenced by the lack of neighbor complaints due to trash in the
last year. Landfill operations for the expansion project (i.e., waste disposal and daily cover
placement at the working face) will be similar to ongoing operations, and the ongoing litter
control program will continue to assure that litter does not leave the site.
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Sediment at the Landfill has been reduced by a number ofimeasures. Stormwater runoff is
routed through in-channel or out-of-channel sedimentation basins that catch and remove
sediment from water that is discharged to Pila Creek. Soil binders are used on areas that will not
be disturbed on the landfill for extended periods of time. Revegetation occurs in areas that
subsequently will not be disturbed. These measures are referred to as Best Management
Practices (BMPs) and are discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3.2.2.4. The BMPs would be
expanded to reduce surface water quality impacts during the life of the proposed expansion.

Response 2-35 :
See Responses 1-6 and 1-10. The comment refers to concerns expressed ina RWQCB

memorandum that is now approximately 4 years old. Since that time, SWUD has remained in
close communication with the RWQCB regarding the nature, status and effectiveness of wet
weather preparedness measures at the Landfill. On September 24, 2001, SWUD submitted to the
RWQCB a Wet Weather Preparedness Plan. The plan details measures taken to properly
manage surface water runoff, sedimentation/erosion and litter in the Pila Creek watershed. Part
of that process involves periodic inspections of the Landfill and surrounding area throughout the
rainy season by trained and experienced staff. Results of these routine inspections are recorded
on inspection forms, and these forms are kept on file at the Landfill office. Any observed
problem is promptly noted, and appropriate action is taken. The SWUD is not aware of any
similar concerns regarding litter, sedimentation and/or responsiveness being expressed recently
by the RWQCB.

See Response 2-20

Response 2-36
See Response 2-20.

The comment refers to concerns expressed in a RWQCB memorandum that is now
approximately 3-1/2 years old. Since that time, SWUD has documented that surface water flow
enters the trench system, and has configured the Landfill so as to direct a larger proportion of.
surface water runoff from the Landfill area into the sedimentation basins located north (i.e.,
upstream) of the existing Landfill. Moreover, water storage capacity has been increased by the
addition of two storage tanks (with a total 680,000 gallons of capacity) to the system through a
recent land swap with Aera Energy to the west of the Landfill site. Jointly, increased usage of
the up-canyon sedimentation basins, coupled with additional tank storage capacity, has resulted
in decreased need for spray application, resulting in a lessened potential for exacerbating the
issues raised in this comment.

Response 2-37
See Response 2-20.

The comment refers to concerns expressed in a RWQCB letter that is now approximately 2 years
old. The SWUD has addressed earlier RWQCB concerns regarding control of stormwater and
sediment by routing more runoff into sedimentation basins located north of the Landfill. As
these issues have since been addressed to the full satisfaction of the RWQCB, no formal
enforcement actions were undertaken.
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Response 2-38

The contact between pre-landfill topography and the existing waste mass is indicated by the
topographic map shown on Draft EIR Figure 3.3-1. Early grading of the site is shown on the
1969 topographic map (presented as Plate 7 in Santa Barbara County, 1997a). Man-made
conduits, including historic diversions of Pila Creek now buried beneath the landfill, are
described based on interpretations of aerial photographs and shown on Figures 2, 3, and 4 of
Arcadis Geraghty & Miller (2001b). Two subsurface investigations have been conducted to
explore buried conduits and saturated conditions in the landfill: Arcadis Geraghty & Miller
(2001b), and STI Engineering, Inc. (2000). The proposed project includes engineering designs
that will prevent the water table from contact with waste, as described in Draft EIR Sections 2.9
and 3.3.3.2.

Response 2-39
See Responses 2-19 and 2-38.

Response 2-40
See Responses 2-17 and 2-38.

Response 2-41
See Responses 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-15 and 2-38.

Response 2-42 :
Although these recommendations are noted, it is not clear how a water balance would provide

any information useful to evaluating potential water quality impacts (see Responses 2-10 and
2-38). Monitoring of surface water and groundwater quality is a more direct means of evaluating
water quality impacts. Monitoring is conducted in accordance with programs dictated by the
RWQCB, including the General Industrial NPDES Permit and the Monitoring and Reporting
Program (M&RP 93-69). The County disagrees that a water balance is necessary to ensure that
water quality objectives are met.

Response 2-43

Water is not used for irrigation at the Tajiguas Landfill. However, water pumped from the
GLCRS and other sources is used for dust control by spraying water from trucks onto the
landfill, as described on Draft EIR page 3.3-21 and in Draft EIR Section 3.3.2.2.5. Regarding
the effectiveness of the GLCRS and a water balance, see Responses 2-9, 2-10, 2-12c¢, and 2-42.

Effectiveness of the GLCRS also is addressed in detail in correspondence to the RWQCB dated

April 30, 1999 (see Correspondence 26 in Table 1 of Response 1-6).
See Response 2-38.

Response 2-44
See Responses 2-13a, 2-14 and 2-38.

Response 2-45 ,
Although these recommendations are noted, it is not clear how collection of continuous surface

water flow rate data through the culvert system will provide any information useful to evaluating
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potential water quality impacts. Monitoring of surface water quality is conducted in accordance
with programs dictated by the RWQCB, including the General Industrial NPDES Permit and the
Monitoring and Reporting Program (M&RP 93-69). The County disagrees that collection of
flow rate data is necessary to ensure that surface water quality objectives are met.

Response 2-46
Please see the Arcadis Geraghty & Miller report (2001b) provided as part of the Technical
Studies for the Draft EIR for the requested information.

The following are responses to items in the GeoSolv report that follow the numbered
comments.

Cross Section A-A':

Many errors are evident on this cross section. The location of the section is not shown on a map.
The wells are grossly out of scale, thereby misrepresenting the depths and formations penetrated
by the wells. Landfill waste is shown extending below sea level, while the actual waste is, in
fact, located at elevations ofiabout 150 feet above mean sea level and higher. The horizontal and
vertical bar scales indicate a vertical exaggeration of 3 times, but this vertical exaggeration is not
applied to the dip of strata. The 100-foot high bluff at the beach is shown as Quaternary
Alluvium (Qoa), although it actually is composed of Tertiary Monterey Formation (Tm).

Original Topography of Vicinity of Pila Creek:

The bar scale on the map is inconsistent. The source of topographic and geologic information
for this map is not given. In comparison to local (Emcon, 1994a; 1994b) and regional geologic
mapping (Dibblee, 1988), the geology is incorrect in several aspects. The extent of alluvium
(Qoa) is shown as a wide deposit extending through the narrow canyon of Pila Creek where it
flows over the Monterey Formation (Tm). The beach bluff is represented as alluvium, rather
than the Monterey Formation. The flow line of Pila Creek indicates a perennial stream (solid
blue line) flowing south in a straight line from the landfill area to the ocean; it should be shown
as an ephemeral (dashed line) stream that makes several turns eastward before entering the ocean
about 1,200 feet to the east (see USGS, Gaviota 7.5 min. quadrangle).

Appropriate Citation of Authorship:

In the Introduction section of the GeoSolv report (pages 4 and 5), a statement is made describing
-field mapping, drilling and geologic formations. This work and the associated descriptions were
performed by Dames & Moore for the County of Santa Barbara, and presented in a report dated

January 30, 1989. Segments of text from the Dames & Moore report were taken verbatim,
without proper citation of authorship. GeoSolv visited the site for less than 2 hours with County
staff on September 20, 2001, and no geologic mapping or subsurface investigation was ,
conducted on this date. Furthermore, the GeoSolv maps and cross section do not cite a source
for the geologic mfonnatlon presented.
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December 14, 2001 1
Kathy Kefauver
Santa Barbara County
Public Works Department T
Solid Waste and Utilities Division .m,‘.;-,;-_—,-—- vg:‘ogg
109 E. Victoria Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR TAJIGUAS LANDFILL
EXPANSION PROJECT: 01-EIR-5

Dear Ms. Kefauver:

The Environmental Defense Center (EDC), a non-profit public interest law firm, represents

the Santa Barbara Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation (Surfrider) regarding the proposed
expansion of the Tajiguas Landfill. We have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Report -
(EIR) for the proposed project, as well as related information, and conducted research
regarding the technical issues involved with the proposal to significantly expand this large,
unlined seaside landfill. In sum, we find that the draft EIR is deficient pursuant to the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) with regards to the project
objectives, project description, impact assessment, policy consistency analysis, and

altematives analysis. The concemns stated in this comment letter can be addressed by revising
and recirculating the draft EIR for public and responsible agency review and comment. .

1. The Project Objective is too narrow to allow for adequate consideration of a

reasonable range of alternatives.

The project objectives stated in the draft EIR fail to include the underlying project purpose,
and instead state a narrow desired outcome. As a result, the draft EIR finds that otherwise
valid feasible altematives that would reduce significant impacts fail to meet the overly narrow
ob}ecmcs and are dismissed without due consideration. The objectives must be rewritten to
comply with CEQA's requirements and to facilitate adequate consideration of a reasonable
range of alternatives to the proposed project.

Under CEQA, a project's objectives must be included in its EIR, and under the revised CEQA
Guidelines Section 15124(b), the objectives must include the underlying purpose of the
project. Furthermore, Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines states that, “A clearly
written statement of objectives will help thie lead agency to develop a reasonable range of
alternatives to evaluate in the EIR.” ‘

While CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b) requires the statement of objectives to include the
underlying purpose, review of the EIR indicates that the project objectives are written more
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like a project description, The objective is to “increase the solid waste disposal capacity of
this existing County-owned and operated facility to méet the waste disposal needs ... for 15
years or approximately until the year 2020.” On page 4-75, the draft EIR states, “the current
project objective is to provide waste disposal capacity at the Tajiguas Landfill for 15 years."
This objective is too narrowly crafted to facilitate consideration of a suitable range of
alternatives. As a result, none of the alternatives considered in the draft EIR can fulfill the
very specific and narrow outcome described by the objectives. This unfairly precludes
meaningful consideration of feasible project altematives that could fulfill the waderlying
project purpose and may lessen or avoid significant impacts, which is contrary to the
requirements of CEQA.

In addition, a lead agency must analyze a range of reasonable feasiblc alternatives that meet
most of the basic project objectives and avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts in an
EIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (attached); Citizens for Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors (“Goleta I'") (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167 {243 Cal.Rptr. 39]. By crafting the
objectives too narrowly and fajling to include the underlying project purpose, the lead agency
has artificially restricted which alternatives are considered in detail in the EIR. Altematives
that do not meet the narrow objectives need are quickly dismissed in the EIR.

The underlying purpose for this project can be understood by reviewing the draft EIR's
Section 1.5, “Need for the Proposed Project.” This describes the legal requiremcms that the
County have a plan for accommodating waste disposal for 15 years at any given time. Thus,
the underlying purpose is not necessarily to expand the Tajiguas Landfill. Itis to provide for
the disposal of the solid waste generated within the Santa Ynez and Cuyama Valley vicinities
and the South Coast of Santa Barbara County until a planned, new, in-County regional landfill
is operational which the Board of Supervisors staff to do within 15 years. The objective must
be modified to comport with CEQA’s requirement that it describe the underlying purpose, '
rather than a stated outcome. Otherwise, the draft EIR improperly, necdlessly and artificially
restricts the altematives that can be considered for approval because only the pmposcd project
could meet the overly narrow objecuves as stated in the draft EIR.

—'-II. The Project Description is internally inconsistent and confusing.

A, The Draft EIR describes a longer-term expansion than needed to fulfill the

asic objectives and co! with the Board of Supervisors 8-3-99 Policy .-

Directive.

. Both the objectives and the pro,;eét description describe the project as a 15-ycar expansion to

provide waste dnsposal capacity at Tajiguas until the year 2020. However, since the
underlying objective is to meet the requirements of AB 939 and provide waste disposal
capacny only until the new, in-County regional landfill is operanonnl by or before 2015, the
project description of expandmg until 2020 goes beyond what is necessary to fulfill the
objectives. CEQA requires that project descriptions include a clearly written statement of
objectives and be stable and consistent. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15124)
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The objectives include meeting the “waste disposal needs ... for 15 years or approximately
until 2020." However, 2020 is 19 years after the release of the draft EIR. The need for the
project is to meet the requirements of state law (AB 939) that communities provide a
minimum 15 years of disposal at existing or planned facilities, By proposing to expand.
Tajiguas until 2015 and concurrently planning for a new in-County landfill with 25 to 50
years of capacity, and by already narrowing potential new landfill sites to two, the County is
already complying with AB 939, Expanding until 2020 is not needed to comply with AB 939,
and results in needless environmental impacts, . i

One objective, and perhaps the underlying project purpose, is to “provide adequate disposal
capacity to allow for the siting and development of a new in-County regional landfill, a
process to be completed as soon as possible, a process fwhich began in 1999] that may take
up to 15 years.” (Emphasis'added.) The draft EIR (page 1-15) states that, “County staff
reported to the County Board of Supervisors that the siting and development process may take
up to 15 years to complete,” and that, “the siting process for a new tegional landfill has
begun.” Indeed, this process was initiated at the Board’s direction in August of 1999.
Therefore, the new landfill siting and development process is anticipated by County staff,
County decision-mhakers, the County's landfill siting consultants and the public to be complete
no later than 2015. Thus, instead of vaguely describing the project’s completion date and
describing the project ds lasting more than the time needed to meet the objectives (i.c., until
2020 instead of 2015), the project description should refiect the objectives and describe the
project as an expansjon lasting 15 years from 8-3-09 when the Board directed the Division to
begin siting a new landfill, or until the new landfill is operational (i.c., by 2015), whichever
comes first. By describing the project as lasting until about 2020, the draft EIR describes a
larger expansion project that will result in greater environmental impacts than necessary to
meet the objectives. ' .

The original proposal was to expand Tajiguas for 25 years (4-1-98 Notice of Preparation for .
Tajiguas Expansion Project), but that was changed after the Board of Supervisors directed the
Public Works Department to site and construct as new regional landfill in the County (10-8-
99 Revised Notice of Preparation). Siting and constructing the new landfill is expected to
take a maximum of 10 to 15 years, (Draft EIR page 1-6; 7-7-00 notes from meeting with the
County’s landlill siting consultants Barry Keller, ARCADIS, John McGinnis, IL.R.L, and
County Solid Waste Division). Therefore, the project description should not ambiguously
describe a 15-year, but actually 19-year expansion project. ‘Instead, it should reflect what is
necessary to achieve the underlying purpose of complying with AB 939 and bridging the
temporal gap between the time the current permitted capacity at Tajiguas is used and the new
landfill is operational (i.e., by 2015). .

Such a project as ambiguously described would result in greater project-related environmental
impacts than would an expansion until.the new landfill is operational in or before 2015, which
is the scale of expansion needed to fulfill the objectives and meet the need for the project.
Grading, site preparation and operation, including excavation from the large cover material
borrow areas associated with an expansion to provide capacity through the year 2020 would
affect more environmental resources than would grading associated with an expansion
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through 2015, the outside estimated date of the opening of the planned new landfill. The
greater impacts relate to habitat disruption, air quality, aesthetics and other impacts caused by
the expansion. Therefore, the draft EIR must provide a stable project description consistent
with the Need for the Project and the Board of Supervisors” policy directive, *to provide
adequate waste disposal capacity ... to allow for the siting and development of a new in-
County regional landfill, a process to be completed as soon as possible, a process that may
take up to 15 years [beginning in August 1999] to complete.” The project as vaguely
described as an expansion through the year 2020 is larger and more impacting than need be to
fulfill the basic objectives, meet the Board directive and to satisfy Need for the Project.

Attached is an undated document titled “Revisions to EIR to Reflect Board’s Long Term
Solid Waste Disposal Policy.” The County prepared this draft project description as it
developed the draft EIR. This document, provided by Mark Schleich of the County Solid
Waste and Utilities Division to the EDC, describes the project in the following manner:

“Section 2.0 Project Description B

The proposed project is being evaluated as a means of providing up to a 15-year capacity
expansion of the Tajiguas Landfill to meet the interim solid waste disposal needs of southern
Santa Barbara County and the Santa Ynez and Cuyama Valleys until a new in-County
regional landfill (a separate project) can be developed. The intent is that, once the new.
landfill is developed and operational, the closure of Tajiguas would occur.”

This formerly proposed project description meets the dual objectives of providing disposal
capacity until a new landfill is operational and complying with AB 939. However, it was
modified before the release of the draft EIR to reflect a larger expansion than needed to fulfill
the basic project purpose, and, as stated, the described project will cause more severe

" environmental impacts than warranted to fulfill the underlying purpose and to meet the basic

project objectives. Thus, the Project Description should be revised to clearly state that the
expansion project would terminate when the new landfill is operational.

B. The project description should include phasing of the expansion to ensure that

The expansion project fails to include phasing of the construction and installation of the liner
for the expansion in order to minimize environmental damage that would be caused by
constructing the expansion all at once. If the new in-County regional landfill is operational
sooner than 2015, it would make little sense and would needlessly impact the environment to
construct the expansion all at once when not all of the expansion capacity may be needed. If
constructed in phases, once a new landfill is operational, the expansion could cease. If not
constructed in phases and the new in-County landfill is operational prior to 2015, then the
project would impact more resources, including sensitive habitats, than necessary to provide
the required capacity until the new landfill is operational,
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The legistative intent of CEQA includes the following policy: “It is the intent of the
Legislature that all agencies of the state government which regulate activities of private
individuals, corporations. and public agencies which are found to affect the quality of the
environment, shall regulate such activities so that major consideration is given to preventing
environmental damage, while providing a decent home and satisfying living conditions for
every Californian.” (Public Resources Code 21000(g)} Furthermore, “it is the policy of the
state that public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the
significant environmental effects of such project, and that the procedures required by this
division are intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying both the
significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or mitigation measures
which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.” (Public Resources Code
Section 21002) )

As applied to the proposed project, CEQA requires the lead agency to identify feasible ways
to avoid or lessen significant impacts through mitigation or alternatives. One such way to
feasibly and more effectively protect the environment against the significant effects of this
project is to phase the expansion since it is unknown exactly when the new in-County landfill
will be operational and thus when the proposed expansion could be terminated.

Originally, the County proposed such incremental and phased expansion for this very -
purpose. As described in Sections 2.2 and 2.3 of the Public Works Department’s “Revisions
to EIR to Reflect-Board’s Long Tenn Solid Waste Disposal Policy™:

“The Back [and Front] Canyon configuration{s] would be developed in phases. Utilization of
the new vertical airspace above the existing waste footprint, including the currently permitted
benchfill capacity, would occur before expanding into new areas of waste disposal, to the
extent practical from an engineering perspective. For the purposes of liner construction and
waste disposal, each phase would be developed incrementally, beginning with areas adjacent
to the existing waste footprint. In this manner, disturbance over the landfiil area would be
phased, with relatively small portions of the site being disturbed at any one time, thereby
limiting the capital cost of each phase of development and minimizing environmental
impacts.” . : -

This phasing of the maxirnum 15-year expansion was intended by the Public Works
Department's Solid Waste Division to address environmental impact concerns raised by EDC,
Surfrider, and others. These concerns include a concem that unnecessary environmental
impacts would occur in the canyon if the expansion were constructed without phasing and the
new in-County regional landfill was constructed and operational prior to the filling of the
expansion arca. Therefore, the project description should include phasing, and incremental
expansion and incremental installation of liners as a feasible mechanism to ensure against
needless environmental impacts,

The draft EIR on page 2-2 states that both the back and front configurations are planned to be
developed in phases. However, this refers only to the placement of waste after construction
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and does not include phasing the construction itself, which may be a feasible way to lessen
significant impacts. Unlike the draft project description quoted above, the phasing of liner
installation is not proposed at all. This means that the entire expansion area would be graded
during project construction, rather than phasing the construction of the expansion area and
installation of the liner. The result of this is that impacts to biological resources would not be
incremental, but would occur at the project outset, and thus could not be terminated when and
if the new in-County landfill is constructed prior to the use of the expansion project’s
capacity. Considering this, there would be little incentive for the Division to stop placing

_waste at Tajiguas if it had unused, expanded capacity, even if a new landfill was operational.

This fails to feasibly minimize damage to biological resources, damage that could feasibly be
avoided by phasing the construction and liner installation. .

™ I0. The Draft EIR’s Analysis of Environmental Impacts is Inadequate

A, The cumulative project list is incomplete.

The draft EIR fails to identify all new and ongoing projects in the region that have cumulative
impacts shared with the proposed Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Project. The current operation
of the Tajiguas Landfill Benchfill Project permitted in 1999 is an ongoing project that affects
water quality, biological resources, air pollution, noise, aesthetics, traffic and a wide range of
impacts that will be added to by the proposed project. This is relevant to the draft EIR’s
consideration of alternatives because when a proposed project would contribute to an existing
or cumulative significant impact, the proposed project is responsible for mitigating its
contribution to that impact. With regards to issues like degraded water quality, which the
draft EIR recognizes is at least in part related to seagulls attracted to the Benchfill Project,
there is already a significant impact caused by the operation. The proposed project will add to
an existing impact caused by this related, cumulative project. The draft EIR however, fails to
recognize the Benchfill Project as a cumulative project, and it therefore does not recognize
related cumulative impacts, including significant impacts, to which the proposed project will
add. :

In addition, on 8-3-99 the County Board of Supervisors directed the Solid Waste Division to -
begin the process of siting a new landfill in the County. The Division identified at least 74
potential sites and during the past two years has worked diligently to identify a site for the
planned new facility, narrowing the list to two potential sites according to the Division this
summer. Notwithstanding Surfrider's contention that a single Program EIR should be
prepared for the Division's proposal to modify its CTWMP pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15165, the proposed new landfill is a related, planned and foreseeable new solid
waste disposal facility that may add to or minimize cumulative impacts relating to waste
disposal, Therefore, the planned new landfill should be added to the list of cumulative
projects, and the draft EIR should carefully evaluate how and the degree to which each
cumulative project would contribute to the proposed project's impacts. This will assist the
lead agency in its determinations regarding the need for and type of mitigation measures to
include in the proposed Tajiguas Expansion Project.
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The draft EIR discusses an ongoing effort to expand the Santa Maria Landfill. The fate of
that project has bearing on the impacts of the proposed project. If the Santa Maria Landfill is
not expanded, then a greater waste stream may be directed to Tajiguas, and if it is approved,
its approval may render less environmentally damaging alternatives that involve the Santa
Maria Landfill feasible. Therefore, the Santa Maria Landfill Expansion Project and the

- possible closure of this facnllty are projects that should be included the draft EIR’s cumulative
impact analysis.

B. Analysis of the Draft EIR’s Section 3.2 Geology

Sectwn 3.2.1 -~ Regulatory Standards
This section of the draft EIR fails to list the Califomia Coastal Act and specifically Secuon
30253, which requires new dévelopment to minimize geological hazards and assure stability
and structural integrity of the landfill. As a result, there is no discussion of whether this
statutory requirement is met.

-

This section also describes the requirements of CCR Title 27, Section 20260, as they relate to-
the proposed new project. Considering the discussion of cumuldtive projects above, this text
. should be clarified to state that these requirements apply to cumulative effects as well, such as

impairment of beneficial uses in water bodies.

Section 3.2.2 ~ Existing Conditions

Joint Technical Document and Expansion Project EIR
The draft EIR refers to the Joint Technical Document (JTD) which will be required by the
permitting agencics: the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and the California
Integrated Waste Management Board (CTWMB). The JTD will contain the slope stability
analysis required for landfills with cut slopes exceeding 3:1. If the JTD will include analyses
of issues, such as stability, that are not included in the draft EIR, please describe why this is
not deferring the impact assessment in violation of CEQA. Are additional analyses
anticipated in the JTD relevant to the assessment of the project’s environmental impacts? If
50, those analyses must be in the draft EIR to foster informed decision-making by the lead
L agency and full disclcsurc for the public.

e

Analysis of steeper slopes
Does the Division anticipate potentially increasing the landfill slopcs above 2.4:1 in the

future? The draft EIR should evaluate the environmental effects of steeper 2:1 slopes to 1)
avoid piccemeal review of this project and the potential future benchfilling to 2:1 slopes, and
.2) facilitate analysis of the geological and water quality impacts associated with proposed new
altematives #6 and #6(a). These alternatives include 2:1 slopes to minimize the footprint size

and related environmental effects.

- Section 3.2.3 - Project Impacts

Slopes
The criteria in the draft EIR for determining whether or not an impact is significant with
regards to geology include: 1) if the project would result in potentially hazardous geologic
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conditions such as cut slopes 1.5:1 or greater, 2) if the project would result in cut slopes in
excess of 15 feet, and 3) if the project would result be located on slopes exceeding 20%. The
project, including the borrow aréeas and fill areas, will exceed all of these significance criteria,
and therefore the draft EIR should find significant unpacts relating to gcology.

The project dcscnpuon states: “the ridge located north of thc northeast pomon of the exming
landfill, plus portions of the eastern slope ... would be graded to a maximum overall slope of
2.4:1 ... with benches approximately every 40 to 50 vertical feet, with slopes between
benches of 2:1.” These slopes would not exceed the 1.5:1 significance criteria, however,

. considering the draft EIR's finding that there is water throughout the lower portions of the

landfill, even slopes of 2:1 may not be structurally stable. In addition, it appears that the

. borrow areas will exceed the 1.5:1 slope threshold for significant impacts over a large area.

The Liner and Waste Slope discussion and evaluation of “fill slope stability under dynamic
loading” beginning on page 3.2-29 relies on a “site design peak horizontal ground
acceleration of .21 g.” The results indicate that the factor of safety of 1.5:1 is met “with an
engineering butteess fill (or equivalent stabilizing feature) placed along the west toe of the
refuse fill in the lined areas.” However, the draft EIR does not include 2 mitigation measure
requiring “‘an engineering buttress fill (or equivalent stabilizing feature) placed along the west
toe of the refuse fill in the lined areas.” There is no discussion of any existing buttress fill to
hold back the toe of the existing waste mass. Further, the draft EIR does not address whether
or not the existing waste mass is a stable platform to expand on. Thus, this fill slope stability
impact should be found significant because the identified necessary measure is lacking from
the project description, impact assessment and mitigation measures.

Mitigation for Sloge Stability

In addition to the omission of a necessary mmgatlon measure, Measurc GEO-1 on pages 3.2-
33 and -34 is deficient pursuant to CEQA for other reasons. First, this measure states that
“Cut-slopes shall not exceed 2:1 unless the slope stability report [to be included in the later
JTD] concludes that steeper slopes Will be stable. In that case, slopcs may exceed 2:1
‘provided the slopes adhere to the design standards in the report.” This measure defers
analysis of the steeper slopes in violation of CEQA. Further, the draft EIR does not address
the borrow area slopes which appear to exceed 2:1.

Given the steep topography of the ridges surrounding the proposed expansion area, 2:1 or
steeper cut slopes would necessitate cutting the ridgeline to the east down in elevation
significantly such that grading would occur into the Arroyo Quemado watershed east of the
project site, (Figures 2-2 and 2-3) The impacts of this are not analyzed. The draft EIR states

* that only limited grading would occur for an access road within this watershed, However,

given that measure GEO-1 potentially allows cut slopes to be steeper than 2:1, the areal and

t

voluminous extent of grading may be substantially greater than described, Therefore, the
social, financial, legal and technical feasibility, and the direct and indirect impacts of this
mitigation measure, must be assessed in great detail based on evidence. (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.4(a)(1)(D). See also Stevens v. City of Glendale (1981) 125 Cal.App.3d 986.))
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Mitigation Measures GEO-1(a) and (b) require 1) a detailed slope stability report, and 2) a
detailed geologic and/or soils engineering study to determine landfill structural stability as
required by CCR.Title 27. These measures, by requiring later, post CEQA studies to
determine the level of geological impacts, defer both the required impact analyses that should
be included in the draft EIR and the requirements of the mitigation measures themselves.
Under CEQA, a lead agency cannot defer impact analyses and mitigation measures to a later
time and/or another agency unless specific performance standards are provided. Because the
impacts won't be known until these studies are complete, and no performance standards are
provided, these are ineffective, deferred mitigation measures. (Sundstrom v. County of -
Mendocino (1" District. 1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296 [248 Cal.Rptr. 352].)

Liquefaction '

finding the draft EIR states, “This is because materials below the proposed [andfill expansion
area are classified as primarily tertiary sedimentary rocks, with some limited extent of dense
to very dense soils, which are not typically susceptible (o liquefaction.” This analysis ignores
the fact that the draft EIR states on page 3.2-17 that, “Along the buried Pila Creek channel,
the landfifl is underlain by unconsolidated Quaternary Alluvium.” This area under the
‘existing 1andfill contains underground flow, which percolates down from the streambed and
basins upstream from the landfill, as well as natural underflow, which occurs in the

- unconsolidated alluvium along all creeks in this region. Much of the alluvium is sand derived
from the weathering of the numerous sandstone formations of the watershed upstream from

“the landfill. According to Dr. Edward A. Kelier in the eighth edition of ‘Environmental
Geology,” “Sand with a high water content may liquefy when shaken or vibrated,” as in
during a tremor. The proposed expansion project will be structurally tied into the existing
landfill, which sits atop saturated alluvium consisting largely of sand. Since the liquefaction
impact analysis ignores the fact that the landfill presently sits atop this unconsolidated
alluvium, the liquefaction potential is not “very low,” and the impact is instead potentially
significant.

3-Io

i The cover material that the project will rely on is required to be high in clay in order to inhibit
| infiltration of rainwater into the waste mass. According to Dr. Keller, page 142, “A third way
L water can cause landslides is by contributing to spontaneous liquefaction of clay-rich
sediment.” Therefore, in addition to the area under the landfill being prone to liquefaction as
described above, the cover material required for preventing environmental damage is also
Lpmnc: to damage by liquefaction. This potential impact was not assessed.

In addition, the landfill itself is saturated with leachate water. (Exhibit 1, Cross-Section A-
A1) The draft EIR fdils to discuss the potential for the landfill to liquefy due to its saturated

o {| |and unconsolidated, though compacted nature. Additional analysis is required to determine if
liquefaction impacts related to the cover material, the landfill itself and the underlying
alluvium are significant. :
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C. Anafvsis of the Draft EIR's Section 3.3 Water Resources

Section 3.3.1 ~ Applicable Standards
The list of applicable legal standards relating to water quality fails to include the California
Coastal Act. Specifically, Section 30231 of the Act requires that, “The biological
productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes
appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms and for the protection of
human health shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other means,
minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff,
preventing ... substantial interference with surface water flow, ... maintaining natural
vegetated buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural
streams.” The proposed project’s required detention basins will substantially reduce surface
flows, and the draft EIR and the URS 2001 report acknowledge the adverse effect of seagulls
attracted to the landfill on water quality. Therefore, the draft EIR has to address the project’s
compliance with the Coastal Act’s stringent requirements to maintain or improve water
Lquality.

Section 3.3.2 ~ Existing Conditions

Creek Flow and Springs

On page 3.3-3, the draft EIR states, “This creek supports continuous flow only during and
immediately following significant storm events, which typically occur between the months of
November and April. Pila Creek is typically dry for the majority of the year in the project
area.” This statement should be clarified because the Pila Creek in-stream detention basins on
the project site typically always have water in them, even though some of this water is
removed by pumping for dust control on the landfill. Furthermore, Pila Creek, where it
daylights from the Tajiguas culvert that passes underground at the west side of the landfill
footprint, has been observed to support flow most of the time, or virtually all year long, albeit
at low flow rates. (Personal observations, Brian Trautwein, 9-20-01, Personal
communication, Bob Hazard, Gaviota Coast Conservancy) The draft EIR on page 3.4-13
identifies white alder trees in Pila Creek, and these trees are highly indicative of perennial
surface flow. Please clarify by providing evidence, such as water sampling events for the
culvert and Pila Creek at the culvert, when this creek was not flowing at all (i.e., not trickling)
at this location on the project site.

Similarly, page 3.3-10 states that the creek flows only after significant rainfall events and that
no perennial springs have been noted in the watershed. This contradicts the Robert Cady
declaration, which is included as part of the draft EIR, and which states that numerous springs
were encountered when the landfill was constructed. (Appendix A, Technical Studies) Please
explain this discrepancy. Could there be springs that were exposed during construction,
which are now buried beneath waste or fill?

‘Where does the water seen trickling out of the culvert during the dry season (e.g., through
September) come from, since there is no water flowing into the culvert during the summer
and fall?

G
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Gmundwatcr
r'On page 3.3-4 the draft EIR states that, “Groundwater is present in both the fractures and
intergranular spaces of these [Gaviota, Alegria, Sespe, Vaqueros, Rincon and Monterey
formations] consolidated rocks.” According to GeoSolv, an expert geo-hydrological
consulting form retained by Surfrider, Heal the Ocean and Gaviota Coast Conservancy,
“unless otherwise indicated within the Basin Plan or a formal Regional Board Order which
dedesignates a surface or ground water body’s beneficial use designation, groundwater in the
Rincon, Vaqueros and Sespe-Alegria, and the Gaviota hydrogeologic units are considered to
have potential or éxisting drinking water beneficial use designations.” Evaluation and
Reporting on Contaminant Hydrogeological Conditions at the Tajiguas Landfill, Geosolv, 12-
12-2001, (Exhibit 1, page 6)

Furthermore, GeoSolv has concluded that “the basal groundwater table in the waste mass has
been defined,” and is higher than and in contact with these fractured rock formations.
Therefore, groundwater in the landfill waste mass is in contact with and can travel into these
aquifers and move laterally (east and west) to adjacent canyons. The draft EIR’s Exxstmg
Conditions section does not describe this existing feature of the site.

"The draft EIR notes that, “A component of the southward groundwater flow is blocked by
cross-strike (east-west trending), low permeability aquitard units, ..."” and that, “some
groundwater flow ... is deflected eastward, around the Rincon Formation (aquitard), where it
may discharge as base flow to the alluvium in Arroyo Quemado. (EMCON, 1994b).”. (Draft
‘EIR at page 3.3-18 — 3.3-22.) This potential migration of groundwater flow to the east and
potentially to the west may not be limited to flows from the Vaqueros formation, but may
include flows from other formations and from the water in the landfill waste mass itself,
which is in contact with fractures in these formations, and which therefore has the potential to
migrate offsite underground. The draft EIR does not address this groundwater flow. Thus,
there is a potentially significant surface and groundwater quality impact. According to
GeoSolv, an extensive monitoring program to detect existing eastward and/or westward
migrating groundwater from the landfill vicinity is currently lacking, and should be required
to address this impact to surface water quality in adjacent waterways including Hondo Creek

and Arroyo Quemado Creck.

F-Pégc 3.3-4 of the draft EIR states that “groundwater is also present in the shalfow alluvium

that overlies the bedrock units, particularly in the lower portions of the stream valleys. The
alluvial deposits are up to 100 feet in thickness in the larger canyons.” The landfill was built
on top of the buried Pila Creek channel, which, at this location, is in the alluvium. The
placement of unconsolidated, though compacted, waste material fill on top of the alluvium

essentially increases the height of the alluvial material above the underlying bedrock. The
waste acts as alluvial material, and groundwater is present in the waste. (Exhibit 1, Cross-
Section A-A1) The draft EIR states on page 3.3-23 that “Groundwater is also present in the
lower portions of the landfill mass.” This existing condition violates CCR Title 27, which
requires a five-foot separation between the lowest point of the waste mass and the highest
point of the groundwater measured when groundwater is at its highest point, including the
capillary fringe. GeoSolv indicates in Cross Section A-At1 that groundwater is 100 feet up
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into the waste mass. How far into the waste mass does groundwater extend vertically under
n the existing conditions?

Further, there is no liner between the mass and the former ground surface and compacted soil
does not prevent water from moving between landfill units. Page 3.3-23 states that the water
in the landfill “is interpreted to be locally present in local cells of intermediate permeability
separated from each other by zones of low penmeability, as would be expected from typical
landfill operations.” Does this groundwater extend down into the alluvium, or is there some
3.[1 mechanism preventing water in the waste from contacting water in the former ground surface
and alluvium? If so, at what elevations below 240 to 290 feet ms! is the landfill dry? When
wells were drilled as part of the ARCADIS Geraghty & Miller evaluation of groundwater in
the landfill, did the tests indicate that the water in the cells was totally isolated by the cells, or
is there hydrological communication between the cells and between the cells and the
| underlying former ground surface and alluvium?
r The ARCADIS study evaluation identified large quantities of water extracted from at least
one dewatering well. What js the existing condition of the water in the waste mass with
3_|3 regard to its bacteria content, and was the water extracted by the dewatering well, whiclf had
to be trucked to a waste water treatment plant for disposal, tested for bacteria? If so, what
were the results? =~

The draft EIR refers to the Rincon as an aquitard, which is a “relatively impermeable unit that
forms a barrier to or significantly retards groundwater flow.” The draft EIR and GeoSolv find
that the Rincon has “zones of intensely fractured rocks,” and the draft EIR states that,
“groundwater is present in both the fractures and intergranular spaces of these consolidated
rocks.” Given this, to what relative degree can the Rincon be considered to block southward
groundwater movement? Might these fissures and fractures direct it to the east, to the west, -
o] and/or to the south? Docs groundwater move through the Rincon formation’s intense
fractures? Does the Division currently monitor all of these fractures, and does the Division
know where all of these existing fractures are? Please provide a three-dimensional map that
depicts all of these fractures and other conduits for groundwater migration in the Rincon, in
the zones between the various formations, and in the other formations. Such a map is needed
to depict the existing conduits that potentially serve to transport contaminated groundwater
frorn the vicinity of the landfill offsite. Therefore, such a map of existing hydrogeologic
conditions is needed to determine the degree to which the existing landfill and the proposed
bcxpansion may contribute to leachate movement offsite to other ground and surface waters.

The draft EIR states that “The potcnt.iomctric gradient or slope of the water tablc is related to
the topography, being steeper in mountain areas and shallower in lowland areas.” Since the

=20 }groundwater table tends to follow the topographic contours of the land surface, has the
groundwater risen from the alluvium on which a portion of the landfill was placed into the
wasfe mass in response to the elevated ground surface at the landfill?

Has construction of compacted earthen berms (i.c., as part of the landfill) near the mouth of
he canyon (j.e., by the canyon neck near the Monterey formation’s contact with the Rincon
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formation) acted in any way as a dam to subsurface alluvial flows, causing that groundwater
table to rise or facilitating groundwater diversion to the east or west through fractures, fissures

3,2\ or other conduits within or between formations? Please cxplam the reasoning and provide
evidence in support of the response.

[Page 3.3-9 of the draft EIR states that “less than 10% of the annual recharge to the Vagueras
Formation is due to direct recharge. Therefore, inflow of groundwater from adjacent,
upgradient hydrogeologic units is the primary component of groundwater recharge.” Since a
3’37' portion of the unlined landfill waste mass is located above the Vaqueros Formation near MW
‘ #13 (draft EIR Figure 3.3-4 and GeoSolv, Cross Section A-Au), can it be proved that water
Lfrom within the landfill is not entering this formation?

r‘ Groundwater and GLCRS
On page 3.3-15, the draft EIR states, “the [Pila Creek] culvert extends above the groundwater
leachate collection and recovery system (GLRCS), and any leakage around the culvert likely
" enters the GLRCS.” (Emphasis added.) The GeoSolv report notes that the GLRCS trench does
not extend to the bedrock on either side of the canyon. “The collection Trench Profile and
Details cross section also verifies that the 20 to 35 feet of soil exposures on the east and west
sides of the trench are permeable alluvium. ... This provides a pathway for contaminated
groundwater to bypass the trench and contaminate groundwater in the Monterey Shale
formation and the beaches beyond.” (Exhibit 1, page 6) When asked on September 20, 2001
Y if the GLRCS trench captures all subsurface flow, a Division staff person present at the site
3- visit indicated they believed it did not. (Personal communication Mark Tatrum, 9-20-01)
Page 3.3-21 ofithe draft EIR states that the GLCRS trench is key-seated into the underlying
bcdrock, but it does not indicate whether or not it is keyed into the bedrock on the sides of the
canyon. GeoSolv states that it is not. The draft EIR notes on page 3.3-22 that the alluvium
and colluvium in the valley floor are hydraulically connected to the underlying Monterey
Formation. Given this, does the Division believe that the trench captures all subsurface
alluvial flow moving in all southward directions? Could the trench be widened and keyed
into the bedrock formations to its east and west? Could the few monitoring wells located in
the alluvium downstream from the trench be located such that they may miss contaminated
groundwater leaving the site? Could contaminated water in the alluvium be entering the
Monterey Formation near the trench as indicated by GeoSolv, and migrating offsite via
¢onduits not currently monitored, including fractures and fissures? Please provide the
Ldocumcnts to support your answers.

T e Groundwater Source
1 The draft EIR states on page 3.3-18 that “The water in the alluvium ... is derived from

discharge from the Vaqueros and Monterey Formations ... and from the infiltration of

M precipitation.” Considering that there is no lining between the waste, which has water in it,
3 and the alluvium, which has water in it, is some of the water that recharges the alluvium
derived from water in the landfill waste?

e N
The same paragraph states, “The groundwater discharges via evapotranspiration, stream flow,
and as underflow to downgradient hydrogeologic units.” Does groundwater also discharge in

2P
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the waste mass, as suggested by Cady’s description of thc landfill construction, and by
GeoSolv?

= Groundwater Movement

If “bedrock aquifers exposed in Canada de la Pila may be hydraulically connected to those in

adjacent canyons and watersheds via lateral flow along contacts with aquitard units,” as stated

in the. draft EIR, does this mean that contaminated water may move laterally through those

b connections to offsite surface and/or groundwater bodies? How many monitoring wells does

-2 the Division maintain east and west of the landfill? Are these well(s), if any, at the proper

_depth to tap into and monitor water flowing along contacts with aquitard vnits, and within

other conduits such as fractures and fissures. Would it be feasible to monitor each potential

pathway for groundwater to move offsite in these ways?

e

Groundwater Elevation and Landfill Expansion
Pagc 3.3-20 states that “the [proposed] backcanyon landfill bottom elevations will be situated

above any groundwater locally present in the Sespe-Alegria.” However, this refers to only the

-1 present elevation of such groundwater. If, as the draft EIR notes, groundwater elevations and
> gradients are related to topography, would placement of compacted fill in this area (e.g., a rise
in the topographical ground elevation) potentially cause the groundwater in the Sespe-Alegria
J formation or other formations to rise as well, possibly into the future waste mass location?

ﬁhc draft EIR notes that two new monitoring wells were drilled into the Vaqueros at the

location of the proposed expansion area, and that groundwater levels were 376 and 362 feet

above sea level, which is below the proposed bottom of the expansion area. How far below
,g_% the bottom of the proposed expansion are these levels, and what time of year were these

) measurements taken, i.e., were they taken when groundwater was at its expected highest

level? What is the highest expected level of water in the Yaqueros at this location, and would

Lplacemcm of a massive area of fill (the expansion), by changing the topography, cause the

groundwater level in the Vaqueros to rise?

Groundwater and Toxic Compounds
On page 3.3-42, the draft EIR finds that “if these {methane and carbon dioxide] gases come

into contact with groundwater, the toxic organic compounds can be transferred to the water.”

34& The draft EIR concludes that there is water in the landfill mass. Thus, water is in contact with
these gases which are present in the waste, and toxic compounds are transferred to
groundwater. This is a significant water quality impact.

Leachate Quantity and Source .
The draft EIR finds on page 3.3-55 that large quantmcs of leachate would not be generated.

P owever, the ARCADIS report in the EIR's technieal appendix states that 40,000 gallons of
5y ater (leachate) was removed from the landfill during the testing of the dewatering wells. Is
his not a large quantity of leachate? Did this 40,000 gallons come up into the landfill from
groundwater tising up into the waste, or from infiltration from precipitation? The draft EIR
finds that the expansion will not cause large quantities of leachate, however, this conclusion is
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based on the semi-arid nature of the climate and does not consider rising groundwater as a
source of leachate water, or even evaluate what the actual situation is,

K2

”Thc draft EIR finds that groundwater quality impacts “would be considered significant”
pursuant to CEQA. if the Division, “Allows waste to come within 5 feet of the highest
groundwater.” (Draft EIR, page 3.3-50) Therefore, since the EIR concludes on page 3.3-23
that groundwater is present in the lower portions of the landfill, the existing and proposed
projects cause significant impacts that the draft EIR fails to identify despite the statement that
impacts “would be considered significant.” Related to this, the Regional Water Quality
Control Board's 5-3-98 letter to the County regarding the Tajiguas expansion project’s NOP
states that, “A landfill expansion is corsidered the same as the siting of a new landfill...All
siting criteria contained in subtitle D and Title 27 must be evaluated.” These include,
*“Prohibition A.10 - Discharge of wastes within five feet of the highest anticipated elevation
of underlying groundwater, including the capillary fringe, is prohibited.” The Board’s letter
also states that ... “before expansion may be approved ... this includes ... returning the
landfill to full compliance with its WDR's.” This violation of the five-foot rule makes any
expansion of the landfill inappropriate.
b=

!’ Potential Impacts to Water Quality in Arroyo Hondo -

The Arroyo Hondo Preserve, which still conducts agricultural operations, gets its potable
water from a well in the Vaqueros Formation, which flows artesian at times. This type of
flow indicates flow in the aquifer from a higher elevation. The Arroyo Hondo well is located
significantly Jower than the elevation where this formation is exposed in Pila Canyon (at
roughly 500 feet ms] and directly below the proposed expansion area). Waste will be
disposed of to approximately 700 feet ms] above the Vaqueros Formation in Pila Canyon.
‘Given the potential for differential settlement of any clay or other liner proposed for the
expansion area, if leachate were to enter the Vagueros, could it migrate downgradient to the
Arroyo Hondo well field and/or into Arroyo Hondo Creek, habitat for several endangered and
L threatened species? ‘

[ Please provide evidence regarding how long the liner and/or clay barrier will be effective at
preventing any leachate that may be present from seeping inte soil and/or bedrock below the
expansion area. :
Surface Water .

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act requires that water quality in coastal waters, such as Pila
Creek, be maintained or improved. The draft EIR notes that “time equivalent data are not
always available for comparison.” What are the Division’s plans to obtain time equivalent
data? The draft EIR finds that “areas downstream of the landfill generally have much higher
levels {of EC, turbidity and TSS) than those situated upstream of the Jandfill." The draft EIR
states that this “would be expected in any comparable watershed, regardless of the presence of
“alandfill.”" Please provide supporting documents for this statement. Specifically, how much
were these constituents elevated below the landfill compared to above the landfill, and what
control watersheds of similar size, topography and geology were used for comparisons, if
any? What disturbances in the control watershed(s) add TSS and turbidity to those waters?
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Given that the clevated levels of turbidity and TSS in the water occur downstream of the
landfill but not upstream, how can the Division illustrate that the Jandfill facility is not adding
to this sedimentation?

Surface Water Turbidity
rSurfn'dcr disagrees with the draft EIR that “there is no evidence that landfill operations have
contributed to increased erosional impacts in the Pila Creek drainage system.” This statement
is misleading. The draft EIR identifies “much higher levels” of EC, turbidity and TSS
downstream from the landfill compared to upstream. These water quality constituents are
related to erosional and depositional processes in the watershed. Since the levels are much
higher below the landfill, the evidence indicates that the landfill is responsible for this water
quality problem, regardless of the presence of sedimentation basins. Moreover, the draft EIR
fails to discuss litter as a water quality concern and significant levels of trash have been
documented in Pila Creek below the landfill and at the creek mouth on the beach,

]

Page 3.3-40 refers to “sampling locations ... shown in Figure 3.3-9." There is no Figure 3.3-9
in the draft EIR. . .

Surface Water Bacterial Contamination )
With regards to bacteriological contamination of Pila and Arroyo Quemado Creeks, the draft
EIR states, “Potential sources for the bacterial contamination include: native fauna, runoff
from green waste, runoff from the active landfill surface, and avian feces.” However, the
draft EIR fails to describe that the Pila Creek culvert became corroded, allowing groundwater
to seep into it continuously or during high groundwater periods, which are times bacteria
counts in Pila Creek were high. The Division has reportedly lined the lower portions of this
corroded pipe in recent years. Does this pipe still leak, allowing groundwater from above the
pipe to enter the pipe? How. does this culvert go through the area of the GLRCS trench,
where is it located relative to the trench, and could the disturbed soils associated with .
installation of the culvert many years ago act as a conduit for groundwater movement from
upstream (north) of the trench to below (south of) the trench? Please provide a diagram as
Lwcll as a written response. )

Could groundwater derived from the landfill, during periods of high groundwater, bypass the
trench via the disturbed alluvium on either side of the trench or along the culvert’s path via
the Monterey Formation, and then surface as groundwater in Pila Creek, adding to its
recorded high levels of bacteria?

The draft EIR on page 3.3-41 finds that during the wet season, bacteria transport in Pila Creek
is similar to that in other creeks. However, the other creeks listed all have domestic sources
of fxcal material and are known to have high bacteria counts at times. Arroyo Burro has
homeless people, septic systems, horses and many pets in the watershed. Jalama Creek has
large numbers of cattle and horses, in the watershed, and these animals can be seen standing
and defecating in the creek at various locations (personal observation, Brian Trautwein, Keith
Zandona, Project Clean Water Animal Waste Committee Report). Refugio Creek has a large
agricultural component, many septic systems including old septic systems near the creek, and
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equestrian facilities next to the creek. Rincon Creek is similar to Refugio Creek. Each of
’ these are major South Coast crecks, while Pila Creck is significantly smaller. Pila Creek does

not have agriculture, equestrians, homeless encampments, or significant cattle operations.
Pila Creek does have a landfill. Why does the draft EIR compare Pila Creek to creeks that
have domestic bacteria sources and that are much larger watersheds? This appears to be an
inappropriate comparison. How do the bacteria levels in Pila Creek compare to those in
similar sized cresks that do not have domestic bacteria sources? The fact that Pila Creek has
pollution levels similar to known polluted creeks does not exonerate, and in fact may
implicate the landfill.

Avian Sources of Bacterial Contamination of Surface Waters
The draft EIR finds that “the widespread presence of feces from the large seagull population
that is attracted to the landfill is exposed to runoff during rainfall events and could be a
contributing factor.” The 11-2001 study by URS indicates that seagulls are responsible for
some of the bacteria found in Arroyo Quemado Creek. Seagulls use Arroyo Quemado Creek
at the mouth as a source of freshwater, and are attracted to the Jandfill because they can get
food there in the trash. Therefore, if seagulls attracted to the landfill are a source of bacteral
pollution in Aroyo Quemado and Pila Creeks and the ocean, then this is related to the
operation of the landfill. The continued operation of the landfill if expanded will continue to
“ contribute bacteria to these creeks in this way, likely causing water quality standards to be
exceeded. Arroyo Quemado Beach, which is located at the creek mouth, was designated by
) Heal the Bay as the dirtiest beach in all of Southem California due to high levels of bacteria.
- The expansion project will exacerbate, rather than mitigate this problem. Proposed mitigation
3-"0 ] measures for nuisance birds are similar to what the Division already does, and this has proved
| tobe inadequate to prevent significant deterioration of surface water quality and impairment
of beneficial uses. The proposed project, by continuing this landfill-related water pollution
problem, results in a significant water quality impact under CEQA, evidenced by the frequent
County Health Department warning status of the beach. - This violates the Coastal Act, which
requires that water quality in the coastal zone be maintained or improved.

The draft EIR finds that “it does not appear that bacteriological indicators of water quality
found at Canada de {a Pila are related to concentrations of those indicators at Arroyo
Quemado.” However, the draft EIR does find the avian feces may contribute to these
indicators at Pila Creek, and the 2001 URS study finds that avian feces contribute to bacteria
. pollution at Arroyo Quemado. The draft EIR also finds that birds attracted to the landfill in
Pila canyon go to Arroyo Quemado. How can the draft EIR find that these indicators do not
appear related when the evidence provided by the Division, including the draft EIR and 2001
URS study, identify seagulls as a source of the pollution? Based on the evidence provided by
the Division, seagulls attracted to the landfill contribute to pollution in both creeks. Thisis a
project-related impact, and while it is part of the very degraded baseline water quality

. conditions, the expansion project will continue it into the future and add to this significant
cumulative impact of the landfill.

34/
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r‘ Surface Water Quality Impact Assessment

The draft EIR finds that water quality impacts “would be considered significant” if the project
would “substantially degrade water quality.” The County’s CEQA Thresholds for water
quality impacts find that an impact would be significant if a project would “violate water
quality standards.” The URS 2001 study and the draft EIR identify seagulls as a vector for
transporting bacteria into Pila and Arroyo Quemado Creeks. The proposed project would

“7; continue and would not mitigate this imapact other than continuing nuisance bird mitigation
, efforts that have not prevented seagull waste from birds attracted to the landfill from polluting
] the creeks. Arroyo Quemado was recently labeled the dirtiest beach in southem Califomia

due to the high levels of bacteria there, which exceed state and local water quality standards.
Therefore, the proposed project will substantially degrade water quality related to transport of
bird feces each time it rains on the watersheds where birds attracted to the landfill defecate.
Each time this occurs during the expansion project, this would constitute a significant water
quality impact. The draft EIR incorrectly concludes in contradiction of the evidence that the
project would not result in significant water quality impacts.

# Sutface Water Use .

The draft EIR informs the reader that the Tajiguas project does and will continue to reduce
stream flows in Pila Creek significantly. While the draft EIR indicates that this is a benefit or
mitigation measure of the project, it results in significant adverse effects to water quality and
@ habitat in the coastal zone, including depriving a riparian habitat of flows needed to sustain
¢ riparian vegetation and aquatic species. Significantly lower flows in Pila Creek mean that any
pollution in the creek will be more concentrated, as less water is available due to the project to
L flush pollutants out of the creek or to dilute their concentrations.

™~ According to the draft EIR, the existing basins and the proposed basin to retard creek runoff
volumes will prevent runoff from entering the creck during any storm event up to a nine-year
retum runoff event. This significantly deprives the creek below the basins of surface flows
and this adversely effects water quality. By causing the creek to flow 30 to 37% less (draft
EIR page 3.3-61) and to go dry earlier in the year, the project’s water retention facilities

\\Q degrade water quality and adversely affect flows. Surfrider disagrees with the conclusion that
'b' “impacts to surface water flows and quality ... are ... not significant.” This conclusion does
not consider that standards for bacterial contamination have been exceeded at Pila and Arroyo
Quemado Creeks, that seagulis attracted to the landfill are substantial contributors to the
bacteria load at the creeks (URS 2001 and draft EIR), or that reducing stream flow is an
adverse impact. Impacts to flows and water quality are significant and adverse based on the
L evidence in the record.

In addition to reducing surface flows in the creek, the basins may starve the water of
6 sediment. Sediment starved water has greater erosional capacity than sediment Jaden water,
ﬁ and causes more erosion as a result. The draft EIR purported to address downstream erosion
% impacts, but the impacts associated with discharging sediment-starved water into the creek
were not analyzed in the draft EIR.
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Water Use
ﬁ'he draft EIR states on page 3.3-59 that Well #3 in the Montcrey Formation would be used if
water Jevels in the Vaqueros water supply well drops regularly due to pumping activities.
However, this measure is not included in the mitigation measures for impacts to water supply
on pages 3.3-62 and -63. The County's adopted CEQA Thresholds to determine the level of
impacts to bedrock aquifers state that an impact would be significant if it causes overdraft in
such an aquifer. The project will reduce recharge to bedrock aquifers by between 17 and 22
AF/Y, and will rely on water drawn from these aquifers. The draft EIR fails to assess impacts
to bedrock aquifers pursuant to the adopted thresholds.
.

Cumulative Water Quality Impacts

There is a serious ongoing water quality problem in Pila Creek and at Arroyo Quemado, and
this problem is caused at least in part by seagulls attracted to the landfill, according to the
draft EIR and the URS 2001 study. Since the landfill would not be closed but would instead
be expanded after it runs out of permitted capacity, the proposed project will continue to
attract seagulls and continue this water quality problem. Proposed mitigation measures have
largely been implemented, and have not proven effective at reducing water pollution bome by
seagulls. Given that the project would contribute to and continue a significant water quality
impact, the project must mitigate its contribution to these impacts to the maximum extent
feasible. After the landfill runs out of currently permitted capacity, the expansion project will
be the project causing the seagulls to contaminate the crecks and ocean. Thus, thisisa
significant project-specific and cumulative impact. Mitigation measures proposed to deal
with seagulls are essentially the same measures currently being employed at the landfill and
these have proven ineffective at preventing exceedences of water quality standards,

L

D. . Analysis of the Draft EIR's Section 3.4 Biological Resources

‘— Section 3.4.1 — Applicable Standards -
The draft EIR fails to list on page 3.4-2 the California Coastal Act and the County Local

impacts, Specifically, Sections 30240 and 30231 of the Coastal Act relate to protecting
biological resources and are applicable to the prdject. All policies in Section 9 of the LCP are
potentially relevant to the project. In addition, the State Fish and Game Code Section 4700
relating to Fully Protected mammals is applicable due to the presence of ngtaxls at the
project site but is not listed. In addition, Fish and Game Code Section 5937 requires that the
operators of dams, such as the onsite and proposed detention basins, must release enough
L.water from such dams to support downstream aquatic species in good condmon

" ' Section 3.4.2 - Existing Conditions

The draft EIR identifies purple needlegrass on the project site, but does not discuss if this
habitat is in the coastal zone or whether or not this area(s) meet(s) the LCP and Coastal Act
definition of ESHA. Perennial native bunch grassland habitats have been eliminated by
99.9% in the state and are easily disturbed by human activities and development. Similarly,
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. the draft EIR does not discuss whether or not annual grasslands, which support rare species
including the fully protected white-tailed kite, are ESHA or in the coastal zone. Other .
habitats, including coastal sage, which the LCP identifies as a type of ESHA, will be impacted
in the coastal zone and support sensitive species, but are not described relative to the
definition of ESHA. The definition of ESHA does not provide for degraded ESHA habitats to
L be consndcrcd non-ESHA.

Section 3.4.3 ~ Project Impacts

Creek Sefback and Mitigation Measure BIO-2 '
The draft EIR describes a 50-foot setback from Pila Creek. Setbacks must be measured from
the top of the bank or the edge of the riparian vegetation because creek setbacks are designed
to protect the riparian habitat, which can extend beyond the top of bank. Please clarify in the
discussion, as it is in the mitigation measure, that the setback would be measured from the top
of bank or from edge of riparian vegetation, whichever is greater, consistent with how the ~
County employs development setbacks under its General Plan and LCP.

The County's LCP requires that for creeks in rural areas, such as the project site, creek
setbacks should be 100 feet. Even though only a portion of the creek onsite is in the coastal
zone, it flows into the coastal zone, and therefore the size of the setback outside the coastal
zone is relevant to protecting stream resources in the coastal zone, including water quality.
The County General Plan’s Conservation Element also includes 100-foot setbacks for creeks.
The proposed setback does not comply. with the General Plan or, for those portions of the
project, including grading, within the coastal zone, with LCP Policy 9-37. Setbacks must be
large enough to protect the resource. The Coastal Commission’s 6-25-94 Guidelines state that
setbacks for all Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs as defined under Public
Resources Code Section 30107.5), which Pila Creek is, should be a minimum of 100 feet, and
that setbacks for creeks should be measured from the outer edge of riparian vegetation or, in
cases where there is no riparian vegetation, from the top of bank.

" Impacts to Red-Legged Frogs and Pila Creek

The draft EIR does not discuss the adverse effects caused by the 30 to 37% reduction in the
average annual stream flows caused by runoff control facilities, or how such reductions could
adversely impact riparian and aquatic habitats and red-legged frogs. The project site is in the
federally designated critical habitat for red-legged frogs, in the Fish and Wildlife Service's
Recovery Unit 45 in the red-legged frog Recovery Plan, and it includes upland dispersal
habitat. The impacts on dispersal and recovery should bé adequately analyzed in the draft
EIR.

‘n Impacts to Ringtails and Mountain Lions

The draft EIR concludes that impacts to these species would not be significant because these
animals can move away from the project site upon initiation of construction. Please describe
if ard how forcing these animals into existing territories of other mountain lions and ringtails
could result in the deaths of these animals due to increased competition or other factors if
adjacent territories are already occupied at their carrying capacities. Given that these are fully
protected species, they are rare. The draft EIR notes that the project would restrict their range
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by forcing them away from the project site environs, and therefore under CEQA Guidelines
Section 15065, the project triggers a Mandatory Finding of Significance relating to these
species. Thus, we disagree that the impacts to these species would be Class IT, because the
draft EIR admits their respective ranges would be restricted by the project.

Impacts to Arrovo Hondo Preserve
At the time the draft EIR was prepared, Armyo Hondo was a private ranch. The draft EIR at
page 3.8-2 states that the land to the west is a ranch, but does not recognize its current status.
Now it is an ecological preserve owned by the Land Tyust for Santa Barbara County, The
project noise can be heard from within this preserve. The Biological Resources impacts and
Land Use impacts at the Preserve caused by this noise were not evaluated in the draft EIR.

Section 3.4.5 - Mitigation Measures

Significant biological impacts must be mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15002(a)(3). Also see Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3).
Moreover, “The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state that public
agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible altematives or feasible
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental
effects of such projects.” Public Resources Code Section 21002. The proposed measures can
be revised to feasibly lessen the residual significant impacts identified in the draft EIR. The
lead agency must show, based on evidence that the additional mitigation commitments

Measure BIO-1 should specify all of the sensitive plant species that would be salvaged and .
transplanted. The areas to which these plants are transplanted on County land should be
permanently protected by such means as a permanent conservation gasement to ensure proper
protection for these salvaged resources. This feasible proposed measure should also specify
whether some or all of the sensitive plants will be salvaged, and should require salvage of as
many as possible that are identified. It should include provisions for botany monitors to flag
Land direct the transplanting of these plants prior to and during construction.

_‘Mcasure BIO-3 should be augmented to provide for replacement of all oak trees that would
have greater than 25% of their canopies removed. This measure should apply to all tree ’

species, including bay trees which occur on the project site.
e .

The impacts of Measure BIO-5 should be analyzed in the draft EIR. (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.4(2)(1)(D). (See also Stevens v. City of Glendale (1981) 125 Cal.App.3d 986).)
Relocating desert woodrats into areas where this species may already be at its carrying
capacity may be ineffective because saturating an area with a species above its carrying
capacity may increase competition and mortality, Mitigation measures must be certain,
feasible, and effective. Kings Counry Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d
692 [270 Cal Rptr. 650},
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Thc biological impacts of Measure BIO-6 should be evaluated. Spccxfically, if non-natives
are used in the hydroseeding, will these species invade native habitats and compete with
native grasses or other species? To avoid such impacts, this measure should require that
hydroseeding occur with only native species from the projcct vicinity. (See also LCP Policy
L3 -17.)

“Measure BIO-7 should require that sensitive habitats be replaced at a minimum 3:1 ratio,
rather than 1:1 as proposed. This is a feasible mitigation measure and is in fact what the
County often requires of private applicants. “The [Coastal} Commission regularly requires as
much as 3:1 mitigation ratios or greater for loss of wetlands and environmentally sensitive
habitats,” according to the Commission’s Executive Director, Peter Douglas. (11-8-01 Coastal
Commission letter to letter to State Senator Byron Sher regarding SB 107.) Revegetating an
area with native plants does not replace the biological value of the habitat lost to construction
because a habitat is more than the plants; it includes the microbes and animals too. For this
reason, a higher than 1:1 ratio should be required if avoidance is not feasible. This measure
should also specify a requirement for avoidance to the extent feasible, since the total footprint
of disturbance has only been generally identified The County’s CEQA Thresholds state that
avoidance should be the primary mitigation for habitat impacts. It also states that habitat
replacement should occur onsite when feasible, when avoidance is infeasible. It states that
habitat replacement onsite and offsite is “generally not prefetred because it always results in
some habitat loss... and because prospects for successful habitat replacement problematic.”

| Thus, for unavoidable habitat impacts, replacement should occur at a 3:1 ratio.

[ This measure should also require the habitat replacemment to occur at the time of the impact,
rather than at the time of closure, to avoid exacerbating the temporal impacts that will result
from removing decades and centuries old plant communities and starting from scratch. The
current measure allows for deferral of the revegetation until closure of the landfill; but the
draft EIR does not say the landfill will be closed after this expansion project. The County can
feasibly restore areas in the project vicinity and at Baron Ranch concurrent with construction
or sooner, and therefore delaying this mitigation and exacerbating temporal biological impacts
as proposed is not necessary and can and therefore must be avoided. More immediate
revegetation is feasible, and would substantially lessen the significant habitat impacts
identified in the draft EIR. In addition to the more immediate 3:1 replacement of unavoidable
habitats, this measure should require planting of only native plant species on the landfill
surface at the time of closure so that non-native plants are not planted in this generally
Lscnsitivc mountainous area.

Measure BIO-8 must describe where red-legged frogs will be removed to, in the event they
are discovered under (f) of the measure.

gv'l part of basin maintenance, revegetation will occur at a 2:1 ratio.

[Wc propose that Mcasurc BIO-8(i) should specify that each time vegetation is impacted as
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‘Measurc BI0-9 can feasibly require that artificial lighting be minimized all year (as opposed
3.(,3 to October through March as stated.) This would help to lessen signifi cant impacts associated
wnh wildlife disturbance year-round .

r’No:w,Mmgatmn Measure:

The SWUD shall provide for the release of water from its basins to maintain stream flow
3*’94 in Pila Creek at all times water is flowing into the basins. Releases shall mimic the inflow
Lpattcms of water entering the basins.

E. Assessment of Draft EIR’s Nuisance Impact Analysis,

Section 3.6.3 - Pro;ect Impacts

The draft EIR states that nuisance impacts would be considered si gmf icant if the project
would create a public nuisance or cause a violation of regulations or standards. The seagulls
that the draft EIR finds are attracted to the landfill and that will continue to be attracted to the
expansion project after the current permitted capacity is used up will continue to defecate in
the two watersheds that experience exceedences of water quality standards for bacteria.
These documented exceedences, which the URS 2001 study and EIR associate with seagulls
345 attracted to the landfill, are expected to continue after project implementation. In addition,

mitigation measures for nuisance birds are essentially those measures employed to date,
which have not prevented seagulls attracted to the landfill from polluting the creeks and
ocean. Therefore, the project will likely continue to cause this nuisance impact which violates
water quality standards. Thus, nuisance impacts should be classified as significant pursuant to
the thresholds described on page 3.6-11.

F. Assessment of Draft EIR’s Land Use Impacts / Policy Consistency Analyses.

Projects cannot be approved if they violate or are inconsistent with any one general plan or
LCP policy. San Bernardino Audubon Society v. County of San Bernardino (1984) 155

,:;b" Cal.App.3d 738, 753 [202 Cal.Rptr. 423); Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa
County (2001) 91 Cal.App. 4™ 342, 378 [110 Cal.Rptr.2d 579).

The following policies and laws would be or may be violated by the proposed project.

LCP Policy 9-14 requires that new development adjacent to or in close proximity to wetlands
shall be compatible with ... and shall not result in a reduction in the biological productivity or
water quality of the wetland due to runoff .... or other disturbances. The project will continue
1 (after the currently permitted capacity is used) to cause dégradation of water in Arroyo

vg(’ Quemado estuary and Pila Creek every time it rains because, as noted in the draft EIR and
URS 2001, birds attracted to the landfill defecate in the watersheds and this fecal material is
washed into the creeks. In addition, water quality will likely be impacted by subsurface
migration of leachate. Thus, the expansion project will degrade the water quality in these

Lwatcr bodies and the ocean via avian vectors, in violation of LCP Policy 9-14.
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‘ LCP Policy 1-1, by incorporating the Coastal Act's resource protection provisions, requires
that ESHA be protected and that only uses dependent on ESHA that would not significantly
degrade ESHA be allowed in ESHA. It also requires that development adjacent to ESHA be
sited and designed to avoid significant disruption to the ESHA. (Public Resources Code
Section 30240(a) and (b).) The draft EIR admits that substantial acreage of coastal sage

3’5% habitat, a habitat specifically identified in the LCP as ESHA, will be directly removed by the
project. Additionally, areas adjacent to ESHA, including Pila Creek, will be developed, and
have the potential to significantly impact ESHA, including ESHA in the coastal zone south of,
and downstream from, development just inland from the coastal zone. This violates the
Coastal Act and LCP.

Coastal Act Section 30231, included in the LCP, and LCP Policy 3-19 require that water
quality and biological productivity in coastal waters including Arroyo Quemado Creek and
-Q Pila Creek be maintained or enhanced. This project will degrade water quality after the
3 currently permitted Benchfill Project ends by encouraging seagull defecation in Pila Creek, its
J watershed, and Arroyo Quemado Creek, its estuary and the ocean.

'Ihc project will also continue to block the flow of approximately 30% to 37% of the average
annual flows in Pila Creek, preventing them sustaining the creck downstream into the coastal

10 zone. Section 30231 of the Act requires “preventing ... substantial interference with surface
3 water flow...."” The project will violate this requirement by continuing to restrict Pila Creeks’
Lﬂows to the detriment of its habitat and water quality.

LCP Policy 9-18 requires that new development shall be sited and designed to protect native
grassland areas. The draft EIR does not describe any areas of native grassland, but states
native grasses are present. The draft EIR includes no evidence that any attempt was made to
3,1| determine if the areas of native grasses are native grasslands pursuant to the County CEQA

thresholds or any other grassland identification methods, or whether the native grass areas
may constitute ESHA.

LCP Policy 9-29 requires that areas be retained as grassland habitat to protect foraging areas
for the white tailed kite. This project notes that kites, a fully protected bird species under the
3’12" Fish and Game Code Section 3511, forage in the project arca. The project may violate this
| policy by impacting foraging areas for kites,

r‘i.(?l-" Policy 9-36 requires that when sites are graded, significant amounts of native vegetation

be preserved. These impacts are not minimized in the EIR. Alternatives that would further

3'73 minimize removal of native vegetation and perhaps render the project consistent with this
policy are discussed below.

ﬁ.CP Policy 9-37 and the Conservation Element (page 149) generally require that creek
74 setbacks in rural areas be 100 feet. By proposing only a 50-foot setback, even in the inland
3 portion of the site, will adversely affect Pila Creek in violation of these policies. No
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justification for halving this setback standard has been provided, and standard measures such
as sediment controls do not warrant such a drastic reduction of the creek setback.

V-

LCP Policy 2-6 requires there to be adequate water available for the project. However, the
draft EIR finds that the Vaqueros water supply well may need to be augmented. Mitigation
measures requiring the use of alternative water sources should the Vaqueros well be
overdrawn have not been included or analyzed.

Coastal Act Section 30251 requires protection of visual resources in the coastal zone. The
draft EIR finds that impacts to views will be significant. These significant impacts illustrate
that the project may violate the Coastal Act and LCP’s view protection provisions.
Inadequate mitigation is provided for this impact. This impact can be lessened by a dense
planting of sycamores in the neck of Pila Canyon from Highway 101 to the maintenance
building area.

"LCP Policy 3-13 requires that development projects be denied if it can be shown that the
development can be carried out with less alteration to the natural terrain. Various alternatives
can reduce the need for excessive cutting and filling. Please see Surfrider’s discussion of
a)lematives below.

r'l'hc Land Use Element’s Land Use Policy 3 requires that no urban development shall be
permitted beyond the boundaries of land designated for urban uses except in neighborhoods in
rural areas. Expanding an industrial facility such as the landfill into the rural pomon of the
County and Pila Canyon violates this general plan pohcy ’

of open lands shall be consistent with protection and long-term productivity of County
watersheds. This project is not consistent with maintaining the productivity of Pila and
Arroyo Quemado Creeks’ watersheds. It would significantly degrade water quality and
biological resources and will continue to substantially inhibit flows in Pila Creek.

r‘l'he County's Landfill Siting Element requires that the bottoms of new or expanded landfills
be located more than five feet above the highest expected groundwater level. The draft EIR
admits that there is groundwater in the unlined landfill. Landfills cannot be sited where they
would impair the beneficial use of waters of the state. GeoSolv finds that, since waste is in
contact with aquifers, this impairs the presumed beneficial use of groundwater related to
water supplies. Additionally, contrary to the findings in the draft EIR, the site is located on
saturated alluvium and therefore is in an area susceptible to soil liquefaction. Finally, the
Siting Element requires consistency with the general plan, but as noted herein, the project
would violate various policies of the general plan and LCP. Therefore, expanding this landfill

would violate the Siting Element.
The Circulation Element has as a policy a maximum capacity of 33,000 ADT on 101.

According to the draft EIR, “The ADTs for Highway 101 in the vicinity of the landfill are
approximately 33,000.” (Page 3.10-5) Additionally, the draft EIR notes that “During the life
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of the proposed project, traffic volumes are expected to increase to 40,000 ADT.” By the
time the project is initiated in 2005 after the current Benchfill Project is complete, traffic
volumes will likely exceed the policy capacity, and thus the project may violate the
Circulation Element.

o™
. Under the Coastal Zoning Ordinance, sanitary landfills are not permitted as a use, nor can

they be even subject to a CUP, under the AG-I1 zone district. (draft EIR, page 3.7-34)
According to the draft EIR, the landfill has been grandfathered in. However, the landfill is
slated to reach its current permitted capacity in 2005 and expansion would go beyond the
‘grandfathered’ footprint.- Related and necessary supporting activities and developments
including a borrow area would be in the coastal zone. This is not permitted in the zone
district. Other potential borrow areas offsite are located outside the coastal zone, and
therefore the draft EIRs statement that the borrow activity would occur with or without the
expansuon is inaccurate and an assumption intended to allow the proposed new borrow area to
occur in the coastal zone’s AG-II zone district. The project as proposed is inconsistent with
the Coastal Zoning Ordinance because landfill activities are not allowed in the AG-II district
[“For the foregoing reasons, the landfill is not a compatible use at this location. It is inconsistent
with the zone designation, adversely affects various rural and sensitive ecological resources
and water quality in the coastal zone and at the beach, and violates numerous general plan,
LCP and Coastal Act provisions. A landfill is not a compatible use this close to the ocean,
and therefore land use impacts including policy inconsistencies are considered significant and

| unavoidable.

G. Assessment of Draft EIR's Section 3.8 Visual Resources Impact Analyses.

—
The discussion of visual resource impacts utilizes a future baseline — the conditions after the

completion of the Benchfill Project. Under CEQA, the baseline is the existing condition at
the time the NOP is released. The draft EIR should evaluate impacts against both the current
and this future baseline for full disclosure of impacts, including cumulative impacts to views.

“While the draft EIR carefully evaluates view impacts from many public-viewing locations, it

does not discuss the visual resource impacts caused by the project as seen from nearby flight

paths. This site is visible from flight paths, and this is a public view impact for people
traveling to and from the Santa Barbara Airport.

The site is visible from locations on West Camino Cielo and the ridges of the Arroyo Hondo
Preserve, which is open to the public periodically, but impacts from these public-viewing
locations are not discussed. To adequately assess public view impacts the draft EIR should
consider these other viewing locations.

rGrading for an access road on Baron Ranch near the landfill as part of the project will be

screened by chaparral, according to the draft EIR. However, after fires, which occur every 25
to 50 years, this road would not be screened by chaparral for a period of approximately 5
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years. A fire has not occurred at this location for appro:umatcly 30 years, Therefore, the
draft EIR is not entirely correct to conclude there would be no view 1mpacts from viewpoint

L #2.

Section 3.8.5 ~ Mitigation Measures
Significant impacts must be mitigated to the maximum extent feasible under CEQA.
Significant impacts including those to Viewpoints 4 and 5 can be further mitigated by the
following measures.

1. Planting of native sycamore trees from local seed or cutting stock in the neck area of Pila
Canyon will help to block significant adverse views of the landfill, even after closure, as
the trees can grow to 100 feet tall. Even at 25 feet (about 10 to 15 years old) the trees will
begin blocking views of the landfill from the highway, access road and ocean. (Note: this
measure may be similar to one included in the Division’s 1988 EIR for expanding
Tajiguas.)

2. Under-grounding of utility lines in the Canyon neck area. ’

3. The old gas station, which is slated for removal anyway, should be replaced with native
trees such as sycamores from local genetic stocks to help mitigate visual impacts.
rMitigation Measure VIS-1 should specify that the landfill will be contoured and vegetated
with local native species to be consistent with the surrounding terrain. This is a feasible
measure that will help further mitigate significant impacts.

—

—

H. Assessment of Draft EIR’s Section 3.9 Noise Impact Analysis.

The draft EIR fails to address the noise impacts to the Arroyo Hondo Preserve, which doés

| entertain public visitors during the daytime. Page 3.9-5 states that the nearest sensitive land

use is Arroyo Quemado, but a nature preserve at Arroyo Hondo is closer and is sensitive to
noise impacts from a biological resource and a land use compatibility perspective.

The draft EIR on page 3.9-9 describes construction activities as short term. This may be true
relative to the length of the project (i.., until 2 new landfill is operational by 2015), or it may
be that the draft EIR is only describing construction of new buildings. However, construction
of the landfill, including grading and blasting, would occur fonger than the 30 days stated. In
addition, blasting for the borrow material would occur throughout the project life. These
impacts should be considered significant based on the thresholds stated in the draft EIR. The
noise from grading and blasting would be within approximately 1600 feet of the Arroyo
Hondo Preserve, a sensitive receptor, and noise from the landfill can be heard within the
Preserve. (Personal observation, Brian Trautwein} This blasting would represent &
“substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
- |above levels without the project.” (draft EIR, page 3.9-8) Moreover, this noise would be
sudden and unanticipated, rather than continual or on a specific schedule. This adds to the
significance of noise impacts because the noise blasts would not be immediately anticipated
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by sensitive receptors. Just because blasting and other noises would be sporadic does not
qualify them as less than significant,

~ Section 3.9.5 Mitigation Measures

Measure N-1 can feasibly be made more effective at reducing noise mpacts by requiring that
all haul trucks (in addition to landfill trucks) be maintained to reduce noise levels. These

trucks can be checked at the scale house for noise levels, and trucks that are not maintained to
Lmn quietly can be denied future entry until they are tuned up and/or made to run more quietly.

A proposed new measure requiring blasting to occur at the same time(s) every day that
blasting occurs to reduce the sporadic, unexpected nature of the sound may reduce the noise
impacts to sensitive receptors who can plan for, or plan around, the blasting schedule.

L Assessment of Draft EIR's Traffic act Anal

This section of the draft EIR fails to address the potential impact of trucks delivering waste
from the Santa Maria Landfill wasteshed, inthe event that landfill closes before Tajiguas does
and the waste is shipped to Tajiguas. As noted below, waste from Santa Maria may be
directcd to Tajiguas during the life of the proposed expansion project.

Thc ADTs on Highway 101 are already at the Circulation Element’s policy capacity. Any
increase in this should be considered significant. The project will increase haul traffic by
50% to 130 trucks per day (180 total trips per day). Increasing the diversion rate, sending
Foxen Canyon waste to-another-landfill, or a combination of other feasible alternatives counld
reduce these project-related traffic impacts, as well as other impacts. Additionally, this
increased traffic and traffic safety impact could be mitigated by add.mg an overpass or
Laddmonal infrastructure not described in the draft EIR. -

V. The Draft EIR fails to describe the future closure of the Santa Maria Landfill.

The draft EIR states that the County’s Foxen Canyon Landfill will close in approximately 2
years, and that the waste from the existing Foxen Canyorl wasteshed will be directed to
Tajiguas, assuming it is expanded. It states that the Lompoc Landfill has capacity to accept
waste for 47 years. According to the draft EIR, the Santa Maria Landfill does not have
permitted capacity to provide for waste disposal except in the very near term. According to
the draft EIR, for the Santa Maria Landfill, “At the current waste disposal rate of 375 tpd,
[assuming no increases in disposal rate] {a planned but not permitted] ... expansion provides
capacity to 2017.” Without this desired expansion of the Santa Maria Landfill, it will close .
prior to the date at which Tajiguas would close assuming the Tajiguas expansion through
L20 15 is approved.

~
The draft EIR acknowledges an increase in incoming waste to Tajiguas due to closure of the
Foxen Canyon Landfill. However, it fails to account for an increase in waste disposal rates at
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Tajiguas that may be needed to accommodate Santa Maria’s waste stream in the event the
Santa Maria Landfill is not expanded and that waste is redirected to the expanded Tajiguas,
In previous conversations with the Solid Waste Division, the potential closure of the Santa
Maria Landfill could increase disposal rates at Tajiguas, assuuning the latter is expanded. If
this anticipated potential scenario occurs, then the expanded Tajiguas may not have the
disposal capacity to meet the County’s needs through 2015 or until the new in-County landfill
is operational. For full disclosure of potential project-related impacts, the draft EIR should -
evaluate the environmental repercussions and consequences to the proposed project caused by
this foreseeable and reasonable scenario.

VL  The Draft EIR’s Alternatives Analysis is Flawed.

r A. The project objectives are too narrow to facilitate consideration of a range of

alternatives.

As noted above, the objectives are crafted narrowly and merely describe a desired, specific
outcome (i.c., the project). CEQA requires that a reasonable range of alternatives be analyzed
in an EIR and that an EIR focus on feasible alternatives that substantially Jessen or avoid
significant impacts while meeting most of the basic project objectives. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6. As noted under Section I above, the project objectives stated in the draft
EIR lack the underlying purpose of the project (e.g., to provide infrastructure for the Santa
Ynez Valiley, Cuyama Valley and South Coast solid waste disposal needs until a new in-
County regional landfill is developed by 2015). By merely stating the lead agency's desired

_outcome - the proposed project - the EIR and the lead agency do not give adequate

consideration to a range of feasible less damaging alternatives that would fulfill the
underlying purpose.

Evidence of the alternatives analysis’ deficiency includes a statement by the County’s EIR
consultant that appeared in the 11-30-01 Santa Maria Times, Bob Mason with TRC noted
during a public hearing regarding the proposed Tajiguas expansion and the siting of the
County’s planned new landfill that, If the Board of Supervisors decides not to go ahead with
the expansion, the environmental studies done for the 15-year expansion would not be
sufficient to identify an alternative site, and the EIR process would start over. Given that no
alternative could fulfill the overly narrow objectives, and that the remaining capacity at
Tajiguas is rapidly disappearing, the Board of Supervisors will have little choice but to
approve the project, This undermines the intent and requirement of CEQA that a range of
reasonable, feasible altématives capable of fulfilling most of the basic objectives while
substantially lessening or avoiding significant impacts be analyzed.

For instance, the draft EIR discusses altemative technologies, but does not consider these to

¢ be feasible alternatives to the project that fulfill the basic objectives. The draft EIR discusses

. existing altemnative in-County landfills, but dismisses these in part because they would not

- achieve the overly narrow objective of expanding the Tajiguas Landfill. In addition, the draft

EIR dismisses the Reduced Project Altemative because, by failing to expand Tajiguas for the
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full 15 years, it would not meet the narrow objectives. If the objectives are rewritten to
comport to the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), then less damaging
feasible alternatives currently not analyzed in the Draft EIR or dismissed for not meeting the
overly narrow objectives may meet the basic objectives and become the environmentally
superior alternative.

B. The draft EIR fails to provide evidence regarding alternatives’ feasibility, the
relative environmental impacts of alternatives and the proposed project, and
alternatives’ ability to meet the underlving project objectives.

The draft EIR is deficient because it contains conclusions that are not supported by analysis,
evidence that altematives are not feasible, and that alternatives do not substantially lessen or
avoid significant impacts. CEQA requires lead agencies to base such determinations on
substantial evidence in the record. CEQA Guidelines Section 15002(a)(3) and 15021(a)(2).
Also see CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3) and Mountain Lion Foundation
v. Fish and Game Conunission (1997) 16 Ca.l.AppAd' 105, 134 [65 Cal.Rptr.2d 580). “The
Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state that public agencies should not
approve projects as proposed if there are feasible altemnatives or feasible mitigation measures
available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such

projects.” Public Resources Code Section 21002. Also see Goleta I, Supra, 197 Cal.App.3d
1167

- C. Analysis of the draft EIR's Alternatives to the Proposed Project and Proposed

New Alternatives for Consideration in the EIR,
Existing In-County Landfills
Regarding utilization of existing in-County landfills as alternatives to expanding Tajiguas, on
page 4-5, the draft EIR states that, “Tt was determined that there is not currently sufficient
capacity in the County to accept waste that would go to Tajiguas during the 15-year life of the
project.” If otherwise feasible, is there capacity in existing in-County landfills to accept some
portion of the waste that would otherwise go to Tajiguas if Tajiguas were expanded?
Directing some waste to another existing in-County landfill would reduce the amount of waste
going to Tajiguas during its proposed expansion, and this raises the possibility of new, less
damaging feasible alternatives not considered in the draft EIR. Several such alternatives are
proposed below as potentially feasible ways to lessen significant environmental impacts while

fulfilling the basic project objectives.
-

Foxen Canyon and Lompoc City Landfills

The draft EIR cites Lompoc officials as stating that Lompoc “would not accept waste from the
Tajiguas Landfill wasteshed (Demery, 2000)." As a result, use of the Lompoc Landfill was
deemed “not feasible™ on page 4-10. The 109 (average) tons of waste and 100 tons (average)
of green waste per day that would be diverted, under the proposed project to Tajiguas is
currently in the Foxen Canyon Landfill wasteshed and not in the Tajiguas Landfill wasteshed.
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(Figure 1-5)! Therefore, despite Lompoc’s policy that waste from the current Tajiguas
wasteshed not enter Lompoc’s landfill, there is no evidence that it is infeasible for the
Lompoc facility, which has 47 years of remaining capacity, to accept the waste currently
‘going to Foxen Canyon once the Foxen Canyon Landfill closes. Both facilities are located in
the Santa Ynez River Valley. If, once Foxen Canyon is converted to a transfer station, this ~
waste is directed to Lompoc instead of to Tajiguas, then a smaller expansion footprint at
Tajiguas may accommodate the waste which currently goes to Tajiguas for the next 15 years.
This scenario is described as Proposed New Alternative #1 below, A smaller expansion
footprint at Tajiguas would substantially lessen significant aesthetic and biological impacts,

and directing waste from the Foxen Canyon wasteshed to Lompoc would cause less
significant mobile air quality impacts due to the shorter haul distance between Foxen Canyon
Land Lompoc compared to the distance between Tajiguas and Foxen Canyon.

Proposed New Alternative #1:
Foxen Canyon Waste directed to Lompoc/Reduced Footprint Tajiguas Expansion

et - .
1 Under this alternative, the waste currently entering Foxen Canyon would not be sent to

Tajiguas upon closure of Foxen Canyon, but would be directed from the Foxen Canyon
Transfer Station to Lompoc, avoiding the projected 22% increase in waste entering Tajiguas
after Foxen Canyon is closed (Figure 1-5). This would facilitate a considerably smaller
expansion footprint at Tajiguas. Therefore, since the Lompoc facility has substantial
currently-permitted capacity, the impacts of which have been mitigated through the permitting
and CEQA processes, this alternative would substantially lessen significant project-related
impacts to sensitive biological resources and aesthetics. Moreover, this alternative would
meet the underlying purpose of providing infrastructure during the fength of time needed to
develop the new in-County landfill) of solid waste disposal.

Proposed New Alternative #1 Impact analysis:
The wasteshed for Foxen Canyon is primarily the Santa Ynez Valley, according to the draft

close to the Foxen Canyon Landfill than Tajiguas is. Transportation impacts including
significant mobile source air quality impacts would be lessened due to this shorter travel
distance and due to the fact that waste from the Foxen Canyon wasteshed would not need to
be hauled over the Nojoqui Grade on Highway 101 to Tajiguas. The significant biological
impacts of the proposed Tajiguas expansion, including development in ESHA in the coastal
zone, would be substantially lessened because the expansion and borrow area footprints could

be minimized if Foxen Canyon waste is directed to Lompoc, The Lompoc Landfill has 47
additional years of petmitted capacity, and the associated environmental impacts have already
been mitigated; therefore, this alternative avoids significant biological impacts rather than
transferring them to Lompoc. Similarly, significant aesthetic impacts caused by the proposed

! Please explain why Figure 1-5 and page 2-1 state that waste diverted from Foxen Canyon to Tajiguas will
consist of 109 tpd of solid waste and another 100 tpd of green waste and Table 4-2 states that an average of only
80 tpd of total waste is received at Foxen Canyon'l
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Tajiguas expansion would likely be substantially curtailed if a smaller Tajigd:is expansion
were made feasible by directing waste from the Foxen Canyon wasteshed to Lompoc.

Proposed New Alternative #1(a):
Foxen Canyon Waste directed to Lompoc/Reduced Footprint Ta_nguas Expansion and
Alternative Technology

rUndcr this scenario, waste from Foxen Canyon, once that facility is converted to a transfer
station, would be directed to Lompoc until 2 new in-County regional landfill is sited and
constructed, and a smaller footprint expansion would be constructed at Tajiguas incrementally
or at one time. During the expansion, alternative technology(ies) as described in Section 4.4,
would be pursued. If feasible and constructed, an alternative technology (e.g., waste to
a) energy, MRF, Hydromex ) facility, once built, would further reduce the residual waste to be
’\0 disposed of in Tajiguas, substantially further reducing either the final disposal elevation
’b and/or footprint size at Tajiguas while meeting the underlying project purpose. Under this
alternative, once a new in-County regional landfill is operational, residual waste from the
Foxen Canyon Transfer Station and the Ta_pguas wasteshed would be directed to the new -
lzmdﬁll

Proposed New Alternative #1(a) Impact Analysis:

This would substantially lessen significant biological impacts as described for New
Altemative #1, and would potentially lessen significant aesthetic and mobile source impacts

associated with the proposed project dependmg on the air quality and aesthetic impacts of the
alternative tcchnology

~ Draft EIR Foxen Canyon Expansion Alternative

As stated above, CEQA requires that a lead agency not approve a project if there are feasible
alternatives that meet most of the basic objectives of the project and that would avoid or
substantially lessen the sighificant impacts. (Public Resources Code Section 21002.) The
lead agency’s decision with regards to the feasibility of alteinatives and the relative level of
impacts must be based on substantial evidence in the record.

’b’ The draft EIR (Table 4-1) states that the Foxen Canyon Expansion is not feasible, However,

there is no analysis or evidence in the record to support this conclusory statement. The draft
EIR on page 4-10 states that “there are no plans for future expansion of the Foxen Canyon
Landfill.” This statement does not render such expansion infeasible, and therefore the draft
EIF. incorrectly dismisses this alternative as infeasible without basing that finding on any
evidence or analysis. As a result, Table 4-1 in the draft EIR does not compare the impacts of
this alternative with those of the project and terms the comparison “not applicable.” The draft
EIR is thus deficient.

* Hydromex, Inc., is

pany that creates building and other products out of solid waste. (Exhibit 2)
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Draft EIR Foxen Canyon Expansion Alternative Impact Analysis:

In this case, the draft EIR, without analysis, evidence or consideration of site specific factors,
concludes that expansion of the Foxen Canyon Landfill to accept all waste from the existing
Tajiguas wasteshed “would be expected to have similar impacts compared to the Tajiguas
expansion in all areas except traffic.” However, given the much lower visibility of the Foxen
Canyon Landfill compared to Tajiguas, expansion of the Foxen Canyon Landfill is likely to
substantially lessen the significant aesthetic impacts identified in the deaft EIR for the
proposed Tajiguas Expansion located along well-traveled Highway 101. Significant
identified impacts to biological resources at Tajiguas, including development in ESHA in the
coastal zone, could be substantially lessened by this alteative. However, the draft EIR
dismisses without evidence this alternative as infeasible, and it does not provide any
comparative analysis of the relative site-specific biological and aesthetic impacts of the
project and this alternative. (Table 4-1.) Therefore, the draft EIR dismisses a potentially
feasible, less damaging altemative that would meet the basic underlying purpose of the
project, and as a result, it does not comply with CEQA's requircments that the fcasxbxhty of
alternatives be determined based on substantial evidence in the record.

e

Propo.\'ed New Alternative #2:

Smaller Foxen Canyon Expanswn/Reduced Tajiguas Expansion Footprint

This proposed alternative would entail a smaller expansion of the Foxen Canyon Landfill than
described above such that it could continue to receive substantially the same rate of waste as it
cumrently receives until a new in-County regional landfill is operational by 2015. Similar to
proposed New Alternative #1, the rate of disposal at Tajiguas would not be increased by the
closure of Foxen Canyon. This would facilitate a smaller footprint expansion at Tajiguas that
would be designed to accommodate only the waste from Tajiguas’ current wasteshed unti] the
new in-County landfill is operational. This alternative represents a potentially feasible way to
achieve the underlying project purpose while substantially lessening significant impacts to
aesthetics and other environmental resources.

Proposed New Alternative #2 Impact Analysis:

As with the Proposed New Alternative #1 above, this altenative would lessen significant
impacts to aesthetic resources that the proposed project would cause because the expansion
footprint at the more visible Tajiguas site would be reduced: Since Foxen Canyon is visually
removed from the public and Tajiguas is visually present along the well-traveled Highway
101, the effect of this alternative transferring some of the proposed expansion to Foxen
Canyon results in less significant overall impacts to public views. In addition, significant
impacts to air quality from mobile sources would be substantially reduced because waste from
the Foxen Canyon wasteshed would continue to be delivered to Foxen Canyon during the
approximately 15-year project life instead of being hauled a much longer distance over the
Nojoqui Grade to Tajiguas. No comparative analysis of the significant biological, aesthetic
and mobile source air quality impacts caused by the proposed project and any Foxen Canyon
expansion alternative was provided in the draft EIR because the draft EIR improperly
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assumed without evidence or analysis that any expansion at Foxen Canyon is not feasible.
(Table 4-2.) However, given that the Tajiguas Expansion as proposcd would cause significant
impacts to biological and other resources, biological impacts, air quality impacts, aesthetic
impacts, and overall project impacts are likely to be substanually less with this altemative
than with the proposed project.

Proposed New Altemanve #a:
Smaller Foxen Canyon Expansion/Reduced Pro;ecl Alternative/Alternative Technology

Undcr this scenario, waste from the Foxen Canyon wasteshed would continue to be directed
to Foxen Canyon, which would be expanded moderately to have the capacity to accept this
waste, and a smaller footprint expansion than proposed would be constructed at Tajiguas.
During the Tajiguas expansion, alternative technology(ies) as described in Section 4.4, would
be pursued. If feasible and constructed, an alternative technology (e.g., waste to energy,
MREF, or waste to product) facility would further reduce the residual waste to be disposed of
in Tajiguas, reducing the final disposal elevation and/or footprint at Tajiguas while mecting
the underlying project purpose.

Proposed New Alternative #2a Impact Analysis:

This altemative would substantially lessen significant air quality impacts from mobile sources
because waste from the Foxen Canyon wasteshed would not be hauled over the Nojoqui
Grade long distances to Tajiguas. The smaller expansion at Tajiguas, which is much more
visible to the public than the Foxen Canyon Landfill, would substantially lessen overall

significant aesthetic impacts, and would potentially lessen significant biological impacts
associated with the proposed praoject, including development in ESHA in the coastal zone.

Draft EIR Proposed Expansion of the Santa Maria Landfill to accept all waste from Tajiguas
Wasteshed

[ The draft EIR confuses the Santa Maria Landfill’s situation with regards to the actual
permitted, versus the contemplated expanded capacity and life of this facility. It states:

“As shown in Table 4-2, {the Santa Maria Landfill’s] permitted daily capacity is 740 tpd, and
it receives an average 375 tpd. At that rate, the landfill has capacity to 2017.”

Does “that rate” refer to the 740 tpd rate or the 375 tpd rate?
The text continues:

“A process to permit an expansion of the landfill within the existing landfill property is in
process.”

The text continues;

Printed on 100% Recycled Paper




Kathy Kefauver
December 14, 2001
Page 35

“At the current rate of 375 tpd, the expansion provides capacity to 2017."”

The previous sentences stated that “the landfill has capacity to 2017,” so how can the
referenced expansion provide capacity only to 20177

Why does Table 4-2 state that the Santa Maria Landfill has a permitted capacity 13,998,400
cubic yards but the text states that, “when the permit is issued, the Santa Maria landfill will
have a permitted capacity of 13,998,400 cubic yards"? _ .

These inconsistencies are irreconcilable. How can this be an alternative when there is not
adequate, currently permitted capacity at Santa Maria to receive waste from the Tajiguas
wasteshed? Sending all of the Tajiguas waste to Santa Maria cannot be considered a feasible,
reasonable alternative unless the Santa Maria Landfill is to be sufficiently expanded.

Cumulative Impacts of the Santa Maria Landfill Closure and Expansion Projects

If this facility is not expanded, and it continues to receive waste at the 375 tpd rate, when will
it run out of permitted capacity? If this facility is not expanded and it receives an elevated
rate of disposal consistent with growth projections for the wasteshed, when will it run out of
capacity? If this facility runs out of permitted capacity prior to the construction and opening
of 2 new in-County regional landfill, where will the waste from the Santa Maria wasteshed
go? If the Santa Marja Landfill is not expanded and runs out of capacity prior to Tajiguas
being closed (i.e., within 15 years, assuming expansion of Tajiguas proceeds) might the waste
from the Santa Maria wasteshed go to Tajiguas? If so, will the proposed Tajiguas Expansion
be physically able to accept waste from the Santa Maria, Santa Ynez Valley, Cuyama Valley
and Foxen Canyon wastesheds through 2015, which is the outside date estimated for the new
in-County regional landfill to become operational? If not, where would waste from various
parts of the County be disposed at after the Tajiguas Expansion is completely full and before
the new in-County regional landfill is operational?

This section of the draft EIR confuses the reader regarding the fate of the Santa Maria
Landfill and the wastestream for that landfill. Given discussions with County Solid Waste
staff, the closure of the Santa Maria Landfill may occur prior to the opening of a new in-
County regional landfill. Waste from the Santa Maria landfill wasteshed could then be
directed to Tajiguas. This would significantly reduce the estimated 15-year life of the
proposed Tajiguas expansion project. If this occurs, when would the proposed Tajiguas
expansion capacity be used up?

The draft EIR notes that this altemative is feasible pending an agreement between the City of
Santa Maria and the County, but it fails to address an important question regarding expanding
the Santa Maria Landfill as an alternative to expanding the Tajiguas Landfill, The draft EIR
states that “the City has not updated site-specific analysis of biological, cultural or other
resources that would be affected by expanding the Santa Maria Landfill outside the current

" limits of the site,”” Since the County’s draft EIR includes utilization of the Santa Maria
L andfill as an altemnative to expanding Tajiguas, the burden is on the County as the CEQA
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lead agency to provide a comparative analysis of the impacts of expanding these two
facilities. (Goleta I) Instead of complying with CEQA, the draft EIR calls the impacts of this
alternative “unknown” and does not compare them to the impacts of expanding Tajiguas as is
required in an EIR,

Proposed New Alternative #3:

Redirection of Santa Ynez Valley, Foxen Canyon and Cuyama Waste to the Santa Maria

Landfill/Reduced Footprint Tajiguas Expansion
The draft EIR finds on page 4-11 that the Santa Maria Landfill could feasibly accept waste
from the Tajiguas wasteshed if the County and City reached an agreement. Therefore, the
draft EIR finds that sending Tajiguas” waste to the Santa Maria Landfill may be feasible. In
the event the Santa Maria Landfill is not expanded, directing all waste from the Tajiguas
wasteshed to Santa Maria would cause the Santa Maria Landfill to reach its permitted
capacity in 9 years according to the draft EIR. According to the draft EIR, “At that time, ...
another disposal site would be required.” However, what if that other disposal site was a
reduced footprint expansion at Tajiguas, as described in the following paragraph?

Proposed New Alternative #3 would divert waste from the Santa Ynez and Cuyama Valleys
and from Foxen Canyon to Santa Maria and would entail a smaller expansion of Tajiguas to
accept waste only from the South Coast. Following the opening of the new landfill, waste -
from both Santa Maria and Tajiguas would, or just from Tajiguas, would then go to the new
landfill. Please describe based on evidence and analysis, the feasibility of and the impacts of

(relative to the proposed project) such an option. Would this alternative enable both facilities
to remain open (i.e., not meet or exceed permitted capacity) until the new in-County Landfill
is operational (i.e., on or before 2015)?

Proposed New Alternative #3 Impact Analysis:

Under this scenario, significant impacts to biological resources and aesthetics caused by the
propased project would be substantially lessened because 1) the footprint of expansion into
sensitive habitats and public vistas at Tajiguas would be reduced, and 2) the Santa Maria
Landfill may not need to be expanded prior to the new landfill opening. This alternative

would meet the underlying purpose of providing solid waste disposal infrastructure until the
Lﬁcw in-County landfill is operational.

Proposed New Alternative #4:
Redirection of Foxen Canyon Waste to the Santa Maria Landfill/Reduced Footprint Tajiguas
Expansion

Under this alternative, waste from the Foxen Canyon wasteshed would be directed to the
Santa Maria Landfill once Foxen Canyon closes in approximately 2 years, This increase in
disposal rates (209 tpd including 100 tpd greenwaste) at Santa Maria is well within the
currently unused permitted capacity of that facility (365 tpd), and therefore this is technically
and legally feasible pending agreement between the City and County. Tajiguas would be
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expanded, albeit with a smaller footprint as described in ‘New Alternative #3,” and would
continue to accept waste from its current wasteshed.

Proposed New Alternative #4 Impact Analysis:

The smaller expansion footprint at Tajiguas would substantially lessen significant aesthetic
and biological resources associated with the proposed Tajiguas expansion. Due to their closer
proximity, hauling Foxen Canyon waste to the Santa Maria Landfill would cause less
significant mobile source air quality impacts than hauling it to Tajiguas would cause, keeping
inland North County waste in the North County. Therefore, this alternative is potentially

feasible, meets the underlying project objectives, and appears to substantially lessen
significant impacts caused by the project.

-

Proposed New Alternative #4a:
Redirection of Foxen Caryon Waste to Santa Maria Landfill / Reduced Tajiguas Expansion/
Alternative Technology

This altemative would be similar to #2(a) and #4 above. As with #4 above, it would direct
Foxen Canyon wasteshed waste to Santa Maria when Foxen Canyon closes and would
provide a smaller than currently proposed expansion of the footprint at Tajiguas. This
expansion footprint would be reduced even further through the implementation of a feasible
alternative technology to reduce the waste stream destined for Tajiguas. By reducing the
footprint of the Tajiguas expansion, it would result in substantially lessened impacts to
biological and aesthetic resources compared to the proposed project.

Draft EIR Alternative to use VAFB Landfill

r’lthe draft EIR dismisses this alternative as infeasible without basing this conclusion on

evidence and analysis. Table 4-1, which compares impacts of the project with the impacts of
the alternatives, states that this facility is limited to use by the Air Force. However, the draft
EIR states that “any decision for the County or other entity to use the Vandenberg AFB
Landfill would not be made at the base level; it would be made at the Air Force level in
Washington, D.C." There is no reference to attempts made by the County to discern the
feasibility of this alternative, Instead, the lead agency concludes without the benefit of
evidence or analysis that since the decision to allow County use of the VAFB facility would
have to be made in Washington, D.C., it must be infeasible. Alternative project sites not
owned by the applicant or lead agency cannot be assumed to be infeasible, and are considered
reasonable altematives for the purposes of CEQA. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors (Goleta I), 52 Cal.3d at pp. 559-560.) ‘Therefore, use of this federal facility as an
alternative disposal site for all or some of the waste currently or planned for disposal at
Tajiguas may be feasible, but was dismissed as infeasible without adequate evidence on
which to base that decision.
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Moreover, the VAFB Landfill can accept up to 400 tpd, but currently only receives 50 tpd.
Thus, up to 350 tpd could legally be disposed of at this facility, pending an agreement with
the Air Force, however the information in the draft EIR is inadequate to inform the public and
decision makers regarding how much remaining permitted capacity exists at the VAFB
Landfill. Therefore, this facility could serve as part of an altemnative to expanding Tajiguas,
or as part of an altemnative involving a smaller expansion of Tajiguas, as described below,

Proposed New Alternative #5:
Redirection of Foxen Canyon Waste to VAFB Landﬁllﬂ?educed Footpruu Tajiguas Expansion
Project

Under this alternative, the Foxen Canyon wastestream, upon closure of the Foxen Canyon
Landfill, would be directed to VAFB if an agreement with the Air Force could be obtained.
The Foxen Canyon waste stream averages 80 tpd, according to table 4-2. Therefore, this
would increase the disposal rate at VAFB from 50 tpd to 130 tpd, well below the permitted
capacity of 400 tpd. The Tajiguas Landfill would be expanded, but with a smaller footprint to
lessen and avoid significant visual and biological impacts that would be caused by the larger
proposed expansion. Once the new in-County regional landfill was operational by 2015,
waste from the Foxen Canyon Transfer Station and from the Tajiguas wasteshed would be
directed to the new landfill and Tajiguas would be closed.

Proposed New Alxemarive #3 Impact Analysis:

Due to the smaller expansion and borrow area footprints at Tajiguas, significant impacts to
sensitive habitats and aesthetics that the larger proposed expansion would create would be
substantially lessened. These impacts have already been mitigated through the permitting
process for the Vandenberg facility. Given that the distance and elevation gains between
Foxen Canyon and VAFB are less than between Foxen Canyon and Tajiguas, transporting
waste from Foxen Canyon to VAFB would cause less mobile source air pollution than
transporting the same waste to Tajiguas would cause, substantially lcsscmng another
ngmﬁcant project-related impact.

Draft EIR Proposed Larger Expansion Project Alternative
Under CEQA, an EIR must consider a range of alternatives that meet most of the basic
objectives, that are feasible, and that would substantially lessen a significant impact. (CEQA
\ Guidelines Section 15126.6) The Larger Project Alternative should be dismissed from further
N | consideration and removed from the EIR, This alternative would increase significant impacts,
'))‘ rather than decrease significant impacts of the proposed project. Moreover, it violates the
Board's 8-3-99 policy directive. Therefore, it cannot be considered as a viable alternative to
the project because the intent of CEQA is to identify ways to feasibly attain most of the basic
project objectives while lessening the environmental impacts of the project.
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Draft EIR Reduced Project Alternative
r:[;l-c draft EIR dismisses a reduced project, 10-year expansion altemative as inconsistent with
the objective of providing waste disposal infrastructure until the new in-County landfill is
operational. As noted previously, the objectives are so narrowly crafted as to preclude serious
consideration of all alternatives because only the project can meet the objective of expanding
Tajiguas for 15 years. However, in combination with other altemative waste disposal

various feasible altemnatives that would fulfill the underlying project purpose.

Furthermore, as discussed below, the Reduced Project Alternative may be a feasible approach
to lessening significant impacts to biological and aesthetic impacts, and may meet most of the
basic objectives.

The Reduced Project Alternative is a 10-year expansion of Tajiguas. The planned new in-
County regional landfill will be operational within 10 years to 15 years at the outside,
according to information provided to us by the Solid Waste Division’s consultants and the
draft EIR. The proposed project does not include incremental, phased expansion of the
landfill and instead would prepare the facility to receive waste through approximately 2020.
Thus, if the new in-County landfill was operational in 10 years then this would negate the
need for expanding Tajiguas to accommodate waste disposal through 2020. In that case, the .
expansion as proposed would represent overkill and would cause significant environmental
impacts that could be feasibly avoided or substantially lessened through the Reduced Project
Alternative.

The lead agency should avoid the impacts associated with expanding the landfill as currently
proposed through 2020 if there is a feasible way to do so while still providing waste disposal
capacity until the new landfill is operational. By tiering off this EIR, since it addresses the
impacts of expanding the facility through 2020 the County could approve an additional 5-year.
expansion after the 10-year expansion was completed, if the new landfill was not yet
operational. Thus, with this EIR, the County can show that it has analyzed the impacts of
providing 15-years of capacity and has a plan to do so to meet the project’s underlying
purpose and AB 939's requirements, even if it approves the less damaging 10-ycar Reduced
Expansion Project Alternative,

Proposed New Alternative #6:
Reduced Footprint Tajiguas Expansion Alternative with Future Benchfilling 1o 2:1 slopes if
needed to provide capacity until the new landfill is operational

The proposed expansion would be built with 2.4:1 slopes and will have a slope stability
analysis that is required for landfills built with slopes of 3:1 (draft EIR page 3.2-28). If 2 10-
year, reduced Tajiguas Expansion footprint were approved, assuming liquefaction and

\ stability concerns are addressed, additional capacity could be gained subsequent to the 10-

year reduced footprint expansion by future benchfilling to achieve 2:1 slopes while
minimizing the impacts relating to the landfill footprint. The EIR should analyze the impacts
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of the Reduced Project Alternative with future benchfilling to a 2:1 slope after the 10-year
expansion is complete, if expansion beyond the 10 years is needed because the new landfill is
not operational at that time.

The County should consider this approach a potentially feasible way to phase the expansion
while maximizing use of the limited and constrained space at Tajiguas in order to minimize
significant impacts to biological resources at the site. In addition to lessening significant
biological impacts associated with the footprint size, this alternative approach would fulfill
the underlying objectives of 1) providing waste disposal capacity until the new landfill is

operational and 2) complying with AB 939,

Proposed New Alternative #6a:

Reduced Footprint Tajiguas Expansion constructed 1o a 2:1 slope

Under this scenario, Tajiguas would be expanded until the new in-County landfill is
operational by 2015, but would be expanded with a 2:1 slope instead of a 2.4:1 slope to
minimize biological and other impacts associated with the size of the footprint. This project
alternative would be similar to the proposed project except for the steeper 2:1 slopes, which
are feasible with a slope stability analysis, according to the draft EIR. It would differ from
Alternative #6 because it would be constructed from the outset to have 2:1 slopes, whereas
Alternative #6 would be constructed with 2.4:1 slopes, which would only be steepened
through benchfilling if the new in-County landfill was not operational after 10 years of
expansion with 2.4:1 slopes.

In addition to lessening significant biological impacts, both Alternatives #6 and #6a would

meet the basic objectives of the project because they could ultimately provide 10 years of
disposal capacity as required under AB 939 and until the new Jandfill is operational.

-

Out of County Disposal Alternatives

F'I-hc draft EIR recoguizes that using existing, out-of-County landfills for disposal would avoid

“impacts associated with disturbance of new ground.” (Draft EIR page 4-59) For the
Tajiguas Expansion project, such impacts include significant aesthetic and biological resource
impacts. However, the draft EIR then states, “the analysis of out-of-County landfills focuses
on the relative merits of various landfill sites with respect to mobile source emissions.” This
ignores the CEQA criteria for consideration of alternatives that, to be considered, alternatives
must substantially lessen or avoid at least one significant impact. (CEQA Guidelines
15126.6) As noted, out-of-County disposal altemnatives would avoid impacts associated with
disturbance of new ground, including numerous significant aesthetic and biological impacts.
However, the discussion of the relative impacts of these alternatives is limited to mobile
source air quality impacts and does not discuss the fact that each of these alternatives would
substantially lessen or avoid biological and aesthetic impacts. The draft EIR is incorrect to
state regarding the Chiquita Canyon Landfill on page 4-63 that “Thetefore, this alternative
would not result in the reduction or elimination of a significant impact, but would result in an

increase in offsite mobile air emissions.” In actuality, due to the reasons stated on page 4-59,
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specifically that permitted out-of-County landfills have already mitigated impacts to
biological resources and aesthetics, these alternatives do avoid significant impacts related to
new ground disturbance. The EIR must discuss the significant impacts that would be avoided
or lessened, as well as those that would be increased, by all alternatives.

Out-of-County landfill alternatives require expansion of the existing South Coast transfer
station, or construction of a new transfer station including a MRF and composting facility.
"The draft EIR states that expanding the existing transfer station is not feasible. However,
there is no evidence or analysis to suppart this conclusion. In fact, the Board has stated that
expanding the transfer station is a “disfavored land use ... and could not be constructed
without inordinate delays and expense.” An analysis of the feasibility of expanding the South
Coast transfer station is necessary to support any conclusion that it is not feasible. Merely
because the Board recognizes this would be difficult does not render the alternative infeasible.
‘What is required is a comparative analysis based on evidence supporting a finding regarding
whether or not it would be practical to proceed with the project. - (Goleta I, supra, 197
Cal.App.3d at p. 1181) Such an analysis is lacking in the draft EIR.

Similarly, on pages 4-66 and -67, the draft EIR concludes that new transfer station(s) on the
South Coast are “not in compliance with the requirements of CEQA to *...feasibly attain most
of the basic objectives of the project but ... avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
cffects of the project’” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6).” However, the draft EIR
misrepresents the CEQA requirements for consideration of alternatives. Section 15126.6(b)
of the CEQA Guidelines states, *...the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to
the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any
significant effects of the project, even if these altematives would impede to some degree the
attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.” (Emphasis added.) Thus, since
as noted in the draft EIR on page 4-59, out-of-County disposal alternatives “would not result
in impacts associated with new ground disturbance,” these options would avoid the project’s
identified significant biological and aesthetic impacts. Therefore, the draft EIR cannot
dismiss these out-of-County alternatives because they may increase an impact or be more
costly, because these alternatives avoid at least two types of identified sngmf cant impacts,

Instead the draft EIR must evaluate the alternatives’ feaSIblmy. ability to achieve most of the
basic objectives of the project, and impacts, including project impacts that are lessened or .
avoided by the altématives, On page 4-67 the draft EIR states that, “Because no [new transfer
station] site has been identified, it is not possible to analyze these potential impacts.” In
failing to analyze the impacts of new in-County transfer stations, the draft EIR deprives the
public and decision makers of information relating to the relative merits of these potentially
feasible alternatives compared to the project, and violates CEQA. Furthermore, on'page 4-65,
the draft EIR discusses three specific alternative sites for a new in-County transfer station
identified by the County’s CAC subcomumittee, so claiming that no site bas been identified is
liix:curam and disingenuous.
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Drafi EIR Rail Haul of Municipal Solid Waste Alternative
o .
As with the other out-of-County alternatives, the draft EIR dismisses rail haul because, under
certain scenarios, it would increase mobile source air emissions associated with rail transport
of waste to remote landfills capable of receiving waste by train. However, the draft EIR does
not discuss which significant project impacts (e.g., biological and aesthetic) would be
substantially lessened or avoided by this alternative. CEQA requires that consideration be
given to a range of alternatives that are feasibly capable of attaining most of the basic project
objectives while substantially lessening or avoiding any significant project impact. The draft
EIR finds that, “development of a rail haul capability for municipal solid waste would be
possible.” Therefore, this alternative is feasible. Moreaver, it would avoid significant project
- impacts while fulfilling the project’s underlying purpose, and was improperly dismissed
because it could result in greater impacts under one impact category: air quality.

In addition, the draft EIR refers to the potential “development of 2 new in-County Transfer
Station with rail haul capability,” but immediately discounts and fails to assess the impacts ofi
this option because “‘such a facility is not yet available, and no potential sites have been
identified,” However, identifying and analyzing such potentially feasible, less damaging
options is exactly what the draft EIR is supposed to do to fulfill CEQA's legislative mandate
that most of the basic objectives of proposed projects be fulfilled through means that lessen
significant impacts whenever feasible. Therefore, the draft EIR is deficient for dismissing the
“in-County Transfer Station with rail haul capability” option merely because the lead agency
has failed to take the time to identify a site(s) for it and to elaborate on it.

Altemative Disposal Technologies

Similarly, the County dismisses alternative technologies which are feasible and being used
throughout the nation and world without consideration of their relative impacts compared to
the proposed project, and without consideration of whether or not they can feasibly attain
most of the project’s basic objectives, The draft EIR needs to discuss these technologies as
alternatives in the draft EIR, rather than concluding that they “do not present an actual
alternative.” Otherwise, it is confusing to the public and decision makers to include these
options in the analysis of alternatives in Section 4.0, but to state that they are not alternatives.
Why are they presented in the draft EIR's analysis of alternatives section if they are not
options to be considered? These options are not said to be infeasible, could attain the
underlying project purpose, and would substantially lessen impacts associated with site
preparation for the proposed expansion. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the
lead agency must provide evidence and base its decision to not pursue these alternative
technologies on 1) a lack of feasibility, 2) a lack of ability to substantially lessen or avoid
significant impacts, or 3) a lack of ability to attain most of the basic project objectives. The
draft EIR completely fails to do this.

Additionally, as discussed above, these alternatives can be combined with Reduced Expansion
Footprint project alternatives and with other alternatives to lessen significant impacts.
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Draft EIR"s Source Reduction Alternative

Source Reduction alternatives listed on page 4-70 to 4-71 can be implemented more
effectively and this could render a smaller Tajiguas expansion feasible while still providing
adequate disposal capacity for the residual waste. Accordmg to the Community
Environmental Council, “In Europe, legislation requiring manufacturers to take responsibility
for the waste generated by their products has caused a wave pr product redesign that has
reduced the amount of packaging waste.” (Altemative Waste Management Technologies,
1998) Moreover, according to the same report, “Up to a point, source reduction is the most
cost effective form of waste diversion.” Please describe the feasibility of enhancing the
effectiveness of each source reduction strategy, since these are feasible, ongoing altemative
waste management strategies.

Draft EIR's Enhanced kecycling Alternative

Enhanced recycling is feasible, and would reduce the size of the expansion area at Tajiguas,
reducing the project’s impacts, while helping to achieve the project’s basic objectives. The
draft EIR, however, dismisses this option without adequate analysis. Why would it be
feasible or infeasible for the County to initiate recycling for the thousands of residents in the
Tajiguas wasteshed who do not have curbside recycling, including those in apartments and
mobile home parks? The draft EIR discusses a MRF (Materials Recovery Facility) but only
in the context of out-of-County alternatives. In addition, the draft EIR must consider the

at Tajiguas and/or other in-County landfills and ultimately at the planned new in-County

diverting greater quantities of waste away from landfills.

=3

Proposed New Alternative #7:
Reduced Footprint Tajiguas Expansion and MRF

/'Ihis alternative would entail development of a MRF and continued disposal at Tajiguas,

albeit with a smaller expansion footprint made feasible by the increased diversions at the
MRF. The draft EIR notes that “in 1999, the CAC subcommittee appointed by the Board
completed a siting study for a combined transfer station/material recovery facility.” They
identified 17 suitable sites and narrowed the list to the three most optimal sites. In addition,
the Gaviota oil and gas processing plant, which may have since been, or may soon be,
mothballed, may be an ideal location for a MRF. It is already environmentally disturbed, has
a little used overpass for the truck traffic, unused industrial structures and land, and is Jocated
adjacent to the Highway, railroad tracks and a marine terminal, which may prove useful for
shipping recovered materiats.

Proposed New Alternative #7 Impact Analysis:

Depending on the visibility of the MRF, this option would reduce significant aesthetic

impacts by reducing the final footprint and/or landfill height of the Tajiguas Landfill
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expansion. Similarly, this would also reduce significant biological impacts. Most of the CAC
identified MRF sites and the Gaviota site are already degraded aesthetically and biologically
and/or would be out of the public’s view corridors. Therefore, this feasible option would help
to achieve the project objectives of providing waste disposal capacity until the new in-County
landfill is operational or 2015, whichever occurs first, while substantially lessening
environmental impacts.

Draft EIR's Waste-to-Energy Alternative

maricus actions associated with the waste to energy alternative described on page 4-72 and —
73, including mass burn technology, are said to increase costs. However, increased costs do
not always render an alternative infeasible. As noted in the CEQA Guidelines Section
15126,6 (b) states that the “discussion of altemnatives should focus on alternatives to the
project ... which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects ...,
even if those altematives ... would be more costly.” Moreover, “The fact that an alternative
may be more expensive or less profitable is not sufficient to show that the altemative is
financially infeasible. ‘What is required is evidence that the additional costs or lost
profitability are sufficiently severe as to render it impracticable to proceed with the praject.”
(Goleta I, supra, 197 Cal.App.3d atp. 1181))

The statement on page 4-75 that “the proposed project is the means by which the County will
meet its requirements for environmentally safe land disposal for residual waste for up to 15
yéars,” demonstrates the bias of the draft EIR. This pre-decisional conclusion invalidates the
analysis of alternatives and underscores our comments that the County fails to give due
consideration to potentially feasible alternatives that are capable of feasibly mecting most of

the basic objectives while avoiding or substantially lessening one or more significant impact.

Proposed New Alternative #8:
Waste-to-Product Technologies
The draft EIR does not include any altematives that convert municipal solid waste to
products, such as building products. The Hydromex, Inc. technology is one such method that
may feasibly reduce the need for landfill expansion area, and may therefore reduce significant
impacts associated with the proposed project. In addition, by producing products such as
concrete and wood substitutes, this technology may be able to reduce impacts caused by
aggregate mining and timber harvesting, and may thus facilitate more environmentally-
friendly building development. This technology can greatly reduce the amount of residual
waste that needs to be disposed of in landfill. According to the attached information,
Hydromiex does not generate hazardous byproducts and the products it generates are also not
toxic. A Hydomex-type facility does not require substantial land area, and could be located
with or without 2 MRF/transfer station at locations noted above. Assuming that these claims
are correct, this technology may represent an environmentally superior method of waste
reduction, It could lessen the project’s impacts to biological and aesthetic resources, and,
l sinice it could provide substitute building materials, it could lessen a host of other impacts
caused by aggregate mining and timber harvesting. This technology can also generate an
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energy product that can be used in combustion power plants, and this fuel could be hauled via
trucks, trains or sea if the facility was located at one of the aforementioned potential MRF
sites. The EIR should evaluate the feasibility and relative environmental impacts of utilizing
this type of technology, with or without a MRF, and with a smaller Tajiguias Footprint
E.xpansion Alternative. ’

Draft EIR’s No Project Alternative

This No Project Alternative entails something more than a continuation of the baseline
condition, and therefore is not the true *No Project” alternative. The no project altemative
may instead entail people conducting illegal dumping or bumning trash in their yards. As
stated on page 4-76, the draft EIR’s No Project Alternative entails either rail haul or truck
haul of waste to other landfills. But these alternatives are already considered in the draft EIR
Sections 4.3.1 through 4.3.3. Rail haul, even though there is no existing infrastructure, was
never shown to be infeasible in the draft EIR, but was dismissed due to lack of infrastructure.
As noted above, this alternative needs to be fleshed out and analyzed. Specifically, the
construction of the infrastructure needs to be described, and the impacts of this altemative
need to be analyzed. The statement on page 4-79 that, “impacts would be substantially
greater in all identified areas” is inaccurate and contradicts statements on page 4-76 and -77
that, “impacts would not be expected with regards to {noise, odor, water and other
environmental considerations]” ..."such as biological and cultural resources.”

Even if, as noted, this option may increase air pollution impacts, if this would substantially
and feasibly lessen or avoid any other significant impact(s) while meeting most of the basic
objectives as rewritten to comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, then the County
cannot approve the project. That is why it is imaportant for the County to give due
consideration to alternatives, including the potentially less damaging rail haul options. The
impact analysis on page 4-79 must compare all significant project impacts (as should Table 4-
B) for this alternative and the project. .

Environmentally Superior Alternative

Page 4-80 states that “other alternatives could eliminate or reduce onsite environmental
impacts of the proposed project at Tajiguas. However, these operational impacts would
essentially be transferred to the landfill(s) that accept the waste.” This statement
misrepresents the fact that these other landfills already have been through the CEQA process
and have mitigated their impacts. Therefore, these alternatives would avoid significant
impacts at Tajiguas but would not create new impacts at alternative sites because those sites,
through their respective permitting and CEQA processes, have already anticipated and
mitigated such impacts. Thus, the conclusion that these sites “are not necessarily
environmentally superior to the proposed project” is not correct. Based on the discussion in
the draft EIR, signiftcant impacts would be avoided by implementing one of numerous
alternatives, and this question can only be answered with more careful consideration of
“comparative analysis and data.” (Goleta I)
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Southeast Corner Modification

The draft EIR fails to consider the feasibility of an alternative that would modify the height
requirement for the portion of the landfill in the coastal zone, allowing it to remain above its
currently permitted height. This option would save considerable space (equivalent to 2 years’
disposal) that could enable the Tajiguas expansion footprint to be reduced, along with
footprint size-related significant impacts to biological and other resources.

The conclusion that transport of waste from the southeast comer to Foxen Canyon is
infeasible is not supported by evidence because it is feasible for the Board to reverse its policy
regarding Foxen Canyon. Similarly, it may be feasible to dispose of this waste at VAFB, with
approval from the Air Force. This has not been shown to be infeasible.

Disposing of the waste in the southeast comer modification area in Santa Maria or a new in-
County landfill may also be feasible, and could substantially lessen significant impacts by
rendering the Tajiguas Expansion footprint considerably smaller (approximately 10 to 15%
smaller). However, the draft EIR focuses only on those impacts that may be increased by
these options and does not, as CEQA requires, describe how these altematives could

substantially lessen or avoid any significant impact of the proposed project.

VII. Conclusion

e

In closing, the draft EIR describes the project in such an ambiguous way that as literally
interpreted, the project could result in much greater impacts than needed to fulfill the basic
objectives. The objectives are too narrow. They describe the proposed project and fail to
include its underlying purpose. As a result, none of the stated altemnatives could possibly
fulfill the objectives as stated. Numerous alteratives, however, could feasibly fulfill most of
the basic objectives while avoiding or substantially lessening significant impacts. However,
the draft EIR does not include an in-depth alternatives analysis and thus none of the
alternatives could be implemented in a timely fashion after certification of the EIR, The draft
EfR’s impact analysis leaves many questions unanswered and improperly classifies
significant impacts as less than significant, and fails to include feasible mitigation measures,
which could lessen significant impacts. Finally, the project is sited in an inappropriate
location and violates many elements of the County's General Plan and the Local Coastal Plan
and Coastal Act, Therefore, unless the project is revised to include alternatives and mitigation
to feasibly lessen significant impacts and comply with adopted policies and state law, and the
revised draft EIR is recirculated, the project cannot be approved.

Thank you for your attention to these comments,
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Sincerely,

3 . )

Brian Trautwein
Environmental Analyst

cc: Sabrina Haswell, Coastal Commission
Carl Benz, Fish and Wildlife Service
Morgan Wehijte, California Department of Fish and Game
Regional Water Quality Control Board )
California Integrated Waste Management Board
Mark Schleich, Santa Barbara County Solid Waste Division i
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Document 3
Environmental Defense Center
December 14, 2001
Response to Comments

Response 3-1 : ,
The objectives of the proposed project were developed in response to the Santa Barbara County

Board of Supervisors’ desire to initiate a new direction in municipal solid waste disposal and its
concern that the Tajiguas Landfill not be considered as a long-term disposal option. As a result,
the Department of Public Works and County Administrator developed a plan that identifies
long-term, intermediate-term and short-term strategies for solid waste disposal and presented the
plan to the Board of Supervisors on August 3, 1999, as summarized below:

Long-Term Component: Develop a new regional landfill within the County. Development of a
new site could take up to 15 years for siting, site acquisition, planning, design, environmental
review, permitting and construction.

Intermediate-Term Component: Prepare an EIR for expansion of Tajiguas to provide 15 years of
disposal capacity, to allow for development of a new in-County regional landfill. If a new
landfill were to open sooner than 15 years, the operational life of Tajiguas could be reduced.

Short-Term Component: Adding capacity to Tajiguas until environmental review of a 15-year
expansion could be completed. On August 3, 1999, the Board of Supervisors approved the
Public Works Department and County Administrator’s recommendations regarding Refuse
Disposal Strategies for the South Coast, as follows:

» Consider the long-term, intermediate-term and short-term refuse disposal strategies
identified in the Public Works Department staff report.

e Consider a 15-year Tajiguas Landfill expansion for purposes of environmental review.

» Direct staff to develop another County Landfill site as a long-term disposal solution.

+ Remove from CEQA project level consideration a Material Recovery Facility
(MRF)/transfer station/compost/future technology facility at the Tajiguas Landfill, as the
site was considered unsuitable as a location for a long-term disposal option.

 Direct staff to initiate independent process for development of a MRF/Transfer Station,
as well as a compost facility.

» Direct staff to proceed with all short-term options, including a Benchfill project at the
landfill. ‘

On August 3, 1999, the Board of Supervisors issued a statement of purpose for the EIR as
follows: In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of the Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Project for a proposed 15-year capacity
expansion of the Tajiguas Landfill is to serve as an informational document that will inform
public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the significant environmental effect of
a project, identify ways to minimize the significant effect and describe reasonable alternatives to
the project.
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The project objectives are provided in Draft EIR Section 1.4 as follows:

*  Provide approximately 15 years of additional reliable and cost-effective municipal solid
waste disposal services for the residents of southern Santa Barbara County and the Santa
Ynez and Cuyama Valleys.

*  Meet the minimum 15-year County disposal capacity requirements of the California
Integrated Waste Management Act (Assembly Bill [AB] 939) and goals of the County
Integrated Waste Management Plan.

*  Provide a well-managed municipal solid waste disposal facility to maximize the control
necessary to assure the safe disposal of solid waste generated in southern Santa Barbara
County, and the Santa Ynez and Cuyama Valleys until the Year 2020.

s Meet the Board of Supervisors’ policy directive of August 3, 1999, to provide adequate
disposal capacity at the Tajiguas Land(fill to allow for the siting and development of a
new in-County regional landfill, a process to be completed as soon as possible, a process
that may take up to 15 years to complete.

The fourth bullet reflects the purpose of the project, consistent with directives of the CEQA
Guidelines §15124(b): “The statement of objectives should (emphasis added) include the
underlying purpose of the project.”

The purpose of the project is to provide 15 years of landfill capacity. The expansion of Tajiguas
is one potential means to that end. The EIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives to
achieve that end. The objectives have not been tailored to pre-ordain the selection of expanding
Tajiguas as an outcome. In fact, the alternatives analysis considers a range of alternatives much
broader than merely expanding Tajiguas.

Response 3-2 .
The proposed project meets the Board of Supervisors’ policy directive of August 3, 1999, to

provide adequate disposal capacity at the Tajiguas Landfill to allow for the siting and
development of a new, in-County regional landfill, a process to be completed as soon as possible.
However, this process that may take up to 15 years to complete. The timing reflects the
anticipated start of the proposed project in 20053, as discussed Draft EIR Section 1.4.

The Board of Supervisors is the decision-maker for the proposed project and has wide latitude in
its decision-making role. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 1.6.1 (p. 1-18), the Board could
decide to approve or disapprove the project, could limit the number of years of additional
operation or could apply other conditions, including a provision for the proposed expansion
project to terminate when the new regional landfill becomes operational.

Based on the Board's directive, there is no need to evaluate the expansion project for a different
number of years than provided in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR evaluated the maximum number
of years the landfill could operate as the "worst case" scenario in order to provide a thorough
presentation of potential impacts. The final decision is the prerogative of the Board of
Supervisors.

The comment appears to be based on the premise that rates of disposal, capacities and closure
dates of landfills can be calculated with precision. In fact, these calculations are estimates, and

Final EIR, July 2002 doc. 3-2 Tajiguas Landfill Expansion




actual experience may depart from these estimates. The SWUD has actual data regarding past
disposal rates, and can estimate future disposal rates based upon anticipated population growth
rates. The SWUD also has data regarding past diversion, and can estimate future diversion rates.
Landfill capacity also can be estimated based upon the footprint and volume of the proposed
landfill expansion, along with the anticipated density of solid waste to be placed there. All of
these numbers are necessarily based on projections and estimates, as they are used to predict
future events. If the County approves the Landfill expansion, then the date the expanded
Landfill reaches capacity may be sooner or later than the estimated year 2020. The year 2020
represents a reasonable estimate, however, based on SWUD’s projections and best available
data. Whether to commit to close the Tajiguas Landfill sooner than 2020 is a policy decision for
the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors. Whether to close Tajiguas as soon as another
landfill becomes operational also is a policy decision for the Board. The EIR provides the Board
with information regarding the potential impacts of the project so the Board can make an
informed decision regarding this issue.

Response 3-3
The Landfill will reach its capacity following the Benchfill project that is currently being

implemented at Tajiguas. The Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors also approved the
Benchfill project on August 3, 1999. The Benchfill project was to extend the life of the Landfill
from 12.0 million cubic yards (cy) to 15.1 million cy (i.e., approximately another five years over
its previously permitted capacity). The Benchfill project is currently in process and will use the
benches and the top of the Landfill for waste disposal until approximately 2005. The Tajiguas
Landfill Expansion Project is anticipated to continue landfilling operations at the Tajiguas
location from 2005 to 2020, an additional 15 years following completion of the Benchfill project.
The 15-year expansion project (2005 to 2020) is evaluated in the Draft EIR.

The landfill expansion and installation of the liner will be phased in the following sequence. The
top of the existing landfill (top deck) will be filled first, to an elevation of 660 feet above mean
sea level (amsl) for the Front Canyon configuration or an elevation of 700 feet amsl for the Back
Canyon configuration. Second, a liner will be constructed along the east slope of the existing
landfill footprint, with waste placed on the lined area. During the last phase, in the area north of
the existing landfill footprint, a liner will be constructed, and waste will be placed in the area
north of the existing landfill. The timing of each phase and construction of the liner will be

~ dependent on the rate of waste received over the course of the 15-year project.

Response 3-4
Cumulative projects are identified in Section 3.1.4 of the Draft EIR as, “future public and private

projects along the Gaviota Coast.” As noted in Draft EIR Section 3.1.4, the list of cumulative
projects was provided by County Planning and Development and by Caltrans. These projects are
described in Draft EIR Table 3.1-3. As described in the CEQA Guidelines (§15355), “a
cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the
project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related impacts.” For the Draft
EIR, the environmental baseline consists of ongoing landfill operations. The land area and air
space delineated for the proposed project are located adjacent to and on top of the currently
permitted landfill, referred to in the comment as the “Benchfill Project.” Therefore, ongoing
operations and the proposed expansion will not occur at the same time, but in sequence. Asa
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result, the benchfill and the proposed project together do not provide a basis for cumulative
impacts. ‘ ‘

In accordance with Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines, the cumulative impact of a project is
defined as the change in the environment that results from the incremental impact of the project
when added to other, closely related past, present and probable future projects. The area.
designated for cumulative projects in the EIR is the coastal area that extends from Gaviota State
Park to just west of Goleta. A specific site for a potential new landfill that may be identified
through the ongoing County landfill siting study has not been selected by the County. Therefore,
as of summer of 2002, a “probable” site for a new landfill has not been identified, and such a site
is not considered to be a cumulative project. A potential future regional landfill mentioned in the
comment may or may not fall within the region designated for analysis of cumulative impacts
and may not occur within the same time frame as the proposed expansion. Further, because there
are no reasonably foreseeable specific sites for the future landfill mentioned in the comment,
cumulative impacts of a landfill at such a future site cannot be analyzed.

The Santa Maria Landfill has been expanded to approximately 14 million cubic yards. This
expansion was permitted on September 28, 2001 (Zhao, 2002). The permitted daily capacity is
740 tons per day (tpd), while the landfill receives an average 375 tpd. The expansion has an
anticipated life until 2017, which is 3 years less than the proposed Tajiguas expansion. The
Santa Maria Landfill currently accepts municipal solid waste from the unincorporated area of
northern Santa Barbara County, southern San Luis Obispo County and the City of Santa Maria.
The commenter is referred to Draft EIR Section 4.2.1.3 for a discussion of the Santa Maria
Landfill.

The Santa Maria Landfill expansion was not included in the Draft EIR cumulative impact
analysis because, as mentioned above, the area designated for cumulative projects in the EIR is
the coastal area that extends from Gaviota State Park to just west of Goleta. The Santa Maria
Landfill Expansion does not fall within this region. In addition, the Santa Maria Landfill is not a
new development; it represents an existing, ongoing activity.

The Tajiguas Landfill will reach its capacity following the ongoing Benchfill project that
currently is being implemented at the site and is incorporated into the EIR analysis under
existing baseline conditions. The Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors approved the
Benchfill project on August 3, 1999. The Benchfill project was to extend the life of the Landfill
and increase its capacity from 12.0 million cubic yards (cy) to 15.1 million cy (i.e.,
approximately another 5 years over its previously permitted capacity). The Benchfill project is
currently in process and will use the benches and top of the Landfill (the “top deck™) for waste
disposal until approximately 2005. The Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Project is anticipated to
continue landfilling operations at the Tajiguas location from 2005 to 2020, an additional 15 years
following completion of the Benchfill project. The 15-year expansion project (2005 to 2020) is
evaluated in the Draft EIR.

Response 3-5
The proposed Tajiguas Landfill Expansion project has been designed to avoid the coastal zone

located on APN 81-150-19 (the southern parcel where the existing Landfill is located).
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In an August 16, 1999, memo to Phil Demery (Correspondence 31""), Santa Barbara County
Planning and Development reviewed the local permit requirements for APNs 081-150-019 and
-026. In the memo, P&D found that:

“The Tajiguas Landfill has been in operation since 1966 prior to the enactment of the Coastal
Act, the passage of the California Environmental Quality Act, and the onset of State regulation
of landfills through the Solid Waste Management Act. Therefore, the only potentially applicable
regulation was the County of Santa Barbara Zoning Ordinance 661. The Tajiguas Landfill, a
County owned Public Works Facility, was not subject to a County permit requirement because
Ordinance #661 specifically states that it is not applicable to “the County of Santa Barbara or any
district of which the Board of Supervisors is the governing body.” Thus the landfill became a
legal facility with no established limits of operation within the boundaries of the original landfill
property (APN 081-150-019). In 1978, the landfill received a Solid Waste Facilities Permit
(SWFP) from the State of California. The 1978 SWFP imposed a 400-foot elevation limit on the
landfill but did not otherwise affect the permit status of the facility. Land(fill activity within the
parcel and below 400 feet in elevation was (and is) a continuation of the historic operation of
the original landfill. This landfill activity is not subject to Coastal Zone requirements.”
(emphasis added).

In 1988, 87-EIR-8 was completed to allow a larger expansion at the Tajiguas Landfill north, east
and west of the Landfill footprint, and to an elevation of 500 feet. This expansion project would
have allowed the expansion to occur laterally and fill over portions of what is now the natural
channel of Pila Creek north of the existing Landfill. This expansion project was never
completed. In 1988, a new SWFP was issued to expand the height limit to 500 feet throughout
the Landfill, including the coastal zone. However, no Coastal Development Permit to allow the
increase in height within the coastal zone portion of the landfill has been issued.

Historically, Landfill activity below 400 feet in elevation has been considered to be a
continuation of the historic operations of the original Landfill. This is the reason the downstream
sedimentation structure (referred to in the past as the down canyon in-channel and later the down
canyon out-of-channel sedimentation basin) has not required CEQA review or coastal permits
(see Correspondence 53).

The Landfill expansion has avoided the Coastal Zone and would not expand the Landfill beyond
the 400-foot elevation within the Coastal Zone. Therefore, the proposed project is an expansion
of an existing use. As analyzed in Draft EIR Sections 3.2 - Geology, 3.3 - Water Resources and
3.4 - Biological Resources, coastal resources would not be impacted by the expansion project.
Therefore, the California Coastal Act does not apply to the project. Elements that, under the
worst-case analysis, may occupy the Coastal Zone above 400 feet, plus applicable coastal
policies, are discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.7.4.3.

Most components and activities associated with the Landfill expansion would occur north of the
Coastal Zone boundary. However, the southeast corner modification and relocation of the green
waste pad may occur on the existing landfill footprint within the Coastal Zone. The southeast

o Refer to Response 1-6 (Table 1) for all Correspondence references.
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corner modification is required to bring the existing landfill into conformance with coastal
zoning, the Coastal Plan and the California Coastal Act, as discussed in Draft EIR ‘
Section 3.7.3.4.1.

Relocation of the green waste pad would potentially be allowed in the Coastal Zone. Production -
of mulch in support of agricultural uses is allowed under the AG-II zone district with a major
CUP. Agricultural uses are given priority under the Coastal Act, with the intent to keep the
maximum amount of prime agricultural land in production. Coastal policies applicable to these
aspects of the proposed project are discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.7.3.4.2.

The requirements of CCR Title 27, Section 20260, are applicable to reclassification of existing
units (landfills). Reclassified landfills are required to comply with the siting criteria in Section
20260. These criteria include the requirement that . . . Class III landfills shall be located where
site characteristics provide adequate separation between nonhazardous solid waste and waters of
the state. The classification criteria in this section are used for reclassification of existing
landfills at disposal sites approved as Class II-1 or II-2 (under previous versions of these
SWRCB regulations) and expansions of such landfills.”

Further, in Section 20260 under item (b) Geologic Setting, the factors that shall be evaluated to
ensure there is no impairment of beneficial uses of the surface or groundwater include:

“ (A) size of the landfill:

(B) hydraulic conductivity and transmissivity of underlymg
soils;

(C) depth to ground water and variations in depth to ground
water;

(D) background quality of ground water;

(E) current and anticipated use of the ground water; and

(F) annual precipitation.”

The Tajiguas Landfill was reclassified from a Class II-2 to a Class III landfill by the RWQCB in
1993. The Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for the Landfill (Order No. 93-69) state:
“The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Coast Region (hereafter Board)
finds: 1. The County of Santa Barbara, Department of Public Works (herein after “Discharger”)
owns and operates the Tajiguas Class III Landfill. . .”

With implementation of the proposed project, both the existing Tajiguas Landfill and the
proposed expansion would remain a Class III facility. Therefore, the RWQCB made the finding
that the Tajiguas Landfill is in compliance with the siting criteria of CCR Title 27, Section 20260
in 1993 when the WDRs were issued to Tajiguas as a Class III facility. The site would not be
required to be reclassified. Therefore, this section does not apply to either the existing Tajiguas
Landfill or the expansion project.

The expansion project, rather than the existing landfill, would be required to be in compliance
with Section 20260 that pertains to Class III Landfills. Siting criteria under this section are the
same as for Section 20260. The expansion project would be appropriately designed to conform
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to the requirements of this section, including adequate separation between waste and
groundwater. In addition, in new areas where waste would be placed, a liner system would be
installed in compliance with applicable regulations that would further protect water resources.

See Response 1-6.

Response 3-6 :
Draft EIR Sections 2.2.1 and 2.3.1 of the Project Description specifically define the maximum

cut slope for both the Front Canyon Configuration and the Back Canyon Configuration as 2.4:1.
A preliminary slope stability analysis was provided in the Technical Studies for the Draft EIR
and summarized in Draft EIR Section 3.2.3.2.3. The analysis indicated that slopes could
potentially become unstable if inclined steeper than 2:1. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 in the Draft
EIR requires further refinement of the slope stability analysis if slopes may exceed 2:1.

Mitigation Measure GEO-1 does not defer the impact assessment. The worst case (2:1 cut slope)
is presented as a component of the project description. Slopes may actually be less than 2:1

(i.e., a 3:1 slope). Analysis based on the worst-case scenario indicated that slopes could be
constructed up to 2:1 without resulting in potentially significant impacts. Because all factors of
design cannot be known at this time (i.e., prior to grading cut slopes), refinement of the grading
plan and studies associated with the grading plan would be accomplished at the Landfill design
or at the time of construction if slopes are required to be in excess of 2:1. The Project
Description has disclosed and evaluated the anticipated worst-case scenario. As stated above,
Mitigation Measure GEO-1 in the Draft EIR requires further refinement of the slope stability
analysis if design or field conditions dictate that slopes should exceed 2:1 and would reduce
impacts to geology to a less than significant level. The Landfill is required to be designed within
the parameters described in the Project Description, or additional CEQA review would be
necessary.

Referencing the Joint Technical Document (JTD) does not constitute impermissible deferral of
mitigation. The JTD will contain design details at an engineering level. Such a level of detail is
not required to analyze environmental impacts for purposes of CEQA. Engineering the proposed
landfill at such a level of detail is extremely costly, and such expenditures of public funds are
imprudent until the County makes the policy decision whether to proceed with the expansion.
For CEQA purposes, the EIR must contain sufficient information to enable the Board of
Supervisors to determine whether slope stability can be assured, given “worst-cast” assumptions.
The analysis indicates that, as mitigated, slopes will be stable, with engineering details to be
worked out as part of the JTD process. The analysis also provides a performance standard with
which the Landfill will have to comply.

Response 3-7
See Response 3-6.

A slope of 2.4:1 represents the maximum slope, unless slope stability analyses indicate that

steeper slopes will be stable. This approach does not constitute “piecemeal” environmental
review; rather, the Landfill is being analyzed as a whole, while accounting for the possibility that
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the design will be modified as engineering details are refined during the engineering/permitting
process.

Response 3-8a
The slope stability analysis prepared by GeoLogic Associates (2001a and b) that was included in

the Technical Studies and summarized in the Draft EIR considered a scenario where water levels
in the landfill were 15 to 20 feet higher than the actual water level in the dewatering wells cited
in the ARCADIS, Geraghty and Miller Hydraulic Investigations Status Report (2001b), also
included as a Technical Study to the Draft EIR. This information is summarized in Draft EIR
Section 3.2.

The criteria cited in the comment are to determine if impacts related to geology are potentially
significant. The comment quotes only part of the impact criteria in the Santa Barbara County
Thresholds and Guidelines Manual. The concluding statement following the significance criteria
listed is: “Mitigation measures may reduce impacts to a less than significant level. These
measures would include minor project redesign and engineering steps recommended by a
licensed geologist and engineers subsequent to detailed investigation of the site.”

The project description limits the maximum cut slope. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 in the

Draft EIR fulfills the Thresholds and Guidelines requirement for a mitigation measure that would
recommend steps to be undertaken in the event slopes may exceed 1.5:1. Mitigation Measure
GEO-1 requires that additional detailed engineering evaluations (slope stability, geologic and/or
soils) be accomplished in the event slopes exceed 2:1. In addition, in compliance with CCR
Title 27, slopes would be constructed to meet stability requirements for Class I1I landfills.
Inclusion of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 serves to reduce impacts to a less than significant level,
in compliance with the County’s Thresholds and Guidelines Manual.

Response 3-8b
The required engineered buttress fill is included in Draft EIR Table 2-5. During construction of

the engineered buttress, it may be necessary for cut slopes to temporarily exceed 2:1. However,
the overall slope of the Landfill expansion would be 2.4:1. Because the engineered buttress is
intended to provide stability for the Landfill expansion, it therefore must be constructed to be
stable in itself. This is another design feature that may or may not be necessary, depending on
the final design of the Landfill expansion. The EIR provided a “worst-case” analysis that
included the soil excavation, etc. and associated impact analysis for the engineered buttress.

See Response 3-8a.

Response 3-9a
Please see Responses 3-6, 3-7 and 3-8a. In the event cut slopes are greater than 2:1, Mitigation

Measures GEO-1 would mitigate any significant impact to a level of insignificance; therefore, a
finding of significant impacts to geology is not appropriate.

Response 3-9b
The maximum area of disturbance allowed under the project description is shown in Draft EIR
Figures 2-2 and 2-5. The figures depict the maximum area of disturbance by the landfill
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expansion. The cut slopes would be limited to the disturbance footprint shown in the figures.
Any deviation from the project description described in this EIR would require additional CEQA
analysis.

See Response 3-6.

Response 3-10
The comments imply that the entire existing landfill overlies unconsolidated, saturated, sandy

alluvial soil in the Pila Creek channel and may be adversely affected by seismically induced
liquefaction of this soil. In addition, the comments contend that both the cover material and the
landfill itself could liquefy during a seismic event and may compromise the stability of the
existing landfill and the proposed expansion. It should first be noted that the Pila Creek channel
containing alluvial soil is a narrow channel that, at most, underlies only a small fraction of the
entire area of the existing Landfill. As such, its overall influence on the 3-dimensional stability
of the landfill as a whole is small. Regardless, the following discussion is provided.

For seismic-induced liquefaction to occur, three conditions must be met: 1) the soil should be
predominantly loose sand/silt that is prone to densify when vibrated; 2) the soil must be
saturated; and 3) vibration of the soils must occur. That is to say, site soils must be of a grain
size and density that is “liquefiable” under the groundwater and seismic conditions typical of the
site. As is discussed below, this is not typically the case for the soils exposed and anticipated at
the Tajiguas Landfill.

Alluvium

The potential for liquefaction of the alluvium in the Pila Creck channel was evaluated during
slope stability evaluation conducted for the West Slope (GeoLogic Associates, 1997). As a part
of that study, the alluvial deposits were investigated by excavating two borings near the existing
maintenance building within the bottom of the canyon. Unconsolidated alluvium, consisting of
silty clay to clayey silt with occasional gravel size siltstone fragments was encountered to a total
depth of approximately 20 to 28 feet. Standard Penetration Tests (STPs) completed in these
borings yielded N values in the range of 12 to 20, indicating that the soil is medium stiff to stiff
in its natural condition. In addition, grain-size analyses of samples of these soils indicated a
fines content between 35 and 90 percent. These factors alone indicate that these soils are not
prone to liquefaction (California Division of Mining and Geology, 1997). '

Cover Soil :

As mentioned in the comment, the cover will rely on clayey soil to inhibit infiltration of
rainwater into the underlying waste mass. It is true that sensitive, saturated clays may lose their
strength when subjected to strains due to vibration. The mentioned quote from Dr. Keller in the
comment may relate to this condition. However, the cover will not contain sensitive, saturated
clay. The clay in the cover will be in a remolded condition, placed in a controlled manner to
achieve the designed compaction and hydraulic conductivity, and maintained to minimize the
risk of saturation. As mentioned above, clayey soils are not prone to seismic-induced
liquefaction. As a result, it is concluded that the proposed cover soils are not prone to
liquefaction.
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The Landfill consists of heterogeneous material and is highly permeable. Such materials are not
prone to liquefaction because, due to high permeability, pore pressures generated by vibrations
are dissipated concurrently, and no excess pore pressures develop. Without excess pore
pressures, liquefaction cannot occur. This conclusion is supported by the observed behavior of
municipal landfills during past earthquakes. In fact, liquefaction of waste fill has never been
observed. In view of this information, it is concluded that the potential for the Landfill material
to liquefy during a seismic event is not likely to occur.

Landfill Material ‘ ‘

Based on the above discussion, it is concluded that there is no significant potential for
seismic-induced liquefaction to occur at the Landfill, either in the alluvial soil in the narrow Pila
Creek channel, in the cover materials or in the waste itself.

Response 3-11
See Responses 1-1, 1-6, 1-8, 1-12, 2-20, 3-10 and 3-24.

Response 3-12 .
See Response 3-5 with respect to applicability of the Coastal Act to the expansion project.

The comment describes existing conditions at the Tajiguas Landfill rather than conditions that
would be expected with the proposed Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Project and associated
impacts. The basins referred to in the comment were built in the 1980s, are currently in place
and will continue to be used to control sediment from the Landfill. Another out-of-channel basin
was constructed in 1999. They are part of the baseline conditions. The basins would not
increase or decrease surface flows in Pila Creek over existing baseline conditions. Pila Creek is
a naturally intermittent stream. The sedimentation basins affect the rate of stormwater discharge
along the creek. The basins do not affect overall flows, however.

Impacts from seagulls are addressed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.6 - Nuisance. The Tajiguas
Landfill is located in a rural area, with the closest residences being approximately 2000 feet to the
southeast of the landfill at the community of Arroyo Quemada. Approximately 13 residences are

located here. Adjacent to the Arroyo Quemada community is the Arroyo Quemado lagoon at the

ocean outfall of Arroyo Quemado. This watershed is separate and distinct from Cailada de la-Pila
where the Tajiguas Landfill is located.

The Draft EIR correctly states that the birds are attracted to the Tajiguas Landfill. This is an
existing baseline condition. However, the Draft EIR also has included Mitigation Measure
NUI-2 to develop a Bird Management Plan utilizing a variety of methods listed in the measure to
control birds at the Landfill. Using these methods in a varied manner would serve to reduce
significant impacts to a less than significant levels. These methods include several that have not
been previously used at Tajiguas, but have been successfully used at other landfills in California
(i.e., Miramar Landfill, City of San Diego). Once the birds are deterred from the Landfill, the
bird population along the Gaviota coast will continue to be attracted to the area by the fresh
water source at Arroyo Quemado and/or Arroyo Hondo, the recreational areas frequented by
humans in the area such as the Vista Point on U.S. Highway 101 west of the Tajiguas Landfill,
Refugio State Beach and other campgrounds and picnic grounds in the area (where food from
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humans is easily available), and areas with low human disturbance, such as remote beaches along
the Gaviota coast where the birds can roost undisturbed. Implementation of enhanced bird
management controls at the Landfill will reduce the attraction of the Landfill and will reduce the
extent to which birds affect surrounding habitat and water quality. The birds will be along the
coast because they naturally occur in the area or prefer other anthropomorphic attributes offered
by the Gaviota Coast. Although the bird management controls will reduce bird impacts
associated with the Landfill compared to existing conditions, it is likely that the Landfill will
continue to attract some birds, so this impact is unlikely to completely disappear.

Response 3-13a

By design, the sedimentation basins are intended to capture storm water runoff that would
otherwise be routed around. the Landfill via the west culvert system to the surface water
discharge point. It is not uncommon for these basins, particularly the two in-channel basins, to
contain the storm water runoff in them for a number of months after surface flows have ceased
entering them from the up-stream portions of the Pila Creek watershed.

Based upon routine observations, as well as upon records of periodic water sampling events
conducted at the surface water discharge point, it is SWUD’s experience that this culvert does
not support continuous flow. Available records indicate that, at times, it is not even possible to
collect a water sample from this location. Landfill BMPs include applying water to roadways
and other high-traffic areas of the landfill during dry weather in order to minimize dust
generation. This dust control water may make its way into the west culvert system through drop
inlets along the haul road and may appear at the culvert mouth as a small discharge.
Additionally, a fire suppression standpipe situated at the top of the stream bank south of the
landfill, directly below the culvert mouth, has been observed to leak water at high pressure.
Water leaking from this standpipe was observed to pond in a small depression at its base, and
likely contributed to the moist sediments and very small, localized puddles of water that may
periodically be observed in the streambed of Pila Creek at this location. The leaking stand-pipe
has been repaired. While it cannot be ruled out that some amount of water that may periodically
be seen draining from the culvert may be derived from subsurface seepage into the culvert
system from surrounding geologic materials, this seepage is a minor contributor to any low
volume flow that may be observed during extended periods of dry weather.

White alder is located in Pila Creek north of the existing landfill where water may pond in wetter
years in the upper Caiiada de la Pila watershed. Often times white alder is located below or just
above the high water mark of area South Coast creeks and is classified as a facultative wetland
plant species (usually occurs in wetlands [estimated probability 67 percent to 99 percent], but
occasionally found in non-wetlands) as indicated by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (1988).
The presence of sufficient subsurface soil moisture is typically all that is necessary to support -
these trees. Moreover, according to tree ecologists, it is estimated that sufficient soil moisture is
required during only 10 percent of the growing season to ensure the continued survival of white
alders. Consequently, it is not rare to observe these trees thriving in what would normally be
considered be a dry environment. Other South Coast area creek examples are El Capitan Creek,
Rattlesnake Canyon and Mission Creeks that are ephemeral and support white alders in the
foothills above the coast. :

Final EIR, July 2002 doc. 3-11 Tajiguas Landfill Expansion




Response 3-13b ' "

As discussed in Response 1-8, ephemeral seeps are present in portions of the Pila Creek ‘
watershed. These areas often are recognized by locally conspicuous areas of heavier vegetation,
which suggest that underlying soils may be water-bearing. A detailed review of historical aerial
photographs was recently conducted to evaluate the conditions associated with development of
the Landfill area (Arcadis, 2001a, 2001b). Observations of these historical data indicate that the
majority of seepage occurs from the west side of the canyon, and that seepage was seasonally-
influenced, being most apparent during and immediately following the rainy season. Seepage
was found to be limited to areas where the Rincon Formation is exposed. These observations
differ from statements presented in the Robert Cady Declaration (Appendix A, Arcadis, 2001a
and b) that indicate the presence of “consistently flowing™ springs encountered along the eastern
edge of the canyon during early development of the Landfill area. Experience in soil borrow
activities at the Landfill indicate that discrete water-bearing zones are locally present within the
native geologic materials exposed during excavation into the side slopes of the canyon.
Observations from the excavation areas indicate that these water-bearing features tend to be of
limited lateral and vertical extent and tend to dry out after only several days of exposure.
Therefore, to the extent springs were encountered during earlier construction activities, their
presence was of little significance, structurally or otherwise. Besides descriptions presented in
the Cady Declaration, no evidence of perennially flowing springs has been encountered at the
Landfill. While the presence of the flowing springs in the area noted by Cady cannot be ruled
out, there is no other information to indicate that such features are a widespread or common
occurrence in the area.

Response 3-13¢

Pila Creek is ephemeral, or only supports surface flow during and for periods following storm
events. There are two areas on the floor of the canyon where there is typically some standing
water: (1) the in-channel sedimentation basins in the upper canyon; and, (2) a very small area
near the outlet of the box culvert where the 48-inch pipe that runs under the landfill discharges to
Pila Creek (the outlet is located just downgradient of the GLCRS).

The in-channel sedimentation basins in the upper canyon area typically, though not always,
contain water throughout the year. Water in the sedimentation basins is derived from the
following sources:
*  Surface water runoff from the entire Pila Creek watershed north of the Landfill during
and following storm events.
* Discharge of groundwater from the alluvium upstream of the sedimentation basins.

The area just below the culvert outlet south of the landfill and just downstream of the GLCRS
usually contains very localized, stagnant water, or at least moist ground. The source of water at
this location is flow out of the culvert. Culvert outflow does not create “flow” in lower Pila
Creek, except during and following precipitation events. Rather, this water ponds, is stagnant,
and either evaporates or percolates into the alluvium in lower Pila Creek, becoming groundwater.
The source of the water exiting the culvert is likely from:

*  Surface water during the rainy season and for some period thereafter.

»  Other surface water that enters drop inlets to the culvert throughout the year.
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* Very minor seepage from the west side of the canyon that is intercepted by the culvert
and backfill around the culvert.

The springs outlined in the Cady Declaration are discussed in Response 1-8.

Response 3-14a
This comment regarding groundwater use designations accurately summarizes RWQCB policy.

Response 3-14b
This “existing feature of the site” is not included in the Draft EIR because GeoSolv’s

interpretation of fracture pathways in the Rincon Formation is not accurate and is not supported
by facts. See Response 2-3. The information pertaining to water levels in the waste mass is
described in the Draft EIR (page 3.3-23) and in the accompanying Technical Report (Arcadis,
2001a and b). ; '

Response 3-15
See Response 2-13a.

Response 3-16
See Responses 1-5 and 1-6 regarding the 5-foot separation issue. Also see the responses that

follow the numbered Responses to Document 2.

The quoted excerpt from Draft EIR page 3.3-4 is from a section describing regional conditions
and depth of alluvium in larger drainage basins, which do not include Caifiada de la Pila.
Although water is found in the Landfill mass, as described on Draft EIR page 3.3-23, the waste
mass does not “increase the height of the alluvial material” and does not have similar hydraulic
characteristics to the alluvial materials. The elevation of water in the Landfill dewatering wells
is approximately 100 feet above the pre-landfill topography at well DW 4-2. Although it may not
be possible to demonstrate “dry” materials beneath the saturated waste, the intervening layers of
low permeability compacted clay soils provide a hydraulic barrier to groundwater movement.

Response 3-17
See Responses 1-7 and 3-16.

Data in the Arcadis (2001b) report indicate that overall permeability of the Landfill mass is low.
The lack of response among nearby wells during pump tests in the Landfill mass indicates there
are discontinuous zones of saturated materials present in the Landfill, separated by zones of
low-permeability soils or unsaturated materials. This would be consistent with historical
operations that resulted in landfilling of materials into discreet cells. Although there may be
some flow between cells, such flow is limited and was not observed in the pump tests.

Response 3-18
Since this water was taken to a sewage treatment plant for disposal, it was not tested for indicator

bacteria. However, because of the elevated temperature within the Landfill waste mass, among
other factors, bacteria are not expected to occur in leachate water samples. This is confirmed by
sampling from the horizontal wells (HWDS) tapping into the lower portion of the Landfill (near
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the base of the Landfill), which indicates no significant concentrations of bacteria (County of
Santa Barbara, 2001a; 2002). ‘

There are three horizontal wells present in the lower portion of the Landfill mass that produce
small amounts of water that has been tested for total coliform, fecal coliform, E.coli and
enterococcus bacteria. The results of this testing did not indicate any significant concentrations
of these indicator bacteria being present in the water. Thus, the Landfill mass itself is not a
source of bacteria at the site or in the nearby area.

Response 3-19
Responses 1-3 and 2-3. For information regarding the geology of the site, see Draft EIR
Figures 3.2-1 through 3.2-5.

Maps indicating the surface exposure and bedding attitudes of the Rincon and other formations
are shown on Draft EIR Figure 3.2-5 and in reference documents, including EMCON (1994) and
Dibblee (1988). A map and cross section depicting the hydrogeologic units at the site are

- presented in Draft EIR Figures 3.3-3 and 3.3-4.

Response 3-20

The natural groundwater elevation has not risen as a result of landfill installation. The water
observed in the waste prism is perched in cells of waste that are separated by low permeability
soil that has been placed as part of landfill cover operations. This water is likely derived from
the waste itself, from rainfall during landfill operations and by long-term infiltration of rain. The
fact that water is standing as much as 100 feet above the toe of the Landfill and is not
discharging out the face of the Landfill, or rapidly to the GLCRS, is evidence of the overall low
permeability of the waste fill. It would be surprising, in fact, if the landfill were found to be dry.

Response 3-21 ,

During reconfiguring of the Landfill (Benchfill project), existing cover on the southern face of
the Landfill was removed, stockpiled, additional Landfill waste was placed on the southern face
at a 2:1 slope, and the cover material was replaced. During removal of the cover, no free water
was encountered in the Landfill materials, even along the lower benches. This is additional
evidence that the water encountered within the Landfill during the (Arcadis, 2001b) work is
localized (Arcadis, 2001b).

The cover material replaced upon completion of the Benchfill project has essentially the same
characteristics as the cover material that was originally in place. As no groundwater was
exposed during removal of the initial cover, the new cover is not expected to alter subsurface
flow conditions in the vicinity of the mouth of the canyon.

Response 3-22 :

Because a portion of the Landfill overlies the Vaqueros Formation, it is possible that some
amount of water within the Landfill may infiltrate the Vaqueros Formation. If groundwater in
the Vaqueros Formation were impacted by Landfill leachate, it would be detected in monitoring
wells MW-10, MW-12, and MW-13, shown on Draft EIR Figure 3.3-3. There is currently no
indication of exceedances of groundwater quality standards in the Vaqueros Formation at these
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monitoring wells (see Draft EIR Table 3.3-1). In some locations, such as along the former Pila
Creek channel across the Vaqueros Formation, there is evidence of low permeability Rincon
soils placed between waste and the underlying Vaqueros Formation. On this basis, it appears
that Landfill leachate does not enter the Vaqueros Formation or, if it does, the volume is
insignificant.

Response 3-23 4
See Responses 2-3, 2-4, 2-6 and 2-10.

Response 3-24
Water in the Landfill mass occurs in discontinuous zones surrounded by low permeability soils

and is not free-draining into underlying alluvial soils, although some hydraulic connection with
the underlying alluvium is likely.

The volume of water in the Landfill mass that potentially enters remnant alluvium beneath the
Landfill is extremely low. This is supported by data in the Arcadis (2001b) report that indicates
the overall permeability of the Landfill mass is very low. The lack of response among wells
during pump tests in the Landfill mass reveals that there are discontinuous zones of saturated
materials present in the Landfill, separated by zones of low-permeability soils or unsaturated
materials. This conclusion is supported by the lack of flow from the Landfill face following
removal of cover materials on the face during the Benchfill. This lack of flow indicates the
water is discontinuous and not of significant volume. In addition, the extremely low
permeability of the Landfill mass is also supported by the low flow observed from the three
horizontal wells placed into the Landfill mass below the level of the water. Therefore, the
volume of water entering the alluvium beneath the Landfill is extremely low.

It is important to note that, even if some water from the Landfill mass enters alluvium beneath
the Landfill, this water is intercepted by the GLCRS. The GLCRS was constructed across the
alluvium and weathered Rincon Formation on the canyon floor. The GLCRS was designed and
operated to intercept potential underflow from the alluvium beneath the Landfill and the
weathered Rincon Formation. A discussion of the GLCRS is provided in Response 1-7.

Response 3-25
The springs reported in the Robert Cady Declaration are discussed in Response 2-12. Given the

extremely low permeability of the unweathered Rincon Formation bedrock, groundwater
discharge from this unit to the Landfill materials is not significant.

Response 3-26
See Response 2-13a.

Response 3-27
The expansion liner system would be designed to maintain a 5-foot separation between waste

and highest elevation of groundwater. The liner systems would be designed to the satisfaction of
the RWQCB and in compliance with existing regulations. Although the following design has not
been approved by the RWQCB, a typical liner system is described here. The liner system would
consist of two sets of multiple layers, one set adjacent to the waste and one set below an
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impermeable barrier to the waste. Adjacent to the waste, the layers would be placed in the
following order (starting with the layer closest to the waste): a clay layer adjacent to the waste, a
geotextile layer, a gravel layer to collect leachate from the decomposing waste and to allow
drainage, and a high-density polyethylene (HDPE) layer. The HDPE layer is similar to a sheet of
plastic that would create an impermeable barrier to isolate the waste from the surrounding
environment. The system below the HDPE layer would be a clay layer, a geotextile layer and a
gravel layer. A total of seven layers would typically comprise the total liner system.

Therefore, the proposed Landfill expansion would be designed with a liner between waste and
the underlying ground surface, along with subdrains as necessary to insure that at least 5 feet of
separation is maintained between waste and the highest anticipated groundwater, as described on
Draft EIR page 3.3-55. See Response 3-28.

Response 3-28 _ :
As stated on Draft EIR page 3.3-55, the base of the Landfill expansion would be designed to

achieve the required 5-foot separation between waste and the highest anticipated groundwater
(see Response 3-27 for a description of the liner system). The precise elevation of the base of
the Landfill is unspecified at this time, and will be determined during detailed design for the
JTD. :

To date, the highest groundwater elevations observed in the two new Vaqueros Formation wells
is 379 feet at V-1 on January 18, 2002, and 363 feet at V-2 on May 22, 2002.

Placement of a fill such as the proposed expansion over the Vaqueros Formation and the
-associated changes in topography are not expected to cause a rise in groundwater levels within -
the Vaqueros Formation. The Vaqueros Formation in Cafiada de la Pila is composed of
cemented sandstone that is essentially non-compressible. Furthermore, lining of the Vaqueros
Formation as part of the Landfill expansion will reduce potential recharge in the unit. Therefore,
water levels are not expected to rise in the Vaqueros Formation as a resuit of the Landfill
expansion.

Response 3-29
Since 1998, a landfill gas collection system has operated at the Landfill. The objective of this

system is to recover landfill gas generated during decomposition of organic materials in the
Landfill. The presence of this system has operated effectively and minimizes the possibility that
landfill gas will contact the water within the Landfill.

As discussed in the Arcadis (2001b) report, there are discontinuous zones of water present within
the Landfill. These zones are interpreted to be separated by low-permeability barriers that
restrict the migration of these waters. This interpretation was based on differing water levels in
the Landfill encountered during drilling, the types of materials encountered, the results of pump
testing, which show a lack of interconnection, and the lack of any flow out of the Landfill when
the cover materials were recently removed (see Response 3-24).

Although there is the potential that landfill gas contacts the water in the Landfill, any resulting
contamination that might occur is likely to be localized. This is demonstrated by the results of
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water sampling in the horizontal and dewatering wells that show very low levels of VOCs
present in the Landfill water. In addition, water in the Landfill that may possibly seep out
through the alluvium beneath the Landfill is captured in the GLCRS (see Response 3-24).
Monitoring wells downgradient of the GLCRS are located in both the alluvium and bedrock
(Monterey Formation) in order to evaluate possible groundwater impact that may occur.

Thus, although landfill gas may contact water in the Landfill, this does not represent a significant
water quality impact.

Response 3-30
The referenced statement from the Draft EIR is regarding the proposed Landfill expansion,

which differs from the existing Landfill, as the proposed expansion will be a lined facility with a
built-in leachate drainage and collection system, plus operation and design features to limit
infiltration into the Landfill, as described in the Draft EIR. Also, a 5-foot separation from the
capillary fringe will be maintained to avoid saturation of the liner system by underlying
groundwater. Water in the existing Landfill is primarily a result of historic infiltration of
precipitation on the Landfill surface and infiltration of surface runoff rather than water rising
from below. In the early years of operation of the existing Landfill, grading and drainage were
not always conducted in a manner to limit infiltration into the fill, which has resulted in the
current volume of water held in storage within waste cells in the lower levels of the Landfill.
Current operation of the existing Landfill includes several engineered measures to address the
occurrence of water in the existing fill. These measures include:

«  Grading of daily and intermediate cover to reduce infiltration.

e A system to remove groundwater from buried stream alluvium north of
the Landfill NGWMS).

»  Horizontal wells to drain the toe of the Landfill (HWDS).

«  Dewatering wells that could be used, if necessary, to remove water from
the Landfill for stability concerns.

» A liner leachate collection and recovery system (LLCRS).

* A landfill gas recovery system.

e An extraction trench system (GLCRS) to control migration downstream
of the Landfill and maintain groundwater quality. o

Response 3-31
See Response 1-6.

Response 3-32 ' ‘
Arroyo Hondo is a separate watershed from Cafiada de la Pila. Therefore, the two watersheds

are not hydrologically connected.

See Responses 4-1 and 4-3.

Response 3-33 :
The Landfill expansion design described in the Draft EIR includes redundant and complementary

systems to ensure the effectiveness of the Landfill liner and to prevent Landfill impacts on
groundwater quality. The proposed composite liner system will include two low-permeability
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layers that have complementary physical and hydraulic properties. The combined performance
is significantly better than the performance of either individual component alone. The low- ‘
permeability elements of the liner will be complemented by a laterally extensive drainage

network referred to as the Leachate Collection and Removal System (LCRS), which will convey
landfill-impacted liquids off of the low-permeability layers. This redundant system is designed

to remove liquids from above the composite liner, which reduces the potential for leakage even

further. The LCRS will be covered with a heavy geosynthetic filter fabric and at least 2 feet of

clean soil, which will protect it and the underlying low-permeability liners from potential

damage. The preamble to the EPA Subtitle D regulations states that “the composite liner system

is designed to be protective in all locations, including poor locations.”

With respect to the high-density polyethylene (HDPE) geomembrane liner material,
geomembrane durability and resistance to chemical attack has been studied by nearly all HDPE
manufacturers. When subjected to a mixture of chemicals at concentrations similar to or greater
than those observed in landfill leachates, HDPE geomembrane liners show little if any
degradation, even over prolonged periods of time. A paper prepared by Ruldolf Bonaparte
(1995) concluded that “the service life for an HDPE geomembrane used as a component of a
liner system in an appropriately designed and constructed MSW landfill should be in excess of
the time period for leachate and gas production; the available information suggests that service
life of this material will be measured in terms of hundreds of years.” Therefore, geomembrane
failure as a result of chemical degradation is considered very unlikely and speculative.

Similarly, State regulation requires that the clay and LCRS gravel portions of the liner also be
stable against potential chemical degradation. The soil component of the liner system below the
geomembrane is composed of stable geological materials that are highly resistant to degradation
and that are expected to function indefinitely in the chemical and physical environment of a
Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) landfill liner system. Two leading authorities on the long-term
properties of clay liners are Professor James K. Mitchell of the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and
Virginia State University, and Professor David Daniel of the University of [llinois. In Mitchell
and Jaber (1990), it states that, “By their very nature most clay soils are quite stable materials in
their natural state, because they are towards the end point of the degradation phase of the
weathering and rock-forming cycle. Thus, if a naturally occurring clay soil is compacted to high
density, thereby producing material with a very low hydraulic conductivity, and it is maintained
within the same ranges of temperature, pressure, and chemical and biological environment, it
would be expected to function as a seepage barrier indefinitely.” In Daniel and Liljestrand
(1984), it states that, “No detrimental effects were observed when a wide range of actual and
simulated landfill leachates were passed through specimens of natural earthen liner materials.”
As aresult, failure of these systems by leachate is also extremely unlikely.

The base liner, leachate control and recovery system, and landfill gas collection system included
as part of the project have proven efficiencies in the removal of leachate before it can leak from
the Landfill. Specifically, recent research confirms that well-designed modern landfills do

~ provide adequate protection against water quality impairment (Giroud, Badu-Tweneboah &
Bonaparte, 1992; Bonaparte & Gross, 1990). In the 1990 study, Bonaparte & Gross presented
the results of a field study in which the authors investigated the quantity and origins of flow in

Final EIR, July 2002 doc. 3-18 Tajiguas Landfill Expansion




the leachate collection systems of 30 existing lined landfills. This research confirmed that
modern landfills result in negligible pollutant discharges to groundwater.

Response 3-34 :
The baseline for evaluation in the Draft EIR is the existing environmental setting with the

existing Landfill located in the Pila Creek watershed. It is an existing land use. Surface water
quality data at the Landfill are collected in accordance with, and on a schedule dictated by,
operational permits and monitoring programs issued and overseen by the RWQCB. The
examination of surface water quality data for the Pila Creek watershed was undertaken using
available data collected under these existing compliance programs, as well as using additional
data collected above and beyond program requirements at the discretion of the SWUD. To
clarify and correct a point raised in this comment; time-equivalent data for surface water quality
are available for comparison, but are not always available for all sampling points on a given
sampling day. Comparison of time-equivalent data, as available, was used to evaluate potential
spatial relationships in water quality trends. The available data set is considered satisfactory for
this purpose, and the trends identified through this analysis are discussed in Draft EIR

Section 3.3.2.2.4 and in Section 3.3.1 of the Surface Water Resources Technical Report

(URS, 2001a).

As summarized in this comment, evaluation of time-equivalent surface water data indicated a
general downstream increase in electrical conductivity (EC), turbidity and total suspended solids
(TSS). The specifics of how concentrations of these monitoring parameters varied between areas
situated upstream and downstream of the Landfill are also discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3.2.2.4
and in Section 3.3.1 of the Surface Water Resources Technical Report (URS, 2001a).

Response 3-35
See Response 3-34.

The proposed Landfill expansion is not expected to increase erosion in the watershed because
continued best management practices (BMPs) to control erosion and sedimentation would be
implemented. Phased closure of the existing Landfill would occur as the expansion project
proceeds. The southern portion of the Landfill is expected to be closed by “capping” with soil
and by revegetating the capped areas as described in Draft EIR Section 2.11 (i.e., “phased
closure”). Revegetation would decrease sedimentation coming off the existing Landfill
compared to baseline conditions.

As the Landfill expansion would proceed, portions of the existing Landfill would undergo
phased closure when Landfill operations are completed in those areas. This action would
decrease sedimentation coming off the expansion area. As a result of the decrease in overall
long-term sedimentation with phased closure of the Landfill and implementation of BMPs to
control erosion and sedimentation during the Landfill expansion, the project is not expected to
result in significant erosion/sedimentation or water quality impacts over baseline conditions.

The BMPs currently used at the Landfill to control erosion/sedimentation would continue to be

used under the expansion project. BMPs such as sedimentation basins, erosion control methods
and techniques are described in Draft EIR Section 2.8.6, Section 2.9.4 and Section 3.3.2.2.4.
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Litter in Pila Creek was documented through a citizen concern expressed in a letter to the
RWQCB on April 30, 1999 (Correspondence 27). The SWUD implemented several methods to ‘
exclude litter from entering Pila Creek. Litter screens have been installed around storm water

drainage inlets at the Landfill, and trash racks have been installed on Pila Creek, both to catch

trash before it is carried by storm flows off the landfill site. Complaints have decreased, with no

complaints received in the past year since these methods have been implemented.

Response 3-36
See Draft EIR Figure 3.3-7.

Response 3-37 :

The source of water to the culvert beneath the Landfill is discussed in Response 3-13. Because
the culvert passes over the GLCRS, a portion of the water in the culvert (and backfill) probably
entered the GLCRS. Repair of the leaking portions of the culvert in the vicinity of the GLCRS
probably reduced the leakage significantly. However, some water carried in the backfill
probably continues to leak into the GLCRS and is captured.

Regarding bacteria concentrations in Pila and Arroyo Quemado Creeks, groundwater and even
landfill leachate are not a source or migration pathway based on numerous sampling data (Santa
Barbara County, 2002). Bacteria are typically found in all surface waters. Pila Creek and
Arroyo Quemado Creek have concentrations of indicator bacteria that are actually lower than
most watersheds in the South Coast of Santa Barbara County.

See Response 1-10.

Response 3-38

As described in Responses 1-1 and 3-18, sampling has demonstrated that elevated levels of
bacteria do not exist in the Landfill leachate. Further, sampling also has demonstrated that
elevated levels of bacteria are not present in groundwater downgradient of the GLCRS.
Therefore, the referenced scenario of high groundwater bypassing the GLCRS and contributing
to high bacterial levels in Pila Creek is not reasonable.

Response 3-39
The comment properly identifies Pila Creek as unique, having no direct correlative examples

elsewhere in the County. It is the only coastal watershed in the County that is developed with a
landfill. However, because bacteria data are available for only a few selected coastal watersheds
in the County, there are no other local alternatives available for comparison to conditions in Pila
Creek. Regardless, ample data exist for coastal watersheds of all descriptions throughout the
County to demonstrate that the majority of increases in ocean bacterial contamination
corresponds to storm water flows from creeks during the wet season.

Bacteria are naturally present in every watershed and are flushed out in greater concentrations
during storm water flow than under low flow conditions. Cafiada de la Pila is not different from
other watersheds in this respect. Pila Creek is a natural stream channel in the northern portion of
the Landfill site and, as documented in Draft EIR Section 3.4, supports various plant and animal
species in the watershed and on the landfill site.
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See Response 3-40.

Response 3-40
A recent DNA Study at Arroyo Quemado, using similar methodology to the Rincon DNA Study,

identified the primary source of bacteria at this location to be avian, and seagulls to be the
highest contributor (USR, 2001b). High bacteria counts in areas where birds are attracted is a
nation-wide issue. Areas in the Great Lakes region, reservoirs in the East and inlet areas in the
Northwest all have reported high bacteria counts related to increased bird populations.

The baseline conditions described in the Draft EIR note there are birds foraging at the Tajiguas
Landfill that are likely attracted to the area by the Landfill. However, as also noted in Draft EIR
Section 3.6.2.2, the Landfill and the entire Gaviota Coast are located in proximity to the Channel
Islands where one of the largest west coast gull breeding colonies is located. In addition, Arroyo
Quemada Beach is the only beach along the South Coast tested for water quality that does not
have human disturbance associated with developed recreational activities at the creek mouths.
Jalama, Gaviota, El Capitan and other creeks that are tested for water quality have developed
recreational campground/picnic sites at the coast that draw humans and their pets. These
recreational uses allow for repetitive disturbances to the birds at these locations. The birds
would tend to congregate at lagoons where there is minimal disturbance and, in the wintertime,
where there is adequate beach present during most of the day for loafing.

The Landfill expansion project is not expected to increase the number of birds attracted to the
Landfill over the current baseline. The size of the working face is proposed to be kept as small
as possible, a continuation of existing practices. The bird management program includes
‘additional measures to discourage birds from being attracted to the Landfill. Thus, the expansion
project is not expected to exacerbate bacteria contamination due to birds.

Please see Response 3-12 for a discussion of Mitigation Measure NUI-2 and its effectiveness.

Seagulls and other bird species are natural inhabitants of the South Coast, including the area
surrounding Tajiguas landfill. While it is recognized that the Landfill is attractive to bird
species, it is not solely responsible for their presence in the area. The birds are opportunistic
feeders and will forage for the easiest food sources. In addition, local and migrating birds may
learn to prefer human food sources to natural prey over several generations, making the bird
population a cosmopolitan issue. The “natural” carrying capacity of the bird population along
the coast is impossible to calculate given the number of human-induced and natural variables in
the existing environment.

Response 3-41
While it is apparent that seagulls and other bird species are contributors to bacterial

contamination in both watersheds, an important distinction needs to be drawn between similar
source mechanisms and the actual physical contribution of bacteria from one watershed into
another. Available data indicate that bacteria contamination in both of these watersheds results,
in part, from similar source contribution mechanisms (i.e., bird feces), and are thus source
related. However, this should not be interpreted to mean that bacterial contamination present in
one watershed may influence the other. Pila Creek and Arroyo Quemado Creek occupy
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that would allow bacterial contamination present in one watershed to impact the other.
Therefore, while bacteria conditions in these two watersheds are source-related, there is no
demonstrable relationship between actual bacteria concentrations in one to the other.

physically distinct and separate watersheds, and no surface water pathway exists between the two ‘

Response 3-42
The impacts cited in this comment are documenting existing conditions that the County is

currently aware of and taking aggressive and proactive steps to address. As discussed in
Response 3-40, because the overall practices will remain substantially the same as currently
practiced, the expansion will not exacerbate bacteria contamination due to birds.

Response 3-43
This comment describes the existing setting at the landfill. There is no evidence to support the

assertion that riparian vegetation and aquatic species habitat are negatively impacted due to
reduced stream flow in Pila Creek. Pila Creek is an ephemeral feature, meaning it supports flow
during only part of the year. This is a fundamental characteristic of the watershed, and is
independent of whether or not a landfill is present.

Although the existing sedimentation basins act to contain periodic storm water flows from areas
situated upstream of the Landfill, other components of the existing drainage control system (east
and west culvert systems) act to continuously route storm water flows off of and/or around the
Landfill and back into the stream bed of Pila Creek at the facility’s surface water discharge point,
assuring stream flow during all but the most insignificant rainfall event. These drainage control
systems collect surface water runoff from all areas of the canyon not currently routed to the
existing sedimentation basins and deliver it directly to Pila Creek. Moreover, the expansion will
have no effect upon the natural runoff from areas below the Landfill, and runoff from these areas
will continue to feed Pila Creek as they always have. While the existing drainage control
systems do act to reduce the total volume of water entering the lower portion of Pila Creek,
because of the factors described above, lower Pila Creek does receive sufficient runoff to support
surface flow during those times of the year when it normally would.

Response 3-44
See Response 3-43.

Response 3-45
A distinction must be made between baseline conditions associated with the existing landfill and

the potential impacts of the proposed expansion. The EIR describes the baseline conditions (i.e.,
under current landfill operations) and compares them to the proposed expansion project. Under
the proposed expansion project, the sedimentation basins would not remove additional water
above the baseline condition. Therefore, no change is anticipated over current conditions, and
impacts would be considered less than significant.

Regarding current conditions, the SWUD is not aware of any evidence suggesting negative
impacts due to increased erosion in areas downstream of the Landfill, and has not received any
such complaints from landowners in the area. As discussed in Response 3-43, the existing
drainage control system collects surface runoff from areas not draining into the sedimentation
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basins and routes it directly into Pila Creek at the facility’s surface water discharge point. The
sediment load carried in this storm water is introduced directly into the streambed of Pila Creek.
Evidence of sediment accumulation, not sediment erosion, can be seen at the culvert opening in
the form of fine sand and mud deposits. It also should be noted that the existing sedimentation
basins are designed to capture only the readily settleable fraction of sediment load from
impounded storm water. At those times when the sedimentation basins do spill into the western
drainage system, the fine sediment fraction (less than #200 sieve) of these storm waters is
transferred directly into the Pila Creek streambed. The proportion of fine sediments entrained in
storm waters from the upper Pila Creek watershed is estimated to be approximately 50 percent of
the total sediment load.

In addition, the sedimentation basins were constructed to reduce the amount of sedimentation
entering into Pila Creek, control storm water from the Landfill, and improve water quality. The
basins are required through the Tajiguas Landfill’s Waste Discharge Requirements (Order

No. 93-69) issued by the RWQCB.

Response 3-46
This suggested mitigation measure is accepted. Well No. 3 in the Monterey Formation will be

used if the water level in the Vaqueros water supply well drops regularly from pumping
activities. See Final EIR Section 4.2.1 for new mitigation measure WR-4 and to Final EIR
Table 1-2.

As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.3.2.1.3, the bedrock aquifer that is commonly used for water
supply is the Vaqueros sandstone. In addition, groundwater may be used from the Monterey,
Vaqueros, Rincon and Sespe-Alegria Formations. Well No. 3, located in the Monterey
Formation, has the potential for providing approximately 16 acre-feet/year (af/yr) of the total
Landfill water requirement of approximately 55 affyr. There is an excess supply of water,
assuming that Well No. 3 would be available to provide water as needed should the other sources
occasionally fall short of predicted capacity. During Landfill operations, the water level from
wells in use in the Vaqueros Formation will be monitored. :

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3.3.3, a water use versus supply analysis was completed for
the proposed Landfill expansion. The analysis evaluated the safe yield of the Vaqueros
Formation and estimated the quantity ofiwater required on an average annual basis for Landfill
operations. Water demand was compared to water supply capacity; supply excess of 15.5 to
22.5 af/yr was found. The supply sources included Well No. 3, located in the Monterey
Formation. Because water in this well has high organic constituents that naturally occur in this
formation, it would require some level ofitreatment, depending on its planned use.

As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.3.3.3, the proposed project would not exceed the safe yield of
the aquifer and will not significantly impact groundwater or surface water resources.

Further, a discussion of the proposed project and its effects on recharge is provided in Draft EIR
Section 3.3.2.1.3 (page 3.3-9).

Final EIR, July 2002 doc. 3-23 Tajiguas Landfill Expansion



Response 3-47
See Response 3-40.

- Response 3-48a
See Response 3-5.

Response 3-48b

Ringtails are acknowledged as listed and as a fully protected mammal under State F ish and
Game Code Section 5937. “Take” under the Fish and Game Code (Section 86) means hunt,
pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill. Ringtails may
not be hunted or trapped. This definition does not address protection of the habitat used by this
species.

The baseline conditions described in the Draft EIR note that the expansion is proposed primarily
in the area that currently is disturbed by the existing soil borrow area, an area that is subject to
ongoing excavation and Landfill activities. Because existing habitat within the Landfill site is
regularly disturbed by ongoing Landfill activities, animals such as ringtails are expected to avoid
such disturbed areas, and the habitat would not be critical to the maintenance of the species.
Prior to 1967, the ringtail was harvested as a furbearer. It could be taken in season with no bag
limit. As of January 1976, the legislature conferred the status of fully protected furbearer on the
ringtail (Belluomini, 1980). Fully Protected Species are not expected to be “taken” under the
proposed Landfill Expansion project.

Noise and human activities currently occur with ongoing landfill operations. The analysis in
Draft EIR Section 3.4.3.3.2 noted that ringtail would occur on the slopes and creek portions of
the northern project site rather than in the active Landfill and soil borrow area. The project is not
expected to result in the “take” of any individual birds or mammals. The Draft EIR
acknowledges loss of habitat for these species as a significant but mitigable impact. Wildlife are
mobile, unlike plants, and in the short term, wildlife are expected to move away from landfill
disturbance activities. In the long-term, the Landfill would be closed and revegetated. Once
Landfill activities cease, wildlife are expected to return and use the Landfill for foraging. For
this reason, the impact to ringtail habitat is considered significant but mitigable.

Response 3-48¢c
Under the proposed expansion project, the sedlmentatlon basins would not remove additional
water above the baseline condition.

See Responses 3-43 and 3-45.

Response 3-49

Non-native annual grassland on site is discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.4.2.1.3. The description
notes that purple needlegrass occurs on the site but, as stated in Draft EIR Section 3.4.2.1, is
scattered among non-native grasses and forbs and is likely more abundant on the east-facing
slope of the Baron Ranch to the east of the Landfill. For purposes of resource evaluation in
Santa Barbara County, a native grassland is defined as an area where native species comprise

10 percent or more of the total relative cover (Santa Barbara County, 1995a). The Biological
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Assessment included as a technical study to the Draft EIR did not identify any native grasslands
on the project site based on field surveys (see Draft EIR Figure 3.4-1). Therefore, the purple’
needle grass that does occur as scattered individuals on the landfill site would not meet the
definition of a “grassland.”

Sensitive wildlife species, including the white-tailed kite, are identified as potentially using the
site for foraging as discussed in Draft EIR Table 3.4-3 and Section 3.4.2.3.3, but are not known
to occur on the project site. Neither grasslands nor coastal sage scrub representing an
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) as defined by the California Coastal Act exists
on the property.

An ESHA is defined as “any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or
especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem which could easily be
disturbed by human activities and developments” (Coastal Act Section 30107.5). The non-native
grassland and coastal sage scrub habitats within the current landfill and soil borrow areas occur
in both the Coastal Zone and inland portions of the existing Landfill site. These areas are
disturbed by landfill and soil excavation activities. The only excavation work proposed within
the Coastal Zone is the modification of the southeast corner of the landfill. The southeast corner
modification would occur over the existing landfill footprint (an artificial fill slope) and would
not disturb native plant habitats. The west slope of Caiiada de la Pila adjacent to the existing
Landfill footprint has been disturbed in the past by grading activities associated with the Landfill
(water line placement, access road construction, etc.). These areas do not represent rare or
especially valuable habitats due to past and ongoing disturbances, and similar habitats are
common throughout the Gaviota Coast.

Response 3-50 ‘ : :
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 in the Draft EIR requires a 50-foot setback from the top of bank of

Pila Creek or the edge of the oak woodland/riparian vegetation and is intended to reduce impacts
to a less than significant level and to be in compliance with the County’s Comprehensive Plan.

The Conservation Element reference provided by the Comment is a quote from Dr. D.C. Erman
of the University of California, supported by the Water Resources Center. This states that:

“, . . the wider the strip, the greater degree of protection afforded, but full protection may be
economically unfeasible. We estimate that as little as 100 feet on either side of a stream
could provide a good deal of protection to the stream . ..”

However, the impact assessment guidelines for Riparian Habitats in the Santa Barbara County
Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (Santa Barbara County, 1995a) indicate that:

“c. Intrusion within the upland edge of the riparian canopy (generally 50 feet in urban areas,
within 100 feet in rural areas, and within 200 feet of major rivers) leading to potential
disruption of animal migration, breeding, etc. through increased noise light and glare, and
human or domestic animal intrusion.” (emphasis added).
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The riparian vegetation along the ephemeral Pila Creek in the vicinity of the Landfill expansion
area (in the canyon north of the existing landfill) is narrow. The upland area to the east of Pila
Creek is highly disturbed by Landfill and borrow excavation activities. Access roads are located
along the top of the bank.

Buffer areas for other County development projects have been adjusted up or down on a
case-by-case basis, depending on the existing conditions, quality of habitat disturbed, and
possibility of the habitat being replaced or enhanced. The Landfill Expansion project would not
reduce any of the wildlife habitat values listed in the Thresholds and Guidelines Manual.

The east bank of Pila Creek north of the existing Landfill is located between the creek on one
side and the out-of-channel sedimentation basin and soil borrow area on the other side. The area
in between has been disturbed by landfill access roads and other landfill activities. The
watershed is small compared to others on the south coast, and the creek is ephemeral. Due to
limited water availability, the existing riparian corridor along Pila Creek is confined to the bed
and banks adjacent to the creek. Water, both surface and subsurface, that occurs in sufficient
quantities to support riparian species is generally found only along the bed and banks of creeks
along the south coast and is limited to the width of the riparian corridor. As banks gain in
elevation above the creek channel, available water is diminished. This situation is typical for
other south coast streams. In addition, the Landfill access roads are situated at the top of a steep
slope approximately 60 feet above the elevation of the creek channel. At this elevation above the
creek, revegetation with the goal of producing a wider riparian corridor would not be successful
because there would not be sufficient water available to support riparian species. '

CEQA Section 15041 also requires that mitigation to lessen or avoid significant effects on the

- environment be consistent with applicable constitutional requirements, such as the “nexus” and

rough proportionality standards established in case law (Nollan v. California Coastal
Commission (1987) 483 U.S. 825, Dolan v. City of Tigard (1994) 512 U.S. 374, Ehrlich v. City
of Culver City, (1996) 12 Cal. 4th 854).

No activities within a 50-foot setback along Pila Creek would occur with the Landfill expansion.
The 50-foot setback would allow for a buffer zone for riparian vegetation to be established
adjacent to the creek and for upland habitat in the higher elevations further east of the creek,
between the creek and the Landfill expansion area. Because the area to the east of the Creek has
been highly disturbed by various existing Landfill operations, the nexus for requiring greater
mitigation for impacts that the Landfill has avoided through the project design is not required.

Most expansion project components and activities would occur north of the coastal zone
boundary. However, the southeast corner modification and the relocation of the green waste pad
may occur on the existing Landfill footprint within the coastal zone. As described in Draft EIR
Section 2.0, these two project components would be located on the existing man-made Landfill,
would be several hundred feet from Pila Creek, and would have no impact on the creek. Coastal
policies applicable to these project components are discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.7.3.5.

- Response 3-51
Under the proposed expansion project, the sedimentation basins would not provide greater
reductions in stream flows than existing baseline conditions. Therefore, no change is anticipated
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over current conditions, and impacts would be considered less than significant. The Draft EIR
discusses existing (or baseline) impacts to the California red-legged frog (CRLF) in Draft EIR
Section 3.4.3.3.2. The existing sedimentation basins are the “runoff control facilities” referred to
in the comment and also provide open water habitat that is crucial to the CRLF lifecycle. Upland
dispersal habitat is located on the west side of Pila Creek, on the bank opposite the existing
landfill. An access road is currently located in this area, but the area generally is disturbed by
noise and road maintenance only. The east side of Pila Creek, as explained in Response 3-50, is
disturbed by ongoing landfill and soil borrow activities. Little to no native vegetation occurs to
the east of Pila Creek in this area and, therefore, little to no dispersal habitat for the CRLF. A

" 50-foot setback east of Pila Creek has been required as described in Response 3-50.

Impacts would occur to the CRLF as maintenance of the sedimentation basins occurs. The
maintenance of the basins would change in operations from existing conditions (i.e., from both
basins maintained each year to one basin maintained each year and water use altered to conserve
CRLFs and their habitat). The changes in practices are described in Draft EIR Mitigation Measure
BIO-8.

The SWUD has consulted with USFWS for purposes of ensuring that ongoing Landfill activities
result in no take of CRLF. These consultations will continue in the future. Mitigation Measure
BIO-8 requires SWUD to conduct the expansion so as to avoid impacts to CRLF.

Response 3-52
Mountain lions and ringtails do occur on the project site as described in Draft EIR

Section 3.4.3.3.2. However, the habitat that would be removed by the proposed expansion is
degraded due to current Landfill and soil excavation activities. Chaparral that is within the
disturbance area of the expansion is fragmented and is disturbed regularly by human activities.
These mammals, particularly the mountain lion, have large home ranges. An adult male
mountain lion’s home range often spans over 100 square miles. Females generally use smaller
areas of about 20 to 60 square miles (California Department of Fish and Game, 2002 ). The
landfill would represent only a small portion of the range available to ringtails and mountain
lions on the Gaviota coast and Santa Ynez Mountain area. Wildlife are expected to retreat to
other areas of their own territories rather than the territories of other individuals. The Pila Creek
watershed, with the existing Landfill and associated activities, would not be considered to be
prime habitat for these species by biological standards.

Response 3-53
The status of the Arroyo Hondo preserve is acknowledged. The Land Trust for Santa Barbara

County has submitted a letter of comment regarding this changed status. Zoning and land use
remain agricultural. To date, a final management plan has not been prepared for the preserve,
which is open minimally to the public, mostly on weekends. As part of the existing and proposed
operation of Tajiguas, there are no waste disposal operations on Sundays. Please see Responses
4-1 through 4-10 for additional information.

As noted in this comment, noise from the existing Landfill is audible at the preserve. Baseline
conditions associated with the existing Landfill include area noise, related dust, and traffic
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associated with the existing Landfill. These conditions would continue with the Landfill
expansion and are documented in Draft EIR Section 2.10.

Noise is an ambient condition at the Landfill and is associated with current operations. Noise
from the Landfill could be expected to occur throughout the life of the existing Landfill (2006)
and Landfill closure period (30 years), even if the Landfill Expansion is not approved.

Ambient noise from the Landfill would continue with the proposed expansion. Draft EIR Section
3.9 identified sensitive noise receptors surrounding the Landfill, but the preserve has not added
additional noise sensitive receptors as defined by the County's Threshold and Guidelines Manual
(i.e., residential development, hospitals, commercial lodging facilities, or care facilities). As
shown on Draft EIR Figures 3.9-2 and 3.9-3, noise levels from operations for either the Front
Canyon configuration or Back Canyon configuration of the proposed expansion project will not
exceed 60 dBA on the Arroyo Hondo Preserve and, therefore, do not represent a significant
impact to the preserve. Further, there would be no waste disposal operations on Sundays.

Response 3-54
The Draft EIR has provided mitigation measures that are feasible and would reduce significant

impacts. However, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.4.5, even with mitigation, biological
impacts are considered Class I. The mitigation measures are based upon Standard Conditions
use by Santa Barbara County Planning and Development and provide consistency between the
Landfill expansion and other projects throughout the County.

Response 3-55
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 in the Draft EIR specifies all plants listed in Draft EIR Table 3.4-2

(Sensitive Plants Species That Are Known to Occur or Have Potential to Occur in the Project
Area) will be salvaged and/or propagules relocated. The mitigation allows for both plants and
propagules because some species transplant well, some do not, others do better being grown
from propagules that retain the genetic integrity of the population. It is impossible to identify
numbers of individuals that would be required to be salvaged. However, the salvage activities
are to be done under the supervision of a County-approved biologist who would ensure the
salvage operations are done correctly, with the intent of conserving the population. The
mitigation measure requires surveys and will require salvage operations to take place prior to
clearing of native vegetation.

The mitigation measure requires that the County accomplish salvage and revegetation to ensure
the long-term viability of these sensitive species. The landfill parcels and the Baron Ranch are
under County ownership. Therefore, a conservation easement is not necessary to preserve the
relocations. In addition, the Land Trust has offered Arroyo Hondo to be a site for revegetation
efforts, if needed. '

Response 3-56
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 in the Draft EIR requires that trees with 25 percent or more of their

root zone disturbed be replaced. With ongoing landfill and expansion operations, any crown
damage would correspond with any root zone damage due to the type of excavation and

Final EIR, July 2002 doc. 3-28 Tajiguas Landfill Expansion |




equipment required for the Landfill expansion. The provision to include damaging the crown of
the tree is unnecessary.

The Landfill expansion would not occur in areas where bay trees occur. California bay trees
occur north and west of the Landfill expansion area in the vicinity of the natural channel of Pila
Creek. This area would not be disturbed by the Landfill expansion activities. Therefore, no
impacts to bay trees would occur, and mitigation is not required.

Response 3-57
Mitigation Measure BIO-5 in the Draft EIR requiring relocating desert woodrats would be

accomplished under the direction of a biologist familiar with the requirements of the species.
The mitigation measure also requires the biologist to identify sites for relocation. Site selection
would entail locating areas that would be able to support the relocated individuals. Additionally,
the mitigation measure requires follow-up monitoring and development of success criteria to
ensure the relocation is successful. The mitigation measure also includes a requirement to
develop contingency measures to ensure the success of the relocation program.

There is ample area on both the Landfill site and Baron Ranch that provides habitat suitable area
for desert woodrat. With mitigation measure requirements and the ample habitat on land under
County ownership, the mitigation measure is certain, feasible and effective, and ensures impacts
to desert woodrat are mitigated. '

Response 3-58
Hydroseeding has been used to control erosion at the existing Landfill. Permanent native

vegetation will be placed to provide maximum erosion control for the Landfill Expansion
Project. The criteria that will be used to choose native plant species for the vegetative cover
include the following:

* Rooting depth, not to exceed the vegetative soils layer depth

* Tolerance to landfill gas

* Resistance to fire, disease and pests

* Adaptability to site climate

* Rapid germination, growth, self-propagation and persistence

» High percentage of surface coverage

* Low maintenance needs

Response 3-59
The County’s Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, Biological Habitat Description and Project

Design Suggestions also recommend that “. . . continuous, unbroken habitat areas are preserved
to the greatest extent feasible.” The Manual further provides for the evaluation of resources on
site. Under the Evaluation of Project Impacts, the Thresholds and Guidelines Manual notes that
less than significant impacts are presumed to be in “areas of historical disturbance such as
intensive agriculture.” Further, the Habitat Replacement/Compensation Guidelines recommend
that:

“Replacement mitigation should involve the same habitat type, location(s) within the same

watershed and as close as possible to the site of impact, and should result in comparable and

compensating size and habitat value.”
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The habitat that would be removed with the proposed Landfill Expansion is degraded due to
current Landfill and soil excavation activities. Chaparral that is within the area of the expansion
is fragmented and is regularly disturbed by human activities. The Landfill expansion has been
designed to avoid Pila Creek and contiguous habitat areas to the extent feasible. The habitat that
would be replaced in Cafiada de la Pila or Arroyo Quemado throughout the landfill expansion
would be monitored in compliance with Mitigation Measure BIO-7. Both the Cafiada de la Pila
and Arroyo Quemado watersheds have water for irrigation and access roads. Because of these
factors, the plantings would be maintained more frequently than at a rural, remote restoration
site, thereby increasing the success of the plantings. The recommended replacement ratio of 1:1
is therefore appropriate to mitigate impacts.

Response 3-60
Habitat replacement at the time of impact would not be possible given the ongoing disturbance

that would occur during the 15-year life of the Landfill. The mitigation measure defers
revegetation until closure of the landfill, which is a component of the project description. Any
extension of the life of the landfill beyond 15 years will require additional CEQA analysis. As
noted in Response 3-59, the mitigation hierarchy lists avoidance, habitat restoration onsite and
habitat restoration offsite. Offsite habitat replacement generally is not preferable to onsite
‘habitat replacement. However, in the event that onsite habitat replacement cannot be
accommodated, offsite restoration would be accomplished on the County-owned Baron Ranch in
Arroyo Quemado. The intent is to replace habitat values removed by the Landfill in the
long-term to locations onsite, if possible, so that the site will become useable to surrounding
wildlife in the long-term.

See Response 3-58.

Response 3-61
The SWUD has met with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to discuss management of

the CRLF at the Tajiguas Landfill sedimentation basins in Pila Creek. The USFWS has
indicated that refugia would be required to be set aside for the CRLF while sedimentation basin
maintenance is occurring. The proposed method is to delay maintenance activities until all
CRLF tadpoles have left the basin to be maintained in any one year. One basin would undergo
maintenance while allowing the other to be retained with water as the refugia for the frogs.
Relocated frogs would be moved from the basin to the unmaintained basin that year. A
temporary barrier would be placed between the basins to prevent the relocated frogs from re-
entering the basin that would be scheduled for maintenance.

Response 3-62
The sedimentation basins have been maintained since the 1980s. Therefore, the basin habitat has

been disturbed repetitively for approximately 20 years. The vegetation in the basins is
dominated by weedy species such as castor bean (Rincinus communis), tree tobacco (Nicotiana
glauca) and cocklebur (Xanthium strumarium). A few emergent willows and cattails occur in
the basins.

The requirement to revegetate the basins is intended to remove exotic vegetation and restore
native vegetation within and around the basins. Replacing vegetation at a 2:1 ratio is not
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practical because of the repetitive disturbance associated with basin maintenance. The soil
containing propagules of cattails and other native species would be retained and replaced along
the margins of the basins with the intent of re-establishing native cover around the perimeter and
on the banks of the basins in the long-term. In addition, non-native species would be eradicated.
At landfill closure, it is expected that, with the revegetation efforts over the years, and the
resulting decrease in sedimentation from the closed Landfill slopes, the basins would not need to
be maintained. The basins would revert to a natural stream channel, with native riparian
vegetation. Because the existing vegetation does not provide high quality native habitat and
because the basins will be repetitively disturbed during Landfill operations, the replacement ratio
in the mitigation measure (1:1) is appropriate to offset impacts.

Response 3-63
Mitigation Measure BIO-9 in the Draft EIR was written in the manner that it was because

daylight savings time is in effect from April through October with extended hours of daylight,
and it is expected that artificial lighting would not be required during this time. The Landfill
closes at 4:30 p.m., with crews present until 5:00 p.m. It is expected that crews can complete
any additional work that may be required at the Landfill within daylight hours from April
through October. However, Mitigation Measure BIO-9 has been revised based on this comment
(see Final EIR Section 4.2.2 and Final EIR Table 1-2).

Response 3-64
The suggested mitigation to release water from the in-channel sedimentation basins to maintain

stream flow is not necessary. The in-channel sedimentation basins have been containing water in
Pila Creek since the 1980s and represent an existing baseline condition. Maintenance and
operational water use have been conducted under U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 Permit No.
95-50338-LM and amendment dated October 19, 1998. Only recently has a Streambed
Alteration Agreement been required by the California Department of Fish and Game. No
impacts are associated with operating the basins to impound water for dust control on the
Landfill, as has occurred in the past. This represents a continuing activity.

See Response 3-43.

In addition, water in excess of the basins’ capacity is released downstream via a 48-inch diameter
subterranean pipe that carries water around the Landfill and releases the water south of the
Landfill to Pila Creek. Cafiada de la Pila is a relatively small watershed compared to others on
the south coast, and Pila Creek is ephemeral. Water release downstream occurs during or
following storms, but ceases shortly thereafter. This is similar to storm response of other
ephemeral streams on the south coast. Because ongoing water use would not result in new
impacts, mitigation is not required.

Response 3-65
See Response 3-12.

Response 3-66
See Response 3-5.
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Response 3-67
See Response 3-5. The southeast corner modification of the project is located on the Landfill ‘

footprint, is an artificially created fill slope (the waste footprint of the landfill), and is not located
near any wetlands. This policy does not apply to the project.

Response 3-68
See Response 3-49.

Response 3-69
See Responses 3-5 and 3-12.

Response 3-70
See Response 3-64.

Response 371
See Responses 3-5 and 3-49.

Evidence to support the findings for definition of native grasslands is included in the Biological
Assessment prepared for the Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Project as a Technical Study and is
summarized in Draft EIR Section 3.4.

Response 3-72
- See Response 3-5.

The white-tailed kite is in the Biological Assessment prepared for the Tajiguas Landfill
Expansion Project as a Technical Study and is summarized in Draft EIR Section 3.4.

Response 3-73
See Response 3-5.

Response 3-74
See Responses 3-5 and 3-50.

Response 3-75
See Response 3-5.

The Threshold of Significance defined by the County’s Threshold and Guidelines Manual for
consolidated rock (“bedrock”) aquifers is considered the amount of new pumpage by a proposed
project which would place the aquifer in a state of overdraft.

The Landfill Expansion does not represent new pumpage. Water use would continue similar to
current water use at the Landfill. In addition, the Landfill is the only use that utilizes the
Vaqueros Formation as a water source in this watershed. Consistent with evaluation of other
land uses in the County, the watershed divides (ridgelines) are designated as aquifer boundaries
for environmental review (Santa Barbara County, 1995a). Water supply is discussed in Draft
EIR Section 3.3. '

Final EIR, July 2002 doc. 3-32 Tajiguas Landfill Expansion




Response 3-76
See Response 3-5.

Draft EIR Section 3.8 discusses Viewpoints 4 and 5, views from the entrance to the Tajiguas
Landfill and from the Pacific Ocean. These impacts were determined to be Class I, Unavoidable
Significant Impacts. For these impacts, the County Board of Supervisors must make a
"Statement of Overriding Considerations" under §15083(b) of the CEQA Guidelines if the
project is approved. The SWUD has been planting trees along the lower portion of Pila Creek to
screen the entrance of the Landfill from Highway 101. Complete screening of the entire waste
fill slope at its current elevation of 400 feet is not possible, however. Trees and other vegetation
would screen the Landfill entrance. However, to mitigate the Class I visual impact to the extent
feasible, two new mitigation measures have been included in this Final EIR (See Response 3-88).

Response 3-77
See Response 3-5.

A portion of the Landfill Expansion has been designed to be located in the soil borrow area north
of the existing Landfill where the existing vegetation has been removed for the most part (please

- see Draft EIR Figure 3.4-1) and the terrain has been highly altered. The Landfill Expansion has

been designed to be placed within areas of previous disturbance and/or at the fringes of
previously undisturbed areas.

Response 3-78
The County of Santa Barbara Board of Supervisors placed a Waste Disposal Facility Overlay

designation as part of the original Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan adopted in
December 1980. On page 174-b of the Land Use Element, a Waste Disposal Facility is defined
as “ An area for the disposal of waste materials.” In addition, the Santa Barbara County
Planning Commission made a General Plan Consistency Determination on August 18, 1993, for
the Tajiguas Landfill facility. No changes to the General (Comprehensive) Plan that affect either
the parcels of the Landfill site or surrounding parcels have been made since the time these two
actions took place. Therefore, the Landfill is a use that, although located outside the urban
boundary, was in existence prior to enactment of the County’s Comprehensive Plan. It is
currently an existing facility and may be found consistent with the Comprehensive Plan based on
past decisions by the Board of Supervisors.

Response 3-79
The Tajiguas Landfill site (i.e., the waste footprint and soil borrow area) should not be

considered open land. Only the area to the north of the soil borrow area can be considered open
land. However, since the expansion project would not occur in this area, no impacts are
associated with the expansion on what would be considered open land. The site is developed
with the existing Landfill and borrow site and has associated Landfill equipment and facilities
throughout the site (landfill gas collection system, drainages systems, etc.). The site is developed
as opposed to “open land,” which typically is defined as land without human development
(parklands, grazing lands, etc.). Therefore, this policy would not apply to the Tajiguas Landfill
Expansion project.
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Response 3-80
See Response 1-6.

~ Response 3-81

The traffic study prepared by ATE (Associated Transportation Engineers, 2001) used a base year
1998 ADT volume of 31,000. An ADT volume of 34,000 was reported in the 2000 Traffic
Volumes on California State Highways (California Department of Transportation, 2000). This
volume is consistent with the 15-year range (31,000 — 40,000 ADT) in the ATE traffic report.
The Circulation Element provides exceptions to the Roadway Standards as explained on Draft
EIR page 3.10-1. As stated in the Draft EIR and the ATE study, there will remain sufficient gaps
in the traffic stream to accommodate project traffic with future increased volumes on U.S.
Highway 101. The AM and PM peak-hour volumes in both directions at the intersection of U.S.
Highway 101 and the Tajiguas Landfill access road are at Level of Service (LOS) A. Projected
traffic increases associated with the proposed Landfill expansion project are expected to remain
below a level of significance (ATE, 2001).

Response 3-82
See Response 3-5. Coastal Policies would not apply to the Landfill expansion. The entire

Landfill expansion footprint is located to the north of the Coastal Zone boundary, thus, it is not
located inside the Coastal Zone.

The borrow area described in the coastal zone would be used for final cover on the Landfill

below the 400 foot elevation. There is potential for this material also to be used for final cover

on the Landfill expansion. A similar excavation was accomplished on the east side of the canyon .
for operation of the landfill below 400 feet. :

Evaluations to use the Rincon Formation for final cover during closure of the landfill are
included in two documents: The Preliminary Closure Plan and Preliminary Post-Closure
Maintenance Plan (Emcon, 1994c) that identified a line item in the preliminary costs estimate as
“On-site clay acquisition and processing cost” (item 7¢), and the Final Closure and Post-Closure
Maintenance Plan (Santa Barbara County, 1999) that included soils reports identifying the
Rincon and Sespe-Alegria Formations as potential soil cover materials. In addition, the cost
estimated for excavation and placement of low-permeability clay soil layer are fairly low,
indicating that costs to import appropriate soils from off-site were not considered.

The Rincon Formation was identified as the potential cover source for low-permeable material.
The Rincon Formation provides a clay-rich cover layer that would prevent infiltration of
precipitation. Hauling similar cover material from off-site would not prove to be cost-effective
and would result in significant air quality impacts off site associated with vehicles hauling the
material.

Response 3-83
See Responses 3-5 and 3-78. The existing Tajiguas Landfill facility has been found consistent

with the current Comprehensive Plan in the past. Neither the urban/rural boundary nor
regulations have changed since the time consistency with the Comprehensive Plan was
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determined,‘ as explained in Response 3-78. Therefore, the Landfill is potentially consistent with
the Comprehensive Plan as described in Draft EIR Section 3.7.1.2.

Response 3-84
Draft EIR Figures 3.8-5 through 3.8-14 have been revised to include existing conditions as of

March 2000 (Revised Figures 3.8-5 through 3.8-14 in Final EIR Section 4.4) included in the
Draft EIR. As shown in Revised Figures 3.8-5 and 3.8-14, Viewpoints 4 and 5 are the only
viewpoints from where the landfill can be seen. As shown in the revised figures, differences
between the existing conditions and the proposed project are greater than the differences between
the existing permitted conditions and the proposed project.

As described in the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15355), “a cumulative impact consists of an
impact which is created as a result of the combination ofithe project evaluated in the EIR
together with other projects causing related impacts.” For this EIR, the environmental baseline
consists of current operations and onsite landfilling activities.

Response 3-85
It is acknowledged that the Landfill may be visible from an airplane, from which the Landfill

operations area will appear as brown and green patches of earth, consistent with the pattern of
disturbance related to other activities along the coast. However, the extent of the Landfill’s
visibility from an over-flying airplane is questionable. The main runway at the Santa Barbara
Airport is oriented in an east-west direction and, due to prevailing winds, most takeoffs and
landings are from the east. The Landfill is approximately 20 miles west of the airport.

A person in an airplane might be able to see the Landfill within the rugged coastal topography.
However, it is not clear that the person would necessarily be able to distinguish the combination
of disturbed and vegetated landscape of the operations area as a Landfill, as there are other,
similar, disturbances in the area. These include rock outcrops, agricultural fields and quarries.

The Ldndfill and operations area currently represent a disturbance of approximately 189 acres,
encompasses the landfill footprint, borrow site and some undisturbed area. The proposed project
will occur primarily within this area and will add approximately 71 acres of new disturbance,
primarily within the relatively disturbed area of the existing borrow site (see Draft EIR

Figures 3.4-2 and 3.4-3 for a depiction of existing and proposed disturbance areas).

Response 3-86
The analysis of visual impacts in the Draft EIR addresses potential public views of the Landfill

from places where the public has free access 24 hours a day, 7 days a week and from where
people may be able to see the Landfill. The Santa Barbara County Thresholds and Guidelines
Manual (Santa Barbara County, 1995a) places emphasis on impacts to public views or impacts to
the Coastal Zone or other visually important areas. Areas that may be open to the public some
time in the future were not evaluated, due to the speculative nature of future public access.
CEQA Guidelines §15145 provide that, “If, after thorough investigation, a Lead Agency finds
that a particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion
and terminate discussion of the impact.”
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The visual impact from West Camino Cielo is shown in new Figures 3.8-19 and 3.8-20, which
are included in Section 4.4 of this Final EIR. These photographs were taken from the location ‘
shown in Revised Figure 3.8-1, approximately 2 miles east of where West Camino Cielo

intersects with Refugio Road. West Camino Cielo is an unmaintained County road that is

described by the County as “dangerous” (Ramirez, 2002). From the west, West Camino Cielo

can be reached via Refugio Road from Highway 101, and from the east, West Camino Cielo can

be reached via Highway 154, although an extensive portion of this road is unmaintained dirt and

requires a 4-wheel drive vehicle for safe passage. A complete traverse of West Camino Cielo

from Refugio Road to Highway 154 indicates that the landfill can be seen only from the western

portion near Refugio Road. Due to the winding and rutted condition of Camino Cielo and the

precipitous drop-off from the road, it is not possible to safely sightsee while driving on this road.

To see the Landfill as shown in new Figures 3.8-19 and 3.8-20 and from the location shown in

Revised Figure 3.8-1, requires the viewer to stop and pull over to the side of the road.

Regarding visibility of the Landfill from the recently purchased Arroyo Hondo preserve, the
intervening canyon of Cafiada de la Huerta is located between the Arroyo Hondo Preserve and
the Tajiguas Landfill. Arroyo Hondo and Cafiada de la Pila are separated by a ridge north of the
existing Landfill footprint. Currently, the ridge parallels the soil borrow area, and the existing
Landfill footprint is visible from this point further to the south. As explained in Response 3-85,
much of the proposed Landfill expansion area is currently disturbed by the soil borrow area.
Additional areas of new disturbance have been minimized; therefore, the change in visual
character with the proposed expansion would not be significantly different from the current
Landfill and borrow site configuration. The Landfill expansion will be a continuation of the
existing Landfill. Also, the proposed Landfill expansion has been public information since the
initial Notice of Preparation was released in April 1998. The Draft EIR was released in
October 2001 and the Land Trust for Santa Barbara County purchased the Arroyo Hondo Ranch
in October 2001.

Response 3-87
A response to this comment requires speculation that a fire at a specific location will occur

during the life of the proposed project. Such an occurrence is statistically probable, but not
certain and, therefore, is speculative. The CEQA Guidelines provide that it is not necessary to
evaluate a particular effect that is speculative. (“If, after thorough investigation, a Lead Agency
finds that a particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the agency should note its
conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact” [§15145]).

If there should be a fire during the period of the proposed landfill expansion, and if that fire
burns the chaparral that screens the area in question from Viewpoint 2, then the landfill perimeter
road that will be built on the Baron Ranch may be visible from Viewpoint 2. As shown in Draft
EIR Figure 3.8-6, there are existing areas of rock and disturbance within the same viewshed. It
is speculative to state with certainty that, once built, the 5 acres of disturbance on the Baron
Ranch could be distinguished from other disturbed areas that already are present and visible
following a wildfire (see Draft EIR Figure 3.8-6).
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Response 3-88
Comment noted. A new mitigation measure has been added in response to this comment. See

Mitigation Measure VIS-2 in Final EIR Section 4.2.1 and Final EIR Table 1-2.

The gas station is not proposed to be removed as part of the proposed project. The revegetation
as required in Mitigation Measure VIS-2 would screen the entrance to the Landfill in a manner
consistent with the surrounding area.

There are various electrical utility lines in the vicinity of the landfill and along the U.S. Highway
101 corridor along the Gaviota Coast. The existing electrical utility line that services the landfill,
located in the canyon neck area, is visible from U.S. Highway 101, as are other electrical lines all
along the Gaviota Coast. Undergrounding the electrical utility line in the “canyon neck area”
that services the landfill will not affect the visual nature of the area. Therefore, such a
requirement is not included as a mitigation measure for the project.

See Response 3-76.

Response 3-89
This suggested mitigation measure is accepted to the extent that use of local native species does

not affect closure (i.e., integrity of the cover material). Mitigation measure VIS-1 has been
revised to include the use of local native species. The revised mitigation measure is provided in
Final EIR Section 4.2.2 and Final EIR Table 1-2.

See Response 3-58.

Response 3-90
See Response 3-53.

Response 3-91 :
The comment asserts that a new landfill will be operational by 2015. This is speculation by the

commenter. Although the Board of Supervisors expects a new regional landfill to take 10 to
15 years to develop, it is speculative to state with certainty that the new regional landfill will be
operational by 2015.

Noise levels that will extend into the southeast corner of the Arroyo Hondo Property are shown
in Draft EIR Figures 3.9-2, 3.9-3, 3.9-4 and 3.9-5. This issue also is addressed in Response 3-53.

A mitigation measure. (N-2) has been added to restrict the hours of blasting at the Landfill
(see Final EIR Section 4.2.1). The commenter also is referred to Final EIR Table 1-2.

Response 3-92 ‘
It is reasonable to assume that all haul vehicles meet the specific requirements of the California

vehicle codes regarding use and maintenance of appropriate mufflers. The authority for
enforcing vehicle codes is the California Highway Patrol or the County Sheriff’s Department, not
the County of Santa Barbara. Therefore, it is not necessary to revise Mitigation Measure N-1
based on this comment.
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Response 3-93
This suggested mitigation measure is accepted to reduce any residual noise impacts that may

occur with the proposed expansion. Blasting will be required to occur between the hours of
8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. The new mitigation measure is provided in
Final EIR Section 4.2.1 and in Final EIR Table 1-2.

Response 3-94
The Santa Maria Landfill has been granted a new permit that would allow operation of that

facility for 15 additional years. It is speculative to assume that waste from Santa Maria would be
directed to the Tajiguas Landfill.

Response 3-95
See Response 3-81.

~ As stated in the ATE Traffic Study, the accident rate reported for the study area segment of U.S.
Highway 101 is well below the State average. Without fatal accident data, no conclusion can be
made that the project access is or will be unsafe.

Response 3-96
See Response 3-94.

Response 3-97
See Response 3-94.

Response 3-98
See Response 3-1.

The CEQA Guidelines (§15125.6[d]) provide for alternatives to be discussed in less detail than
the proposed project.

Please refer to Final EIR Chapter 3.0 for a discussion of waste processing technologies.

Response 3-99

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines (§15126.6[d]), an alternative should “. . . include
sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis and
comparison to the proposed praject.” The commenter is referred to the discussion of alternatives
in Draft EIR Chapter 4.0. The evaluation explains the potential feasibility of the alternatives
evaluated relative to the project objectives. Draft EIR Section 4.1, Alternatives Overview,
addresses CEQA Requirements (4.1.1), Project Objectives (4.1.2), Background (4.1.3), Basis of
Alternatives Analysis (4.1.4) and Selection of Alternatives to be Evaluated (4.1.5).

Please refer to Final EIR Chapter 3.0 for a discussion of waste processing technologies.

Response 3-100
See Responses 3-101 and 3-108.
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Under existing policies of the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors, the City of Santa
Maria, the City of Lompoc, and the United States Air Force, it is not feasible to dispose of waste
from the Tajiguas Landfill in the Foxen Canyon Landfill, the Santa Maria Landfill, the Lompoc
Landfill or the Vandenberg Air Force Base Landfill. The commenter is referred to Draft EIR
Sections 4.2.1.1 - Foxen Canyon Landfill, 4.2.1.2 - Lompoc Landfill, 4.2.1.3 - Santa Maria
Landfill and 4.2.1.4 - Vandenberg Air Force Base Landfill.

For the purpose of this EIR, an alternative is considered infeasible if it would involve a change in
policy of a governing agency. It is speculative to assume that the County Board of Supervisors
will change policy to re-open the Foxen Canyon Landfill. It is speculative to assume that the
City of Lompoc and City of Santa Maria would change their policies and begin accepting waste
that currently is disposed at the Foxen Canyon Landfill or to accept waste disposed at the
Tajiguas Landfill. It also is speculative to assume that the United States Air Force will change
its policy and accept waste from the Foxen Canyon and/or Tajiguas landfills. In accordance with
the CEQA Guidelines (§15126.6[f][3]), “An EIR need not consider an alternative whose. . .
implementation is remote and speculative.”

In addition to the policies of the cities of Lompoc and Santa Maria regarding not accepting waste
disposed at the Foxen Canyon and/or Tajiguas landfills, the County of Santa Barbara's 1997
Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP) plans for regional solid waste
management. The CIWMP assumed the current wastesheds. In accordance with state
regulations, the CIWMP was approved/adopted by the County, the cities within the County and
the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB). The wastesheds identified in the
CIWMP for the Lompoc and Santa Maria landfills do not include the Santa Ynez Valley
(serviced by Foxen Canyon) or southern Santa Barbara County (serviced by Tajiguas).
Therefore, not only would the policies of the cities of Lompoc and Santa Maria need to be
changed to accept waste currently disposed at Foxen Canyon and/or Tajiguas, but the CIWMP
would need to be revised to reflect changes in the wastesheds for the in-County landfills. The
CIWMP revision would need to be approved/adopted by the County, the cities in the County,
and the CIWMB.

In addition to the wastesheds defined in the County's CIWMP, for southern Santa Barbara
County (including the cities of Santa Barbara and Goleta) and the Santa Ynez Valley (including
the cities ofi Solvang and Buellton), there are existing franchise agreements for solid waste
services that specify waste for disposal shall be routed to Tajiguas. The existing franchise
agreements have varying expiration dates over the next 10 to 15 years. Therefore, in addition to
the need to change the policies of the cities of Lompoc and Santa Maria, and the need to redefine
the wastesheds and re-approve/re-adopt the CIWMP, the existing franchise agreements would
require re-negotiation in order for waste currently disposed at Foxen Canyon and/or Tajiguas to
be redirected to another in-County landfill (i.e., Lompoc and/or Santa Maria) or to an
out-of-County landfill. It is speculative and beyond the sole jurisdiction of the County Board of
Supervisors as to whether these factors might be changed and approved. Therefore, the
alternative of re-directing waste that currently is disposed at Foxen Canyon and/or Tajiguas to
the Lompoc and/or Santa Maria landfills is not a feasible alternative to the proposed Tajiguas
expansion project.
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Response 3-101

See Response 3-100. ‘ ‘
The City of Lompoc would have to decide whether it is willing to accept waste that now goes to |
the Foxen Canyon Landfill. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.2.1.2 (page 4-10), the City of

Lompoc's policy is to protect the value of the Lompoc Landfill air space for the City of Lompoc

and its wasteshed and not to accept waste from outside the Lompoc wasteshed. Further, the City

of Lompoc has previously made it known that it would not accept waste from the Tajiguas

wasteshed. The cities of Buellton and Solvang and other areas of the Santa Ynez Valley that

utilize the Foxen Canyon Landfill do not fall within the Lompoc wasteshed (King, 2002).

Therefore, based on the current policy of the City of Lompoc, when the Foxen Canyon Landfill
closes in 2004, that waste will have to be disposed of at Tajiguas.

As the County of Santa Barbara has no jurisdiction over the City of Lompoc decision to not
accept waste that now goes to the Foxen Canyon Landfill, it is speculative to assume that the City
of Lompoc would change its policy and choose to receive that waste. In accordance with the
CEQA Guidelines (§15126.6[f][3]), “An EIR need not consider an alternative whose . . .
implementation is remote and speculative.”

Response 3-102
See Response 3-101.

To divert the approximately 100 tpd of solid waste currently being disposed of at the Foxen
Canyon Landfill to the Lompoc Landfill rather than transporting it to Tajiguas for disposal would
not result in a sufficient reduction in the daily/annual tonnage of solid waste disposed of at
Tajiguas to allow a reduction in the size of the proposed expansion (see Responses 3-100 and
3-101 for a discussion as to why such a diversion is not possible under the current policy of the
City of Lompoc, the existing County CIWMP, or the existing waste services franchise
agreements).

Due to the topography of Cafiada de la Pila and the engineering requirements of the Tajiguas
Landfill expansion project, the expanded Landfill footprint would not be smaller, even if the
approximately 30,000 tons per year (460,000 tons over the 15-year life of the expansion progect)
of waste currently disposed at the Foxen Canyon Landfill were diverted from Tajiguas.
Therefore, not only is a diversion of Foxen Canyon waste to the Lompoc Landfill speculative
and not a feasible alternative, the size of the expanded Tajiguas Landfill would remain the same;
the diversion of the Foxen Canyon waste would not lessen the impacts to biological, cultural or
visual resources associated with the proposed expansion of Tajiguas.

Response 3-103
See Responses 3-101 and 3-102.

See Final EIR Chapter 3.0 for a discussion of other waste processing technologies. Final EIR
Chapter 3.0 finds, as did Draft EIR Section 4.4, that, while one or a combination of waste
processing technologies are technically feasible, it is speculative as to whether such technologies
could be implemented during the time frame of the proposed Landfill expansion, due to
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development considerations (e.g., siting, environmental, regulatory, financial) and
implementation considerations (e.g., multi<jurisdictional policy and contract issues). Therefore,
not only is the diversion of waste from the Foxen Canyon Landfill to the Lompoc Landfill
speculative and not feasible based on the current policy of the City of Lompoc, the current
County CIWMP and franchise agreements, but the increased diversion of waste from the
Tajiguas Landfill through the implementation of other waste processing technologies is
speculative during the time frame of the expansion project and does not represent a feasible
alternative to the proposed praject.

Response 3-104 )

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.2.1.1, the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors has
made the decision to not expand, but to close the Foxen Canyon Landfill and build a transfer
station at the site ofithe closed landfill. Currently, the Foxen Canyon Landfill is scheduled to
close in 2004. '

County staff's Board Letter, dated June 24, 1997, for subsequent action on July 7, 1997, stated
that Foxen Canyon Landfill would be closed (Santa Barbara County, 1997). In addition, the
Board Letter stated that the Foxen Canyon Landfill expansion previously proposed and analyzed
in 90-EIR-14 would not be implemented. The Board of Supervisors adopted the
recommendations of the Board Letter.

This decision was based on a determination by the Board of Supervisors that, due to changes in
landfill design regulations (Subtitle D of the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
and California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 23 - now part of CCR Title 27), expansion of
the Foxen Canyon Landfill would be so expensive as to be economically infeasible. In 1995, _
County staff estimated that, to meet the Subtitle D requirements, a composite liner system would
need to be installed as part of the expansion of the Foxen Canyon Landfill at a cost of $250,000
per acre. A subsequent analysis determined it would be more economic to close the Foxen
Canyon Landfill and convert it to a transfer station than to expand the landfill. In addition, this
action enabled the County to avoid an adverse impact to sensitive biological resources (i.e., the
loss of 46 mature oak trees) that would have occurred if the Foxen Canyon Landfill had been
expanded.

Economic factors in addition to the cost of the liner system for expansion of the Foxen Canyon

- Landfill involve the County's lease agreement with the owner of the landfill property and make
the expansion uneconomic. Under the current lease agreement, the County tipping fee at Foxen
Canyon Landfill can be increased by only 50 cents per year for self-haul, which is not sufficient
to defray the cost of the liner system that would be required for the expansion. In addition, under
the current lease agreement, should the County decide to dispose of waste from outside the Santa
Ynez Valley School District at the Foxen Canyon Landfill, the property owner would receive the
entirety of the tipping fee for each ton of waste that originated outside this area. These two lease
issues make it unéconomic to expand the Foxen Canyon landfill and/or to divert waste from
Tajiguas to Foxen Canyon.

Based on the above, it is speculative whether the County Board of Supervisors would change its
decision regarding closure of the Foxen Canyon Landfill. Therefore, the alternative of keeping
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Foxen Canyon open to continue to accept waste from the Santa Ynez Valley (i.e., diverting it
from Tajiguas as part of the proposed project) is not a feasible alternative. In addition, as
discussed in Response 3-102, keeping Foxen Canyon open to divert its approximately 100 tpd of
waste from Tajiguas as part of the expansion project would not be sufficient to allow for a
reduction in the size of the proposed Tajiguas Landfill expansion.

Response 3-105
See Responses 3-102 and 3-104.

Response 3-106
See Responses 3-103 and 3-104.

See Final EIR Chapter 3.0 for a discussion of waste processing technologies.

Response 3-107

The commenter is correct in noting the confusion in the first paragraph of Draft EIR
Section 4.2.1.3. The third sentence in that paragraph should be deleted. See Final EIR
Section 4.1 for the corrected paragraph.

A permit to expand the Santa Maria Landfill within the existing landfill property was issued by
CIWMB on September 28,2001. The current permitted waste disposal capacity is 740 tpd,
which provides capacity only to 2017 (Schmaeling, 2001). To provide additional capacity to
2020, a subsequent expansion would be necessary, and it would require purchase of adjacent
farmland.

The City of Santa Maria's objective for the 15-year expansion of the Santa Maria Landfill is to
provide sufficient time for that city to identify and select a new landfill site. The City of Santa
Maria has stated it will not accept waste from outside the Santa Maria Landfill wasteshed (i.e.,
northern Santa Barbara County), as it does not want to jeopardize the 15-year life of the recent
expansion. Specifically, the City of Santa Maria has indicated it will not accept waste from the
Santa Ynez Valley or from southern Santa Barbara County. It is speculative to assume the City
of Santa Maria might change its policy regarding receipt of waste from outside the wasteshed of
the Santa Maria Landfill. Therefore, the suggested alternative of diverting waste that is currently
disposed at Foxen Canyon to the Santa Maria Landfill rather than to Tajiguas as part of the
expansion project is not a feasible alternative. Similarly, diverting waste from southern Santa
Barbara County to the Santa Maria Landfill also is not a feasible alternative.

See Responses 3-100 and 3-108.

The potential further expansion of the Santa Maria Landfill would be the responsibility of the
City of Santa Maria. The County of Santa Barbara would have no jurisdiction in such an
endeavor. Therefore, the suggested analysis of impacts regarding further expansion of the Santa
Maria Landfill is outside the scope of this EIR.

Response 3-108
See Responses 3-102 and 3-107.
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As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.2.1.3 (page 4-11), the Santa Maria Landfill has a permitted daily
capacity of 740 tpd and a current waste disposal rate of 375 tpd. As further stated, “At the current
waste disposal rate of 375 tpd, the expansion provides capacity to 2017.” The addition of waste
from the Santa Ynez Valley (109 tpd) (see Draft EIR Section 4.5.1) would increase the waste
disposal rate at the Santa Maria Landfill to approximately 484 tpd, thereby decreasing the life of
the landfill by approximately 20 percent. The primary impact of receiving waste at the Santa
Maria Landfill would be an increase in the daily waste tonnage at the landfill and the reduction
of the projected life of the landfill. As a result, the Santa Maria Landfill would not be able to
provide 15 years of capacity to its waste disposal service area or 15 years of disposal capacity for
the Tajiguas waste from the Santa Ynez and Cuyama Valleys. This would be inconsistent with
the purpose of the proposed project, which is to provide 15 years of additional reliable and cost-
effective municipal solid waste disposal services for the residents of southern Santa Barbara
County, and the Santa Ynez and Cuyama Valleys.

Draft EIR Section 4.2.1.3 also notes that:
“ .. amoderate increase in vehicle miles traveled would be required to dispose of waste
generated in the Santa Ynez Valley at the Santa Maria Landfill rather than at the
Tajiguas Landfill. This increase in vehicle miles would have the potential to result in
increased waste disposal costs, vehicular emissions and other transportation-related
impacts.” ‘

A location for a new in-County landfill has not yet been determined. Therefore, the date of
opening a new landfill ready to receive waste is speculative.

Response 3-109
* See Responses 3-102, 3-107 and 3-108.

Response 3-110
See Responses 3-103, 3-107 and 3-108. Also see Final EIR Chapter 3.0 - Waste Processing
Technologies for additional information.

Response 3-111
For discussions of a landfill configuration smaller than the proposed project, the commenter is

referred to Draft EIR Section 4.2.4 - Reduced Project Alternative.

Under existing policies of the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors and the United States
Air Force, it is not feasible to dispose of waste from the Tajiguas Landfill in either the Foxen
Canyon Landfill or the Vandenberg Air force Base Landfill. The commenter is referred to Draft
EIR Sections 4.2.1.1 - Foxen Canyon Landfill and 4.2.1.4 - Vandenberg Air Force Base Landfill.

For the purpose of this analysis, an alternative is considered infeasible if it would involve a
change in policy of a governing agency. As discussed in Response 3-104, it is speculative to
assume that the County Board of Supervisors will change policy to reopen the Foxen Canyon
Landfill for the purpose of accepting waste from the Tajiguas Landfill.
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It also is speculative to assume that the United States Air Force will change its policy and accept -
waste from the Tajiguas Landfill. The Air Force does not currently accept waste from _
surrounding municipalities. In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines (§15126.6[f][3]), "An EIR
need not consider an alternative whose . . . implementation is remote and speculative."

The commenter is referred to the various environmental resource sections of Draft EIR
Chapter 3.0 for discussions of potential impacts of removing and reentering waste from the
southeast corner of the Tajiguas Landfill.

Response 3-112

The larger project alternative would avoid significant impacts of establishing a new landfill at a
new location, rather than using existing resources. The County of Santa Barbara determined that
a reasonable range of alternatives would be a larger project alternative and a reduced project
alternative. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.2.3 EIR, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) by the
County, dated April 1, 1998, originally proposed the larger (25-year) project alternative.
Subsequent to distribution of the NOP, the Board appointed a Community Advisory Committee
(CAC) to identify possible alternatives to the proposed 25-year project. After consideration of
CAC and public input, the Board directed County staff to modify the proposed project to consist
ol a 15-year capacity expansion of Tajiguas.

Response 3-113

For discussions of a landfill configuration smaller than the proposed project, the commenter is
referred to Draft EIR Section 4.2.4 - Reduced Project Alternative. At the time a new landfill
facility was to be opened, a Board of Supervisors decision would be required to determine
whether to fill at Tajiguas or to build out only a fraction of the proposed project.

For a discussion of project objectives, see Responses 3-1 and 3-2.
For a discussion of waste processing technologies, see Final EIR Chapter 3.0.
Also see Responses 3-91 and 3-114.

Response 3-114

The commenter's suggested landfill configuration with an overall slope of 2:1, rather than the
overall slope of 2.4:1 as proposed in this comment, is not feasible. As stated in Draft EIR
Section 2.2.1 (page 2-5), the overall 2.4:1 slope is attained by constructing 2:1 waste slopes with
horizontal benches (at least 15 feet wide) every 40 to 50 vertical feet. The commenter is
incorrect in the assertion that the Draft EIR states that, based on the slope stability analysis, the
Tajiguas Landfill could be built with an overall slope of 2:1.

The discussion of Liner and Waste Slopes in Draft EIR Section 3.2.3.2.3 (pages 3.2-29 and
3.2-30) states that preliminary stability analyses for the proposed project indicate the minimum
required factor of safety can be “. . . achieved with an engineered buttress fill (or equivalent
stabilizing feature) placed along the west toe of the refuse fill in the lined areas.” This
conclusion is based on the overall slope of the Landfill described above, with 2:1 waste slopes
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and horizontal benches every 40 to 50 vertical feet, for an overall slope of 2.4:1. This does not
mean the Landfill would be stable with an overall waste slope of 2:1.

Based on the discussion of Cut Bedrock Slopes in Draft EIR Section 3.2.3.2.3 (page 3.2-29),
bedrock cut slopes would be stable at a 2:1 gradient, even though:
“ .. portions of cut slopes within moderately to extremely weathered materials
. could become unstable (i.e., not meet established stability criteria) if inclined steeper

than 2:1.”

This does not mean that the waste slopes would be stable if they were constructed with an overall
slope of 2:1.

Further, Draft EIR Section 3.2.3.2.3 (page 3.2-30) addresses the proposed vertical expansion that
involves placing waste over a portion of the existing Landfill. Where there is a vertical
expansion over a portion of the existing Landfill, the slope will be 2.5:1 and stabilized with an
engineered buttress. The slope will not be 2:1 as suggested in the comment.

To lessen biological impacts associated with the size ofithe Landfill footprint, it would be
necessary to reduce the footprint of the Landfill. As described above, it is not possible to
construct a landfill with an overall slope of 2:1. Therefore, a reduction in the landfill footprint
would result in a landfill with the same overall slope as the proposed expansion, but because of
the reduced footprint, it would be a smaller facility, with correspondingly less airspace.

Although such a facility might have 10 years of capacity, there is no guarantee that a new
regional landfill would be operational at the completion of those 10 years.

As noted in Draft EIR Section 1.4, the basic project objective is to provide 15 years of waste
disposal capacity to allow for the siting and development of a new in-County regmnal landfill,
not 10 years, as referenced in the comment.

Response 3-115
The commenter is correct in noting that out-of-County disposal alternatives would avoid impacts
associated with disturbance of new ground, including aesthetic and biological impacts. Although
not so noted in the comment, impacts to cultural resources also would be avoided. The rationale
for the analysis in Draft EIR to focus on air quality impacts is provided in Section 4.3 (page 4-59)
as follows:
In one key respect, out-of-County landfills differ markedly from one another and from the
proposed project: haul distances. For the waste generated in southern Santa Barbara
County, the haul distance for the waste would vary significantly, depending on the
landfill to which the waste would be transported.

The conclusion then follows that the out-of-County analysis will focus on mobile source
emissions in comparing the proposed project to alternative landfills. The analysis of
out-of-County waste disposal alternatives is provided in the Draft EIR in response to public
interest in out-of-County disposal as an alternative to the proposed project.
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waste disposal alternatives require expansion of the existing South Coast Transfer Station or

construction of a new transfer station. Draft EIR Section 4.3.1 (page 4-60) provides the

following:
For this analysis, it is assumed that 550 tpd of waste would be (sic.) to be processed at
the South Coast Transfer Station and then transported via transfer truck to an alternative
landfill. The remaining 950 tpd of waste would be either direct-hauled by collection
trucks to an alternative land(fill or to an out-of-County Transfer Station via collection
trucks. This waste then could be transferred to transfer trucks for disposal at an out-of-
County landfill. There are two existing out-of-County transfer stations that are
sufficiently close to make this approach potentially feasible — the Gold Coast and Del
Norte transfer stations in Ventura County (see Figure 4-1).

There is no statement in the Draft EIR to support the commenter’s opinion that out-of-County ‘

It is not productive to provide an analysis of an expanded South Coast Transfer Station when
such a project could not be permitted, based on previous analysis that led the Board of
Supervisors to the conclusion stated in both the Draft EIR (Section 4.3.2; page 4-63) and this
comment, i.e., that expansion of the South Coast Transfer station would be a “disfavored land
use for the site and could not be constructed without inordinate delays and expense”.

Out-of-County disposal alternatives were not dismissed; they are discussed in Draft EIR Section
4.3 (pgs. 4-58 through 4-69).

The County has not identified a specific site on which it plans to build a new transfer station.
Potential locations are described and evaluated in Draft EIR Section 4.3.2 (pages 4-63 through
4-67) in accordance with the CEQA requirement to “ . . . include sufficient information about
each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis and comparison to the proposed
project” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6[d]). As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.3.2, the three
locations discussed on page 4-65 are the three locations that were not eliminated from
consideration in the Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) siting study, the entirety of which is
incorporated by reference in the Draft EIR. The three locations are briefly described, and
potential impacts are provided. None ofithese locations has been determined a potential site for a
new transfer station by the County at this time. Further evaluation of these three locations and
other possible locations is provided in Draft EIR Sections 4.3.2.1.4 and 4.3.2.2 (pages 4-66 and
4-67).

Response 3-116
The commenter is correct in citing an EIR statement from Draft EIR Section 4.3.3 (page 4-68)

that, “. .. development of a rail haul capability for municipal solid waste would be possible.”
However, the commenter has taken the statement out of context. To be accurate, the comment
should acknowledge that the statement refers to what might occur at the Del Norte Transfer
Station in the City of Oxnard. As noted in the Draft EIR, the Del Norte Transfer Station is on
property adjacent to a rail spur. Also, the City of Oxnard is in Ventura County. The Santa
Barbara County Board of Supervisors has no jurisdiction over activities in Ventura County. It is
not possible to evaluate a speculative, although “possible™ activity in Ventura County, a different
jurisdiction, as an alternative to a proposed project in Santa Barbara County. As a result, such
activity is not a feasible alternative to the proposed expansion of the Tajiguas Landfill.
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See Response 3-121.
The commenter is referred to Final EIR Chapter 3.0 - Waste Processing Technologies.

Response 3-117
Comment noted. See Final EIR Chapter 3.0 - Waste Processing Technologies.

Response 3-118
Comment noted. See Final EIR Chapter 3.0 - Waste Processing Technologies.

The commenter is referred to Draft EIR Section 4.3.2 for a summary of the 1999 CAC study to
identify potential sites for a new transfer station/materials recovery facility in the South County.

Response 3-119
Comment noted. See Responses 3-1 and 3-2.

Response 3-120
Comment noted. See Final EIR Chapter 3.0 - Waste Processing Technologies.

Response 3-121

The commenter’s assertion that the No Project alternative may result in the particular impact of
people conducting illegal dumping or burning trash in their yards is too speculative for
evaluation. Therefore, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15145, there will be no
further discussion of this speculative impact.

The No Project alternative has nothing to do with the curbside collection of solid waste at
residences, businesses and institutions throughout Santa Barbara County. Such collection of
municipal solid waste will continue, even if the No Project alternative is adopted by the County
Board of Supervisors.

What is certain about the No Project alternative is stated in Draft EIR Section 4.5 (page 4-76),
as follows:
“Under the No Project alternative, the expansion of Tajiguas would not occur, and the
landfill would be closed upon expiration of its current permit, expected to be in 2005.
Santa Barbara County would continue to generate waste, and this waste would continue
to require disposal.”

Draft EIR Section 4.3 addresses out-of-County waste disposal alternatives. Considering the
potential disposal of waste at a location other than the Tajiguas Landfill, Section 4.3.1 describes
and evaluates a variety of potential out-of-County waste disposal sites, some of which may be
feasible, some of which may not be feasible, and some of which are outside the scope of this
EIR. As evaluated in Section 4.3.1, only one of the out-of-County landfills provides a feasible
option for disposal of the waste that will continue to.be generated and otherwise would go to
Tajiguas for disposal. Draft EIR Section 4.3.2 describes the status of ongoing efforts to site a
new South coast transfer station/materials recovery facility. Section 4.3.3 addresses the potential
to haul municipal solid waste by rail to an out-of-County disposal site.
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Based on the information provided in these and other sections of Draft EIR Chapter 4.0, the
conclusion, as stated under the No Project alternative in Draft EIR Section 4.5 is that: .
“Under the No Project alternative, the waste would be diverted to an out-of-County
landfill, either by truck or by rail.”

The commenter is incorrect in stating that a particular statement from Draft EIR page 4-79 “is
inaccurate and contradicts statements on page 4-76 and 4-77.” The statements cited in the
comment are not contradictory, as they arise from discussions of different subjects. The
statement from page 4-79 refers specifically to one aspect of the No Project alternative, which
would require that waste currently located above 400 feet msl in the southeast corner of the
Tajiguas Landfill be disinterred from the Tajiguas Landfill, loaded into haul trucks and
transported from Tajiguas to another landfill.

The statement from pages 4-76 and 4-77 does not refer to disposal of waste from the southeast
corner of the Tajiguas Landfill. Rather, it refers to the most likely scenario under the No Project
alternative — that waste generated in southern Santa Barbara County and the Santa Ynez and
Cuyama Valleys, rather than going to Tajiguas for disposal, would be transported to the Chiquita
Canyon Landfill in Los Angeles County.

As presented in Draft EIR Section 4.3.3, rail haul of municipal solid waste is not a feasible
option at this time. As stated in Section 4.3.3, no potential site for a new in-County transfer
station with rail haul capability has been identified, the direct impacts of constructing such a
facility cannot be determined, and “The establishment of an appropriate loading facility, plus the
required contracting and permitting, would be separate projects subject to environmental
analysis in compliance with CEQA.” Further, as discussed in Section 4.3.3, the two potential
rail-haul landfills in Southern California are not operational at this time, and their future is
speculative. Of the other rail-haul landfills in the Southwest United States, only the Butterfield
Landfill in southwest Arizona accepts out-of-state municipal solid waste by rail.

Response 3-122
The commenter is correct in stating that other landﬁlls through the CEQA process, have

resolved operational impacts. However, the commenter fails to note the other aspects of the
discussion as it appears in Draft EIR Section 4.6 — Environmentally Superior Alternative
(pages 4-80 and 4-81):

. Compared to the proposed Tajiguas expansion, the No Project alternative would
eliminate potentially significant impacts of developing the proposed project at Tajiguas
as related to biological and visual resources, but would not eliminate significant air
quality impacts from mobile emissions. The No Praject alternative would require waste
to be transported greater distances for disposal than to the proposed project at Tajiguas.
These increased transport distances would result in offsite mobile emissions greater than
would occur with the proposed project. Therefore, the No Project alternative necessarily
involves environmental trade-offs among different resources and is not necessar ily
environmentally superior to the proposed project.
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Response 3-123 -

The alternative to leave the waste associated with the southeast corner modification in place is
not currently feasible under existing zoning and the existing Coastal Land Use Plan and Coastal
Act, even though it would be environmentally superior to leave the waste in place. The waste
removal is required to bring the facility into compliance with existing zoning and the Coastal
Land Use Plan and Coastal Act. As noted in previous Responses, the Coastal Policies do apply
to any activities, including waste placement, above the 400-foot elevation in the Coastal Zone
(see Response 3-5). Leaving the waste in place is not feasible under current zoning because
expansion of the landfill above 400 feet is not an allowed use under the AG-II zoning
designation in the Coastal Zoning Ordinance. Findings for consistency currently cannot be made
with either the Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Coastal Plan policies or the California Coastal Act.

It is current policy of the County Board of Supervisors to close Foxen Canyon Landfill and
convert it to a transfer station. It is speculative to assume that the Board would change this
policy. Similarly, the possibility of the U.S. Air Force changing its policy also is speculative.
These are policy decisions and, therefore, both comments are outside the scope of this analysis.

Potentially significant impacts associated with the southeast corner modification relocation to the
Tajiguas Landfill Expansion project include Health and Safety and Fire. Transporting the waste

to Santa Maria and several other in-County disposal sites would have similar impacts in addition
to impacts to transport the waste as described in the Draft EIR Section 4.7.

The commenter is referred to the various environmental resource sections of:Draft EIR
Chapter 3.0 for discussions of potential impacts of removing and reinterring waste from the
southeast corner of the Tajiguas Landfill.

Response 3-124
See Responses 3-1 through 3-123.
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~ February 7, 2002

Kathy Kefauver

Santa Barbara County
Public Works Department
Solid Waste and Utilities Division
109 E. Victoria Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

RE: SUPPLEMENTAL COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR TAJIGUAS LANDFILL EXPANSION PROJECT: 01-EIR-5

Dear Kathy:

The Environmental Defense Center (EDC) submits the following comments and new
information regarding the Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Draft EIR (01-EIR-5) as a supplement
to our December 14, 2001 letter on behalf of our client, the Surfrider Foundation's Santa
Barbara Chapter. As previously stated, the draft EIR has many shortcomings. It contains
insufficient evidence and analysis to conclude that there are no significant water quality
impacts. The mitigation measures proposed would not mitigate significant impacts to the
maximum extent feasible and do not address biological contamination in the groundwater
near the landfill. Alternative, less environmentally impacting technologies described in the
EIR are not considered actual alternatives to the project. Additionally, the project objectives
are too narrow and as a result, feasible less damaging altemnatives are dismissed without
adequate justification. We are writing to augment our December 14, 2001 comments
regarding ongoing and project-related impacts to water quality with the County’s water
quality monitoring results for the Tajiguas Landfill dated October and December 2001.
(Attachment 1)

New [nformation Indicates Baseline Conditions are not Accurately Reflected in the draft
EIR and that the Watcr Quality Impact Assessment Is flawed as 2 Result.

The County’s recently obtained water quality results indicate that the ground and surface
water in and near the landfill is impaired by coliform and enterococcus bacteria. The high
levels of pathogen-indicator bacteria in Pila Creek immediately below the landfill and in the
groundwater closest to the landfill (i.e., the GLCRS) may be relevant to the level of project-
specific or cumulative water quality impacts caused by the proposed expansion of the landfill.
The bacteria results were not obtained by the County until after the draft EIR was released in
September 2001 and therefore neither the existing polluted condition of the groundwater
around the fandfill nor its relevance to the impacts of the project are discussed in the draft
EIR. Section 3.3.2.2.4, under Groundwater Quality and Section 3.3.3.2 onpgroundwater

quality impacts do not even mention bacteria as a groundwater quality issye. @ingm .
¥

]
polluted groundwater baseline condition was unknown prior to the releasd of tig trafe-EIR
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Kathy Kefauver
February 7, 2002
Page 2 0f 3

and thus is not presented therein, the draft EIR's impact assessment is based on an incorrect
baseline condition.

Specifically, the County was not aware of the bacteria in the groundwater when it released the
draft EIR, or, if it was, the information was not included in the draft EIR. Therefore, since the
County portrayed the current landfill operation as not polluting the groundwater, it concluded
that expanding the landfill would similarly not cause bacteria to enter the groundwater,
However, the recent groundwater quality results show that the groundwater immediately
down-gradient from the landfill (e.g., in the GLCRS) is contaminated with bacteria. Thus, the
landfill is a likely or at least potential source of the bacteria, and expanding the landfill could
result in groundwater quality impacts related to bacteria that are not considered in the draft
EIR. ‘ :

According to the CEQA Guidelines, “An EIR must include a description of the physical
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of
preparation is published. ... This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline
physical conditions by which the lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.”
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15125) .

In this case, the draft EIR, using an inaccurate baseline groundwater quality condition
concluded that there would be no significant impacts to water quality from expanding the
landfill. However, this conclusion is not based on accurate information since the recent
results show there is bacteria in the groundwater captured in the GLCRS. Expanding the
landfill could exacerbate this bacterial pollution of the groundwater. The September 2001
draft EIR did not anticipate that 2419 MPN/100 ml of Total Coliform was accumulating and
would be recorded in Monitoring Well 15 on October 31,2001, The EIR could not have

“predicted that 16,000 MPN/100 ml of Enterococcus bacteria would be found in the GLCRS -

on 12-3-01." This new information about the existing significant water quality problems has
great bearing on the environmental review in the EIR. Now that bacterial groundwater
contamination has been recorded in the GLCRS, the LLCRS and MW 15, the environmental
review must address whether or not the landfill is the direct and/or indirect source of the
contamination. It must determine ifiexpanding the fandfill would add to the severity and/or
duration of this significant impact. The draft EIR does not undertake this analysis because it
uses an unpolluted baseline groundwater condition that we now know to be inaccurate.

' While there are no numerical water quality standards for bacteria in groundwater, according to the Santa
Barbara County Environmental Health Department, agricultural and other water wells from which water with
bacteria in it is pumped should be disinfected, There is not supposed to be any coliform bacteria in groundwater.
Standards for bacteria for recreational contact with ocean water have been set to protect beach-goers from illness
caused by pathogenic bacteria. Some bacteria levels in the groundwater near the Tajiguas Landfill exceed ocean
water standards by greater than an order of magnitude. For instance, the ocean water standard for Enterococcos
is 104 MPN / 100 m! and the level recorded on 12-3-04 in the groundwater captured in the GLCRS was 16000
MPN /100 ml. Fecal Coliform was recorded at 5,000 MPN / 100 ml on 12-3-01 in the GLCRS and the ocean
water recreational contact standard is 400 MPN / 100 ml.
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Kathy Kefauver
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Conclusion
New information illustrates that the baseline water quality conditions in the draft EIR are no

longer accurate and that the groundwater near the landfill is grossly polluted with bacteria.
Surfrider believes that bacteria in the GLCRS, LLCRS and MW 15 is a result of the landfill.
This new baseline water quality information is pertinent to the draft EIR's assessment of
impacts to water quality. The draft EIR’s conclusion of no significant impacts to water
quality was based in part on a portrayal that the baseline groundwater was not polluted. Since
it is now known that groundwater is polluted with bacteria, the impact assessment must be
augmented to determine the actual source of the bacteria, which, based on the high levels of
bacteria in the GLCRS, appears to be the landfill. Previously undetected significant
groundwater pollution at the landfill exists. Therefore, expanding the landfill may perpetuate
or worsen these significant impacts. Under CEQA, the lead agency has a duty to analyze the
L.proposed project’s effect in light of the new information.

Thank you for your attention to the submittal of this new information.

Sincerely,

Brrsin Yo
Brian Trautwein
Environmental Analyst

cc: Surfrider Foundation, Santa Barbara Chapter
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Maggie Bach Log Number: 01-C9884

SB County Public Works Dept. Order: 13949

So0lid Waste & Utilities Dept. Project: Tajiguas

109 East Victoria Received: 12/03/01

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

REPORT OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS
SAMPLED

SAMPLE DESCRIPTION SAMPLED BY DATE @ TIME MATRIX
48" Drain in Creek J. Schaefer 12/03/01@10:40 Aqueous
= = =3 mozsseszzEa=s
ANALYTE RESULT * R.L. UNITS METHOD ANALYZED
Chlorine Residual, Total Not Detected 0.2 mg/L SM4500G 12/03/01
Coliform, Fecal, 25-Tube MPN 30,000 2 MPN/100ml1 SM 9221E 12/03/01
Coliform, Total, 25-Tube MPN > 160,000 2 MPN/100ml SM 9221B,C 12/03/01
e. Coli, S-Tube MPN 30,000 2 MPN/100ml SM 9223B 12/03/01
Enterococcus 160,000 2 MPN/100ml SM 9230B 12/03/01

+ R.L. - Reporting Limit. 'RESULTS' reported as "Not Detected” means not detected above R.L.
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Maggie Bach - Log Number: 01-C2886

58 County Public Works Dept. Order: 13949

Solid Waste & Utilities Dept, Project: Tajiguas

109 East Victoria Received: 12/03/01

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

REPORT OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS
SAMPLED

SAMPLE DESCRIPTION B SAMPLED BY DATE @ TIME MATRIX
axzcsssszsex=zww= au mmam=as === = mzsswszammzs=ssess
GLCRS J. Schaefer 12/03/01611:05 Aqueous
as= semzzsracscac==ges =e=z=== =mn czmz==oE=z ssmsEcssz=xeszsassx
ANALYTE RESULT * R.L. UNITS METHOD ANALYZED
Chlorine Residual, Total Not Detected 0.2 ng/L - SM4500G 12/03/01
Coliform, Fecal, 25-Tube MPN 5,000 2 MPN/100ml SM 9221E 12/03/01
coliform, Total, 25-Tube MPN 5,000 2 MPN/100ml SM 9221B,C 12/03/01
e. Coli, S5-Tube MPN 2,400 2 MPN/100ml SM 9223B 12/03/01
Enterococcus 16,000 2 MPN/100ml SM 92308 12/03/01

* R.L. - Reporting Limit. ‘*RESULTS' reported as "Not Detected" means not detected above R.L.
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Ll

L.ab Director, Orval Osborne
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‘Customer: County of Santa Barbara Page 1ot 1
109 E.Victoria
Santa Barbara CA, 93101
Attention: Cesar Caslillo : Project/P.O.#: 8500918
Repott Date:  06-Nov-01 14:05
Subject 1ajiguas
MOST
PROBABLE
PARAMETER METHOD NUMBER RESULT NOTE
R 1021-01) Collected: 01-Nov-01 By Bach/Castillo
MV'IE:t(eelloccus ) SM egaos ~2.0 MPN/100 mi ABSENT
Total Coliforms SM 92238 345 MPN/100 mi PRESENT
E. Coli SM 92238 <1 MPN/10O mi ABSENT
Fecal Coliforms SM 8221 <2 MPN/100 ml ABSENT
MW-15 {0111021-02) Collected: 01 -Nov-01 By Bach/Castillo
Entorococcus S$M 92308 <2.0 MPN/100 mi AB?ENT
Total Coliforms SM 92238 2419 MPN/100 m! PRESENT
E. Coli SM 92238 2 MPN/100 mi PRESENT
Fecat Coliforms SM saan <2 MPN/100 ml ABSENT

Comments: Sampla(s) analyzed per EPA Methods for Chemical Analysis of Water and Waste

(EPA-600/4-79-020).

Respactiully Submitted,

Pat Brisckner 1176701
Laboratory Director

CORPORATE OFFICE: 11990 Discavery Ct, « Moorpark, CA 03021 « (805) §32-0012 « FAX (805) 532-0016







Document 3A
Environmental Defense Center Supplemental Comments
February 7, 2002
Response to Comments

Response 3A-1

Monitoring and analysis of surface water and groundwater samples is an ongoing program at
Tajiguas Landfill. Each time additional samples are collected, it cannot be claimed that “new
information” exists which invalidates the baseline conditions evaluated in the Draft EIR.

This comment claims that results of bacteria sampling and analysis from the groundwater
leachate collection and recovery system (GLCRS) are new information and indicate that
groundwater is polluted with bacteria from the landfill. The GLCRS has been monitored for
bacteria since March of 1999, and these data are considered in the baseline characterization of
the site. The most recent semi-annual monitoring report submitted to the RWQCB that was
referenced in the Draft EIR is dated January 2001 (Santa Barbara County, 2002b). This report
includes seven quarters of bacteria sample results for this location.

The samples collected on December 3 through 5, 2001, were the result of a special sampling
event that was designed and witnessed by the Environmental Defense Center, Heal the Ocean,
and Surfrider. The SWUD accommodated the sampling requests of these agencies. Trained staff
from two separate laboratories were onsite to collect samples, test for chlorination of samples
and properly transport the samples to their respective laboratories. The laboratory results were
sent to a third party. Representatives of the concerned groups witnessed the collection of the
samples.

The results of the special sampling event confirm previous sampling results and interpretations
that indicator bacteria are present in surface water of Pila Creek, are not present or are found in
low concentrations in groundwater samples, and that the GLCRS and liner leachate collection
and recovery system (LLCRS) samples show the influence of surface water inflows by having
intermediate concentrations of bacteria when sampling followed a storm event.

The GLCRS is influenced by surface water runoff by both the rising water level and higher
bacteria concentrations following storm events. Thus, the bacteria concentrations in the GLCRS
cannot be interpreted as an indication that “groundwater near the landfill is grossly polluted with
bacteria.” Monitoring well MW-4 is located immediately down-gradient from the GLCRS and is
a more appropriate indicator of possible impacts to groundwater quality from the landfill.

Sample results from the December 3, 2001, sample of MW-4 and from MW-15 (located
approximately 1,500 feet further down-gradient) show the concentrations of indicator bacteria to
be non-detected in results from one laboratory, and at insignificantly low concentrations from the
second laboratory. The commenter was involved in the design of this sampling event and
understands the difference between GLCRS samples and monitoring wells. The results show no
bacteria contamination in groundwater.
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total coliform bacteria detected at MW-15. This result is likely due to sample cross-
contamination during collection of the sample from the well, which is located in the creek bed.
The 2,419 MPN concentration detected at MW-15 is considerably less than the 10,000 MPN
standard for ocean water quality.

An earlier November 1, 2001, sample result indicated 2,419 most probable number (MPN) of ‘

See related Responses 1-9, 1-10, 1-11 and 3-37.
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THE LAND TRUST FOR SANTA BARBARA COUNTY

* preserving natural lands and our agricultural beritage
December 14, 2001

Ms, Kathy Kefauver

Solid Waste and Utilities Division

Santa Barbara County Public Works Department
109 East Victoria Street

Santa Barbara, CA. 93101

RE: Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Project Draft EIR, October 2001
Dear Ms. Kefauver;

As you may know, the Land Trust acquired the 782-acre Arroyo Hondo Ranch on
October 17, 2001, using a varlety of public and private grants and community donations
raised dunng our public campaign that started in November 2001.

There is now a change in use underway in Arroyo Hondo ~ from a private ranch to a
natural and historic preserve under non-profit ownership. A permanent deed restriction
(attached) now provides for use of the property only for public benefit, including
management to protect the wildlife habitat, cultural, historic and scenic values of the
property, and compatible public access for recreation, education and scientific uses.

I have also attached a resolution adopted by the Land Trust board which describes the
vision and purposes of the Arroyo Hondo Preserve.

The Land Trust has begun developing a preliminary management plan for the preserve,
working with a team from the UCSB Bren School of Environmental Science and
Management. They have gathered and are currently analyzing available information
about all of the resources of Arroyo Hondo, which can be made available for use in
completing this EIR,

The Final EIR should be updated to reflect this change in status and reference in the
document, Based on our review of the DEIR under this changed circumstance, we believe

that some additions or revisions are needed to consider potential impacts and necessary
mitigation measures in the following areas.

E N3IW, ES:
Apparently, the county has not monitored water quality in Arroyo Hondo. As 2 general

comment, the EIR. should consider the need for future ground and surface water quality
monitoring,

§-*

32

44

Figure 3,3 'I'here isa tlurd water well not shown on this map, drilled in 1997. We can
provide GPS coordinates and well data.

P.3.3-18 The final paragraph on this page suggests the existence of east-west trending
“cross-strikes” that may indicate lateral groundwater flow from Canada de la Pila to the
adjacent watersheds from the Vaqueros aquifer. Is this limited to the Vaqueros? Is more
information available about this movement of water on the perimeter of the watershed
and it’s potential to carry any subsurface contamination across watersheds?

’§ection 1.3.2.2.4 Water Quality: The Land Trust is very concerned that the surface water

quality impacts at the Arroyo Quemado lagoon and ocean outlet disclosed in this EIR are
mirrored to the west at Arroyo Hondo, No surface water quality monitoring appears to
have been done at Arroyo Hondo, We request that the EIR include a full discussion of
the expansion project’s impact, and appropriate mitigation for, water quality impacts on
Arroyo Hondo Creek.

[“Arroyo Hondo should present useful data in further understanding the impact of current
and extended/expanded landfill operation. Based on the observations of the prior
landowner, discussion with knowledgeable biologists and our own site visits, we believe
that the contamination of the Arroyo Hondo lagoon and ocean water, from a huge
concentration of birds attracted to the Tajiguas landfill, is a significant adverse impact
that requires further analysis and mitigation. We understand that the County has received
an independent consultant’s report on the bacteria source in Arroyo Quemado watershed.

The results of this study should be incorporated or used to better disclose and direct
mitigation recommendations.

L

ECTION 3.4 BIQLOGICAL RE ES

ﬁVe do not believe that the mitigation measures for nuisance birds are adequate to say that
the impacts are mitigated. The current/proposed Tajiguas bird management program may
reduce biological, health and other risks on the landfill property, but it does so primarily
by sporadically scattering the birds to the adjacent watersheds, where they create
biological and water quality detrimental impacts that are neither fully disclosed in this
draft EIR, nor adequately mitigated by the measures recommended.

Given that lower Arroyo Hondo is confirmed habitat for three state and federally listed
species (Southern steelhead, tidewater goby, red-legged frog), the report should fully
evaluate the biological impacts and need for mitigation of the bird problem, The
expansion/ extension of landfill operations at Tijiguas will prolong these current effects,
as well as expose an often polluted pond and beach to the human visitors who will come
to visit the Arroyo Hondo Preserve as part of the Land Trust's current and future public
| _access program,

"Section 3.4.3.3.1, Impacts to Sensitive Plant Species. This section presents a number of
Class I impacts due to loss of coastal woodland, sage and chaparral communities.

Consideration should be given to partial mitigation by offsite enhancement/restoration in
Arroyo Hondo. There are tremendous habitat enhancement and restoration opportunities
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in areas of Arroyo Hondo disturbed by past landslides, abandoned orchard operations,
and invasive-invested riparian areas.

SECTION 3.6 NUISANCE

" Page 3.6.2.3 The odors section should consider the potential for members of the public
hiking on the Arroyo Hondo east rim trail, bordering the landfill site, to be exposed to
odors, There will be more people on this trail in the future than has occurred when the
ranch was in private ownership, generally on weekends and during the spring-fall. More
| information about trail locations and likely use scenarios can be provided upon request.

E NS 8.0 9.0

Similarly, the noise and visual impacts should be evaluated from the standpoint of
increased visitor use of Arroyo Hondo, especially hikers on the upper trail. Also, the use
of noise, especially propane cannons, should be avoided on weekends when they will be
most bothersome to the Land Trust and its guests.

b

SECTION 4.0 ALTERNATIVES

r We believe the EIR gives only a cursory review to potentially feasible alternatives related

to advanced waste reduction, diversion and reprocessing technologies. Section 4.0, rather
than developing feasible alternatives to conventional landfill, has focused almost
exclusively on either the expansion of Tajiguas or alternative landfill options.

The EIR has not adequately evaluated the feasibility or potential to reduce the
environmental impacts of future landfilling at Tajiguas and/or transporting solid waste to
other landfills. No serious consideration is given to waste disposal through alternative
technologies such as conversion technology (i.e. composting, anaerobic digestion,
gasification, ethanol producing technologies, fuel cells, expanded reuse, reconditioning
and recycling, etc.). No facts are given to justify the dismissal of such alternatives as not
available during the project time frame. The EIR should present an conceptual
alternative based on a strong commitment to an advanced waste reduction strategy using
current or innovative technologies, coupled with the smallest expansion of landfilling
needed to meet the 15 year county and state mandated capacity horizon. Information
about the comparative capital outlay, operation and closure costs for this alternative, and
how it compares in environmental impact and benefit should be provided. Absent that,
we do not believe this is a complete environmental report in that it has not considered

, what likely would be the Environmentally Superior Altemative, '

Alternative technologies are available and have been implemented throughout the world
as well as in California. We believe the Tajiguas EIR should reflect the County's
commitment to recycle, reduce and reuse, and to establish the County's leadership in not

ooy s S

only meeting the minimum requirements of AB939, but to go far beyond them. Whatever
waste can be diverted from the landfill, and used productively, represents pollution
prevented and time added to the landfill's limited life span.

1

The EIR should also consider how these environmentally superior processes and
technologies could mitigate some of the major impacts including reductions of air quality
impacts of the expansion, transportation impacts, and bird-generated poltutin which
apparently results in stream and shoreline water pollution at Arroyo Quemada and Arroyo
Hondo.

S

We appreciate your consideration and response to our comments. Please contact me if
you need additional information about our plans for Arroyo Hondo.

Sincerely,

Michael Feeney %
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EXHIBIT "B"

Grant Deed Restriction for Arroyo Hondo Preserve

This Grant Deed is specifically subject to the following restrictions in perpetuity:

1.

The real property shall be used for: (a) preservation, protection, régic'i.r'aiion and
management of the wildlife habitat, cultural resources, historic ranch structures
and scenic values of the property; (b) compatible, non-discriminatory, pubhc

~ access opportunities such as hiking, non-motorized recreational nng, camping,

picnicking, retreats, arts activities, outdoor education and ecological research; (c)
retaining the limited existing and historic agricultural use in a manner compatible
with preservation of the wildlife habitat, cultural, historic and scenic resources.

. Facilities and improvements including agricultural planting, but exclusive of

unpaved roads and trails, to support any of the above uses shall be limited to a
cumulative maximum total of 24 acres.

. The real property may not be further subdivided, developed, transferred or

otherwise used for any private residential, commercial or industrial | purpose, or
used as security for any debt. )

. Any transfer of the real property shall only be to a qualified non-profit or

government organization with sufficient financial capacity to own and manage the
property pursuant to the restrictions enumerated in this Grant Deed; and that any
such transfer, or any modification to this deed restriction, is subject to the
approval of the California Coastal Conservancy, California Department of

Transportation, California Wildlife Conservation Board, and the County of Santa
Barbara, )

. The essential terms and conditions of the following grant agreements are

incorporated herein by reference: State Coastal Conservancy Grant Agreement
No. 00-096; County of Santa Barbara Coastal Resource Enhancement Fund Grant
Agreement No. BC02-066; California Transportation Commission Environmental
Enhancement and Mitigation Program Grant Agreement No, EEM-2001(118);

" and California Wildlife Conservation Board Grant Agreement No. 1014DM.

. Ifthe existence of the grantee or subsequent owner of the property ceases for any

reason, or if any of the essential grant terms and conditions are violated, then the
grantee or subsequent owner shall be required to reimburse the d56ve grant Tunds,
or the right, title and interest in the real property shall automatically vest in the
State of California, as specifically provided in the above referenced grant
agreements.

|
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THE LAND TRUST FOR SANTA BARBARA COUNTY

» preserving natural lands and our agricultural beritage »

Resolution of the Board of Trustees of
The Land Trust for Santa Barbara County

Arroyo Hondo Preserve Guiding Pri,ncipiqf

1t is resolved by the Board of Trustees that, if the Land Trust succeeds in acquiring the
Arroyo Hondo Ranch, we intend to establish the Arroyo Hondo Preserve based on these
initial guiding principles:

1. To protect Arroyo Hondo as a natural and historic preserve by a permanent deed
restriction. The non-profit Land Trust for Santa Barbara County intends to own and
manage Arroyo Hondo for the foreseeable future.

2. To devclop a preserve stewardship plan that has as its foremost goal preservation of
the extraordinary historic, cultural, natural and scenic resources of Arroyo Hondo,
and to implement management practices that conserve its value as habitat for a
diversity of native wildlife. '

3. To provide for non-discriminatory, safe and enjoyable public access, carefully
designed to protect natural and cultural resources, respect the value of the canyon as
wildlife habitat, and guard the serenity of experiencing a walk in Arroyo Hondo. The
management plan will include specific measures to control the timing and numbers of
visitors, and the type of activities permitted in the preserve.

4, To provide opportunities at the preserve for casual hiking, picnicking and other public
day use; for outdoor education programs for schools and other visitor groups from’
throughout Santa Barbara County; and for on-going ecological research.

5. Todevelop the Land Trust’s resources and expertise to manage and provide careful
stewardship for Arroyo Hondo, and to finance this primarily by raxsmg an endowment
fund from grants and community donations during the land acquisition campaign.

6. To consult with public agencies, nearby landowners, various specialists, community
organizations and interested individuals in developing a management plan.

7. To continue raising funds for management, conservation, education and outreach
activities at the Arroyo Hondo Preserve through grants, events and donations.

Approved March 12, 2001 by unanimous vote of the trustees present.

(i Ml dniw,

Christina McGinnis, Secretaly

PO. Box 91830 * Santa Barbara, CA * 93190 » phone (805) 9664520 ¢+ fax (805) 963-5988 ¢ Itsbc@silcom.com







Document 4 _,
The Land Trust for Santa Barbara County
December 14, 2001
Response to Comments

Response 4-1 .
The County is not aware of any water quality data, including data on bacterial concentrations,

for the Arroyo Hondo watershed or adjoining ocean discharge area. A recently completed study
found that bird species are major contributors to bacterial contamination of surface water and
ocean water at Arroyo Quemado (URS, 2001b). This study was designed and conducted in
cooperation with several local environmental organizations, as well as the residents of the
Arroyo Quemado community.

See Response 3-40.

The County is not aware of any comparable bacterial testing data for the Arroyo Hondo
watershed, lagoon or adjoining ocean discharge area. It is not required (and not possible) to
develop mitigation measures for an issue that has not been substantiated and for which there is
no evidence on record. To date, there is no indication that surface or groundwater monitoring
related to the Tajiguas Landfill is necessary in the Arroyo Hondo watershed. See Response 4-3.

Response 4-2
Comment noted.

The GPS coordinates, as provided under separate cover by the Land Trust of Santa Barbara
County for the third well on the Arroyo Hondo property, are 34.3802944 and -120.1415598.
Draft EIR Figure 3.3-5 has been revised to show the third well. Please refer to Revised
Figure 3.3-5 in Final EIR Section 4.4. '

Response 4-3
As discussed in Response 2-13a, the movement of groundwater across watershed divides is

- unlikely to occur. The possible occurrence of lateral groundwater flow across watershed
boundaries considered in the Draft EIR addressed the Vaqueros Formation and possible eastward
flow. The Vaqueros Formation is bounded on the south by the nearly impermeable Rincon
Formation. Flow from the landfill across watershed boundaries to the west is not likely because
the drainage of Pila Creek lies between the landfill and the western watershed divide. Also, there
is an intervening watershed, Cafiada de la Huerta, between Cafiada de la Pila and Arroyo Hondo.
Cafiada de la Huerta was the site of an oil and gas processing plant. The site currently is
undergoing remediation.

Response 4-4
See Response 4-1.
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Response 4-5 ‘
See Responses 3-40, 3-41 and 3-42.

Response 4-6
See Responses 3-40, 3-41 and 3-42.

The Tajiguas Landfill Bird Management Plan would reduce or eliminate the attraction of the
Landfill to the birds and, therefore, effectively mitigate the Landfill’s contribution to any
pressure the birds may exert on other natural resources in the area. If Tajiguas causes elevated
bird populations, then these birds could have an impact on nearby areas, including the preserve.
The purpose of the Bird Management Plan is to prevent birds from being attracted to the landfill,
such that bird populations will be no greater than they would be even if the landfill were not
present. The birds would continue to be attracted to recreational areas, picnic areas,
campgrounds, rest stops and other locations along the Gaviota Coast where human activities
have the potential to provide easy food for the birds.

Response 4-7
Comment noted.

Mitigation Measure BIO-7 has been revised to replace habitat as it is removed over the course of
developing the Landfill expansion. The preference is to revegetate onsite in Cafiada de la Pila.
However, if revegetation cannot be accommodated on the Landfill site, the County would move
to Arroyo Quemado on the County-owned Baron Ranch to accomplish the required revegetation.

See Response 3-59.

Response 4-8
Arroyo Hondo came into preserve status during the public review period for the Tajiguas

Landfill Expansion Project Draft EIR. Odors along the ridgeline separating Cafiada de la Huerta
and Cafiada de la Pila, and the ridgeline separating Arroyo Hondo and Cafiada de la Pila are part
of existing conditions for the area due to the presence of the Landfill. Continued odors
emanating from the landfill are possible throughout the remaining life of the existing landfill
(until 2006) and through the closure period (30 years) even if the Landfill Expansion is not
approved. The proposed Landfill Expansion does incorporate additional odor control measures
that currently are not in use at the facility. These additional measures should reduce odor
impacts compared to existing conditions.

Response 4-9 _
As discussed in Response 4-8, Arroyo Hondo came into preserve status during the public review

period for the Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Project Draft EIR. Noise is also an ambient condition
at the Landfill and is associated with current operations. Noise from the Landfill could be
expected to occur throughout the life of the existing Landfill (2006) and Landfill closure period
(30 years), even if the Landfill Expansion is not approved.

Ambient noise from the Landfill would continue with the proposed expansion. The Draft EIR
identified sensitive noise receptors surrounding the Landfill, but the preserve has not added ‘
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additional noise sensitive receptors as defined by the County’s Threshold and Guidelines Manual
(i.e., residential development, hospitals, commercial lodging facilities, or care facilities). As
shown on Draft EIR Figures 3.9-2 and 3.9-3, noise levels from operations for either the Front
Canyon configuration or Back Canyon configuration of the proposed expansion project will not
exceed 60 dBA on the Arroyo Hondo Preserve and, therefore, does not represent a significant
impact to the preserve. Further, there would be no waste disposal operations on Sundays.

The intervening canyon of Cafiada de la Huerta is located between the Arroyo Hondo Preserve
and the Tajiguas Landfill. Arroyo Hondo and Cafiada de la Pila are separated by a ridge north of
the existing Landfill footprint. Currently, the ride parallels the soils borrow area, and the
existing Landfill footprint is visible from this point further to the south. As explained in
Response 3-85, much of the proposed Landfill expansion area is currently disturbed by the soil
borrow area. Additional areas of new disturbance have been minimized; therefore, the change in
visual character with the proposed expansion would not be significantly different from the
current Landfill and borrow site configuration. The Landfill expansion will be a continuation of
the existing Landfill.

The proposed Landfill expansion has been public information since the initial Notice of
Preparation was released in April 1998. The Draft EIR was released in October 2001, and the
Land Trust for Santa Barbara County purchased the Arroyo Hondo Ranch in October 2001.

Response 4-10
The alternatives discussion provided in Draft EIR Chapter 4 0 was prepared in accordance with

the CEQA Guidelines (§15126.6) as follows:

“An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not
consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable
range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and
public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are
infeasible.”

The EIR is not required to identify project alternatives that use a combination of the waste disposal
technologies described in the Draft EIR to select feasible alternatives to a conventional landfill.

The purpose of the proposed project is to provide 15 years of disposal capacity for the residual
solid waste remaining after implementation of the various ongoing waste diversion programs by
the County of Santa Barbara and the cities within the County. As a result of this program, the
County diversion rate has increased from 40 percent in 1998 (year) to 57 percent in 2002.
Further, the County continues to evaluate potential means of diversion and to recommend to the
Board of Supervisors changes in procedures and policies to facilitate implementation of such
measures. The County will continue its program to find additional means to increase the
diversion of solid waste.

See Final EIR Chapter 3.0 for a discussion of waste processing technologi_es.
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GAYIOTA COAST CONSERUANCY

2099 Refugic Road ~ Golela, Ca. 93117 - USA
Phoine 9683405 ~ Emad Bohazard@¢s.com

December 14, 2001

Kathy Kefauver

Santa Barbara County

Public Works Department

Solid Waste and Utilities Division
109 E. Victoria Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR TAJIGUAS LANDFILL
EXPANSION PROJECT: 01-EIR-5

Dear Ms. Kefauver:

The Gaviota Coast Conservancy is a non-profit environmental organization which
focuses on issues related to the Gaviota Coast. As the Tajiguas Landfill is on the
Gaviota Coast we have been carefully concerned about the proposed expansion. The
following are our comments concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

GENERAL COMMENTS

On page 1-18 the DEIR slates; "The following are examples decisions the Board may
select:” and goes on to describe three scenarios two of which allow approval of an
expansion to year 2020. The Board of Supervisors redefined the Project in August of
1999 to limit the expansion to "no more than 15 years” or until a new regional landfill
could be operational if sooner than 15 years. Later that year the Board approved a §
6'\ year expansion in order to allow continued waste disposal while completing this EIR and

subsequent permitting. As a consequence this EIR should limit it's description to an
expansion that does not go beyond the 2015 date oonternplated by the Board and
necessary to complete the new regional landfill.

Itis not the role of the consultant to modify the project description. Any larger or smalier
expansion should be only included in the 'Alternative” section of the DEIR. Any new
landfill that may be proposed by the County will be subject to an EIR and that document
will determine whether a new landfill will have larger impacts than the continued
Loperatlon of the Tajiguas Landfill beyond 2015,

operating permits.” This refers to the California Regional Water Quality Control Board,

Pn page 1-24 the DEIR states that, "Tajiguas is currently in compliance with these
L4
6 Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) Order No. 93-69.

On page 5 of the WDR, A.10 it states; "Discharge of wastes within five feet of the
highest anticipated elevation of underlying ground water, including the capillary fringe, is
prohibited.a" (a. refers to Title 23, Chapter 15)

In a letter dated March 3, 1998 to Ron Cortez, Directar, Santa Barbara Solid Waste and
Utilities, signed for Roger Briggs, Executive Officer of the CRWQCB Region § it states;

"LANDFILL EXPANSION”

"The Boards basic position regarding any landfill expansion is that the landfiil
ownerfoperator must demonstrate how the landfilt wilt be operated to protect water
Quality and in compliance with Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) before the
expansion may be appraved. This includes returning the landfiii to full.compliance with
it's current WDRs (e.g. for Tajiguas, a short term and long term plan and implementation
for containing the ground water plume, a long term plan and implementation for fully
remidiating the groundwater plume and successful erosion controls may be required,
among other things) and continuing landfill management which prevents future
violations. To elaborate on this, the following is a description of how compliance with
some requirements of Board Order No. 93-69 must be maintained over the life of the
Landfii."

Prohibition A, 10 - "Discharge of wastes withip five feet of the highest anticipated
ﬂ&ﬁm&@ﬂdﬂ@mﬂw&_&m

"This Prohibition not only requires evaluation of existing groundwater depth, but also
ground water depth after the landfill is constructed. Depending on geologic conditions,
ground water elevation could increase as landfilling occurs above. A demonstration that
groundwater (and the capillary fringe) wili never be less than 5 feel from waste is
required.”

In another letter to Mr. Cortez from the CRWQCB, dated May 5 1998 conceming the
Notice of Preparation for the Tajiguas Landfill, signed for Roger Briggs the following was
stated;

"1. FIVE FOOT SEPARATION FROM GROUNDWATER: An investigation to determine
whether the Landfill is or will be within five feet of underlying groundwater needs to be
performed. Documentation regarding how waste was placed over the original alignment
of Pila Creek needs to be reviewed. If documentation does not exist or if thera is reason
to believe waste is within five feet of groundwater, then an investigation of the buried
afluvial zone of Pila Creek should be performed. You should also consider whether the
increased height will cause groundwater to be pulled up into waste-containing areas.”

In another letter to Mr. Cortez from the CRWQCB, dated June 19, 1998, NOTICE OF
VIOLATION, TIME SCHEDULE FOR COMPLIANCE, TANIGUAS CLASS 11 LANDFILL,
SANTA BARBARA CQUNTY, signed for Roger Briggs the following was stated on page
4;

"By April 30, 1999 submit a study and proposed action covering the followirig
areas.......... Anzlysis focused on isolating the Landfill from surface or subsurface inflow,
along with 8 means of measuring success of recommended measures.”




In reviewing the Technical Studies supplement to the DEIR, Tajiguas Landfill Monitoring
Well Installation Report by ARCADIS Geraghty Miller it is clear that much of the lower
portion of the landfill is fully saturated with water. In reviewing the PPT Profile Cross
Section it is clear that the lower portion of the landfill is fully saturated. In reviewing
boring records of the gas extraction wells it is clear that most if not all have standing
water in the casings at levels consistent with those in the monitoring and extraction wells
as well as levels of water and gasious water found by the PPT probes.

Clearly the Landfill is acting as an earth berm dam holding back inflow from numerous
springs as located by investigating old aerial photos as described in the ARCADIS
Report. Water has likely been collecting behind the berms from the beginning of the
time of landfill construction. The Declaration of Mr, Robert Cady (1999), former landfill
manager, details the springs encountered during construction of the landfill. It is
apparent that the level of saturation is at least 100 feet or more higher than the bottom
of the landfill. Therefor the level of groundwater beneath the fandfill is not separated
from trash but in the trash itself. Trenches dug adjacent to the access road at the level
of the standing water in the waste mass also filled with water. While this ground water
may be artificially raised to the impoundment created by the Landfill berms and waste
mass it is never the less ground water. Therefor the landfill is not in compliance with
it's WDRs regardless of the fact that the CRWQCB was not apprised of this landfill
condition until the release of the DEIR. Had the CRWQCB been given timely notice of
this condition there is no doubt based on the letters quoted from above that the landfill
uould have been sited for non-compliance.

1t must also be noted that VOC contaminants are still found in MW 4 which is beyond the
*point of compliance” and is a continuing violation. The fact that the Landfill is in
"Corrective Action" for this offsite plume (and has been for many years) does not mean it
is in compliance. In fact the landfill operators and the CRWQCB have not been able to
agree on where to measure 'background' water quality which should be the standard
against which potentially affected water is measured. For 10 years or more the County
has incorrectly referred to "drinking water standards” when reporting monitoring results.

Unfortunately drinking water standards are not as comprehensive and are not
necessarily the same as 'Constituents of Concern' or ‘Monitoring Parameters'. There
are many chemicals and pollutants such as Dioxan that routinely show up in monitoring
wells below the landfill but have no listed maximum standard under the drinking water
standards. So they are essentially ignored yet we know they are not chemicals likely to
be found in background water samples. Please see the GeoSlov Report for specifics on
this issue.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS BY DEIR SECTIONS
2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.8.6. There is no mention of the proposed and required (by the CRWQCB) down
5’\\ canyon sedimentation basin. The newly redisturbed landfill slopes (benchfill) and the
proposed 26 acres of disturbance on the West Slope Borrow Area will all drain

unimpeded into Pila Creek and the ocean as now planned. This is in direct violation of
the June 19, 1998 CRWQCB letter that further states;

"By April 30, 1939, submit a final design and construction schedule for construction of an
out of channel sedimentation basin (s) capable of intercepting all stormwater flows
generated by the landfill that are not already contained by the sites northern
sedimentation basin(s)........... The completion date for the basin shall be no later than
November, 15, 1999."

2102 LITTER;

The DEIR states that "During periods of high winds......... If necessary, the landfill would

be closzd, and waste vehicles would be diverted to a transfer station.”

Given the inherent windy condition of this landfill and given that the wind encountered at
6:6 higher elevations will be stronger it is crucial that the reality of a by-pass transfer station

that either can store several days of trash or can access ancther landfill be

demonstrated as existing. Simply hoping they may be there is small comfort if in fact

they need to be used.

3.1.2 EVALUATIONS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS;

"If the County approves the Project then the Tajiguas Landfill would continue o operate
sl\g through the year 2020."
Again the Board approved a project that would end by 2015, not 2020.

3.2.3.2.3 Slope Failure;

"The results indicate that, for the 100-year average return period event, the peak
horizontal ground acceleration at the site would be 0.21 g." This calculation is included
in the Technical Studies supplement, SLOPE STABILITY EVALUATION PROPOSED
RECONFIGURED FRONT FACE AND STOCKPILE SLOPES by Geol.ogic Associates,
September 2001. Yetin the 1988 Expansion EIR for the Tajiguas landfill the
acceleration was projected to be 0.39g for the same retumn period. In the letter to Chris
Wilson, County of Santa Barbara, dated November 12, 1999 from Geologic Associates
titted TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM TAJIGUAS LANDFILL SANTA BARBARA
6:\ COUNTY, subject, REVISED DYNAMIC STABILITY ANALYSES, it states "Revised

dynamic stability analyses were then performed using the updated MPE site acceleration
of 0.34g........ " Clearly the correct g number is not 0.21 short of some new information
to the contrary, It also should be known that slope stability was not calculated taking
into account the fact that the landfill is partially full of water. The effect both of the
weight of this water (head)on the berms and the condition of the berms themselves
(saturated) must be interred into any calculation concerning slope stability. New
calculations based on the 'new' infermation contained in the Arcadis Report must be
L_'_done.

3.2.3.2.6 Differential Settlement;

‘% It must be shown how the differential settlement where the existing waste pile meets the
6 Vaqueros Sandstone Formation will impact the liner that is proposed in this area. As the




waste pile shrinks and the sandstone remains unmoving great stress will likely be put on
any liner in place. This needs to be addressed and is not. It must be noted that the
Vaqueros Sandstone is the primary source of potable water on the Gaviota Coast. Itis
used by ranches, State Parks, and the local school. It's impainnent would be
catastrophic. How the proposed 200 feet of waste to piled on this aquifer will be kept
separated from it needs to be explaigned in great detail.

33 Wate_r Rescurces;

q Please refer to the Report prepared by GeoSolv for Surfrider, Heal the Ocean, and the
5 Gaviota Coast Conservancy.

3.4.3.3.2 Impacts to Sensitive Wildlife Species and Habitats;
ﬁe.d.l.aqgad_&og; The Red Legged Frog is a Federally listed endangered specie. As

part of it's breeding instinct and needs it often travels from one watershed to others
nearby. This migration is essential for genetic diversity. 1t is not likely that any frog that
leaves the back canyon sedimentation ponds and travels east will survive the intense

,\0 construction taking place within a few feet of the ponds. The proposed mitigation is in
6 part to "develop a final habitat management plan.” This is not an appropriate mitigation.
The EIR may use prior certified EIR's or studies but can not rely on future studies to
develop mitigation's. it may very well prove to be impossible to protect the viabiiity of
the Red Legged Frog in Pila Creek. This study must be a part of this DEIR and included
Lf?r review and comment.

3.6.3.2.2 Birds
Fgaﬁh_and_smem The DEIR states "Birds may be carriers of viral, bacteria, and

parasitic pathogens that may be spread to humans, through direct contact with biood,
lissues, feathers, and discharges {solid waste and secretions) from infected birds, and
indirectly, by humans creating in dust particles from the dried droppings of infected birds.
Also, increased numbers of birds that are concentrated in an area become a human
health and safety concern when their numbers become too great to be supported by an
\ area." The continued high bacterial test results from the local beach at Arroyo Quemada
A indicate that either a groundwater pathway exists from the landfill to the beach and
6 lagoon and/or that the flocks of seagulls that feed off the landfill garbage are defecating
on the beach and in the creek and lagoon, or both. The proposed mitigation with regard
to the seagulls is to "provide a Bird Management and Monitoring Plan to the LEA. This
again is an avoidance of a real mitigation that should be part of this DEIR. it cannot be
determined if in fact there are additional measures not now being used that can reduce
or eliminate this impact. This very well may be a Class 1 impact based on the lack of
mitigation's available. The decision makers must have clear descriptions of a proposed
mitigation prior to taking final action,

3.7.3.4.3 Borrow Area;

r\’ The excavation of soils from both the undisturbed East and West slopes within the
g\ Coastal Zone is a "New Project" and was not considered in the original Landfill design or
the subsequent expansion EIR in 1988/89. Itis not necessary to properly close either

5,\";

the existing Landfill structure or the back canyon expansion. Suitable synthetic
fabric/clay cover material is available to provide the necessary impermeable finish cover
material. The stripping of soil down to bedrock to provide finish cover simply enlarges
the area of the canyon that is highly disturbed in order to save money at closure. In any
case this component of the project will require a Coastal Development Permit.

3.8 VISUAL RESOURCES

As a general comment it would appear that the line of site points picked for analysis
were not chosen because of their potential to be impacted by the expansion. Points
along WS 101 should be chosen for analysis because they have the most accessibility in
terms of the traveling motorist's views of the expansion. This section needs to be
reworked looking at the expansion from the most critical view points.

3.9 NOISE

The DEIR does not consider the effect of blasting in the back canyon on sensitive

receptors in the newly created Arroyo Hondo Nature Preserve. This pristine canyon is

held in trust by the Santa Barbara County Land Trust and will be managed as a nature
preserve. The serenity and rural character of the canyon will be seriously affected by
the years of blasting that will occur in the back canyon area of the Landfill. This
potential impact will also affect hikers and others in the adjacent Los Padres National
Forest. Particutarly those using the Camino Cielo jeepway that connects to Gaviota
State Park at Los Cruces. This is a potentially Class 1 impact with no available
mitigation's.

—

3.10 TRAFFIC

The DEIR concludes that the existing at grade intersection can be modified to
accommodate safely the increased traffic from the proposed expansion. Yet when the
Chevron Gaviota Gas and Oil Processing Facility was permitted by the County it was
required to build a complete highway interchange due to anticipated problems with the
existing at grade crossing which was subsequently closed. Yet the daily traffic to and
from the Landfill is far greater than that caused by the Chevron project. They same
traffic problem was identified with the Exxon Gas and Oil Project at Los Flores Canyon.
There the at grade crossing was closed and traffic was forced to use either the El
Capitan or Refugio interchanges. It would seem the County has a different standard for
projects other than it's own, Consideration of all traffic northbound to the landfill using
the Refugio Interchange to tum North and inter the Landfill from the South lane while
South bound traffic exiting the Landfill should travel North and use the Mariposa
Overpass to tum around and travel South should be made. The dangerous at grade
crossing could then be closed. Also given the very steep approach to US 101 by
vehicles leaving the landfill provisions should be prescribed for a method to stop
vehicles that have experienced bake failure. Typically this is done using a diversion to a
sand trap.

3.11 AIR QUALITY




5,\\0

The DEIR fails to analyze the impacts of continued hauling of waste to the Landfill in
small packer trucks as opposed to the use of larger truck-trailer vehicles. The larger 18
wheel trucks can haul 3 to 4 times the load of a packer truck with no substantial
increase in emissions. When the Foxen Canyon Landfill closes it is anticipated that
packer trucks now using that landfill will direct haul to Tajiguas. In order to reduce the
impacts to already existing air quality problems (non attainment) in the area the EIR
should specify that all waste hauled to the tandfill must go through a transfer station.

In conclusion the Gaviota Coast Conservancy would like to make the comment that the
super saturated condition of the Landfill must have been known to the operator for
several years. Atleast when installing the gas extraction wells there must have been
concem for the standing water in the wells. Yet no word of this was given to either the
decision makers, the CRWQCB, or the public. A great deal of money has been spent
on this DEIR and related studies. Well over one mitlion public dollars at last report.
Fees to the ratepayer have recently been assessed which amount to a 30% surcharge
on the tipping portion of their bill. Much effort and money has been spent by
environmental groups concemed with current and future problems associated with the
Landfill. In light of the fact that expansion cannot happen until the Landfill is brought into
compliance with it's WDRs, specifically the five foot separation rule, it is very troubling
that facts seem to have been withheld. A great deal of time has been lost that could
have gone towards finding a safe method of waste management for Santa Barbara

l/County.

Bob Hazard

a2 e )
/it sy &

Chair, Conservafion Committee
Gaviota Coast Conservancy




Document 5
Gaviota Coast Conservancy
December 14,2001
Response to Comments

Response 5-1
See Responses 3-2 and 3-3.

Response 5-2
The comments submitted under 5-2a, b, ¢ and d, responded to below, are issues over 5 years old. The

following responses summarize correspondence between the Central Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) and the Solid Waste and Utilities Division (SWUD) to correct the cited
violation and address compliance with the Landfill’s Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs). The
complete correspondence record is available for review at the SWUD offices.

Response 5-2a
See Response 1-6 for a complete discussion of the 5-foot separation issue.

The WDRs are summarized in Correspondence 1 (Table 1, Response 1-6). This response refers to the
chronology of correspondence between the RWQCB and the SWUD from March 3, 1998, through the
present as Correspondences 2 through 53. Table 1 lists all correspondence and summarizes the issues.

The March 3, 1998, letter from the RWQCB to Ron Cortez of the SWUD provided comments to the
SWUD on an Erosion Control Plan that was required by the RWQCB in previous correspondence in
letters during 1997. The Erosion Control Plan was required to address and prevent excess sediment
from coming off the landfill during the 1997-1998 El Nifio year. Currently, SWUD is required to
prepare a yearly Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prior to the rainy season. The
SWPPP describes erosion control measures for the affected areas of the Landfill. These measures are
implemented and maintained throughout each rainy season.

A second comment in this letter referred to requirements for the Landfill Expansion Project, one of
which, as the commenter notes, is demonstration that the Landfill will be operated to protect water
quality and be in compliance with the WDRs, including an “. . . evaluation of existing groundwater
depth, but also after the landfill is constructed.” It would appear, however, that because the RWQCB’s
comments come under the heading of “Landfill Expansion,” demonstration of these requirements
would have to be completed for the Tajiguas Landfill Expansion project. The required evaluation has
been included in the Technical Studies by Arcadis, Geraghty and Miller, GeoSyntec and URS
Corporation and are summarized in Draft EIR Section 3.3-1. Ten years of monitoring data have shown
that site improvements have translated to effective environmental controls on potential migration of
pollutants off site.

In this same letter, the RWQCB recommended pursuing the “Back Canyon expansion” because it “.
may be a better location for an expansion in terms of controlling possible water quality concerns such
as erosion and for minimizing impacts on the watershed.” Other recommendations included

Final EIR, July 2002 doc. 5-1 Tajiguas Landfill Expansion




considering rail haul and siting a new landfill as alternatives to continued landfilling at the Tajiguas
site, maintaining the natural channel of Pila Creek, and demonstrating that nuisance conditions would .
be mitigated with any proposed expansion. '

The configurations proposed as the “project” for the Tajiguas Landfill Expansion are proposed to
expand into the back canyon and have avoided disturbing the natural channel of Pila Creek. Best
Management Practices to control litter and dust have been implemented since 1998 and would continue
as part of the operating procedures for the Landfill expansion as included in Mitigation Measures
NUI-1, NUI-3 and AQ-3 of the Draft EIR. The alternatives addressed in Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR
include rail haul and siting a new landfill at various locations.

Response 5-2b : ‘
The May 5, 1998, letter to Mr. Cortez from the RWQCB is the RWQCB’s “official” response to the

Notice of Preparation (NOP) prepared for the Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Project EIR. An
investigation of the groundwater table elevation in the area of the landfill expansion was accomplished
as required in the RWQCB’s NOP letter. The landfill expansion north of the existing waste prism will
be placed on a liner that is a minimum of 5 feet above the highest anticipated groundwater level, in
compliance with the California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 27, Article 3, Section 20240(c). This
information is provided in Draft EIR Section 3.3.3.2.

Response 5-2¢
The April 19, 1998, letter to Mr. Cortez was a violation issued to the SWUD requiring timelines for

implementing various components of work plans previously submitted to the RWQCB by the SWUD.

Additional requirements for erosion control also were required. See Response 1-6 for a more detailed .
discussion of this letter. '

Response 5-2d
The Tajiguas Landfill Monitoring Well Installation Study by Arcadis Geraghty & Miller does not

indicate that the landfill is saturated with water. Inconsistent water levels in these wells indicate
discrete, isolated, areas of “perched” water. Currently, the Benchfill project at Tajiguas requires
removing the cover material from the existing 3:1 waste fill slopes at the Landfill until trash is exposed
or nearly so. Additional trash is filled at a 2:1 slope, filling a narrow wedge along the benches. As
operations have progressed, no water has been encountered on the lower benches.

The landfill slopes are not acting as an earthen berm dam holding back inflow from springs. The
landfill slopes are not thick enough or engineered to function to contain water. In addition, if 100 feet
of saturated trash and soil were present, water would be exposed due to the pressure exerted on the
landfill face by the water. No evidence of this condition has been observed.

The RWQCB has been aware of the groundwater issue at the landfill since at least March 15, 2000,
when the Gaviota Coast Conservancy (GCC) raised the issue with the RWQCB.in their letter. The
RWQCB has been given timely notice of this condition and has been in contact with the SWUD
regarding the issue as documented in the June 30, 2000, letter from SWUD. The Landfill was in
existence prior to the 5-foot separation requirements, as are several existing landfills throughout the
state. Title 27 allows for a 5-foot separation between the trash and groundwater or an engineered
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alternative. The Tajiguas Landfill has numerous environmental controls in place to control runoff and
migration of groundwater from the site, as described in Draft EIR Section 3.3. See Response 1-6 for
an expanded description of these controls.

Response 5-3
As described in Responses 2-16 and 2-17, groundwater at the site is routinely monitored and analyzed

for a wide range of chemical compounds. As described in the Draft EIR (Groundwater Quality,

page 3.3-42), the RWQCB sets the testing parameters for the site as specified in the Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MRP) 93-69 for Tajiguas Landfill. In setting these parameters, they consider the
types of contaminants typically associated with landfills. Current testing requirements include testing
for common gasoline constituents, including benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes, and the
oxygenate MTBE. In addition, there is routine analysis for many other compounds, including
chlorinated solvents and their breakdown products, 1,4 dioxane, metals, common pesticides, and
general mineral constituents. Additional testing has not been required by the RWQCB because the
testing in place is sufficient to evaluate impacts from the Landfill on site groundwater.

The commenter states . . . drinking water standards are not as comprehensive and are not necessarily
the same as Constituents of Concern or Monitoring Parameters.” The analytical testing program at the
site is comprehensive and tests for both “Monitoring Parameters” and for “Constituents of Concern” as
defined by the RWQCB in MRP 93-69, and which are based on the constituents listed in 40 CFR,

Part 258, Appendices I and II.

As stated in the Draft EIR (page 3.3-43), specific compliance levels for VOCs at the Tajiguas Landfill
do not exist. The County compares the analytical results of the comprehensive sampling to drinking
water standards as a useful benchmark because regulators commonly reference these standards.
Maximum Containment Levels (MCLs) are established by the Federal/State EPAs after lengthy testing
and evaluation of health effects. Most compounds routinely detected at the site have MCLs and may
be considered as indicators of the magnitude of impact for those compounds that do not have MCLs.
The MCL for drinking water is a very conservative indicator of the magnitude of groundwater impact
because groundwater in the monitoring wells is not used for drinking. However, based solely on VOC
data from the monitoring well network, the groundwater present downgradient of the Landfill would
be suitable as a drinking water source. This is further 1nd1cat10n that groundwater impacts from the
Landfill are not significant.

Response 5-4
Plans for the “down canyon sedimentation basin™ have gone through several iterations and is now

referred to as the “sedimentation structure”. The sedimentation basin was initially discussed as a basin
in Pila Creek south of the landfill. However, to avoid potentially significant environmental impacts to
the creek, the location of the basin was changed to County-owned agriculturally zoned parcel to the
southwest of the Landfill. It was then discovered that the County could not be issued a Coastal
Development Permit for the basin at this location because of inconsistencies with the County’s Coastal
Zoning Ordinance, Coastal Plan and the Coastal Act.

The next iteration occurred in 2000, a sedimentation control structure was proposed south of the
Landfill, in the area of the existing shop. The structure would collect surface water runoff coming
from the southern landfill slopes prior to entering Pila Creek. This project is exempt from CEQA and
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County permitting since it is to improve operations associated with the original Landfill under 400 feet
msl in the coastal zone (see Response 3-5). The planned new down-canyon sedimentation control
structure is discussed on Draft EIR pages 3.3-15 and 3.3-16, as well as on page 5 of the surface water
technical report (URS, 2001a). This planned structure will act to capture coarse sediment that may be
entrained in surface water runoff draining from those portions of the existing landfill and proposed
expansion area which do not flow north into the existing out-of-channel or in-channel retention basins.

Subsequent to issuance of the referenced June 19, 1998, RWQCB letter, the SWUD has been in regular
communication with the RWQCB regarding the location, design and construction schedule of this
planned sedimentation control structure. Based upon these communications, a revised construction
schedule has been identified and approved by the RWQCB, thus the June 19, 1998, letter is no longer
applicable. Current plans call for the down-canyon sedimentation control structure to be constructed
by October 2002.

Response 5-5
The provision to close the landfill and divert waste vehicle to a transfer station is based on the

operational history of the Tajiguas Landfill. There are provisions in the permits for both the Foxen
Canyon Landfill and the Santa Barbara Transfer Station to hold waste during periods of high winds at
Tajiguas.

Response 5-6
See Responses 3-2 and 3-3.

Response 5-7
See Response 2-18.

Response 5-8
It is not clear from the comment which differential settlement the commenter is concerned about.

Differential settlement of the Landfill mass will induce stresses in the cover system and potentially
along the side slope liner interface. The cover and liner systems are designed to accommodate these
stresses and the accompanying strains.

With regard to the Landfill cover system, significant settlement (including differential settlement) is, in -
fact, anticipated in the post-closure period. In response to this condition, the County is required to
develop, fund and implement a stringent post-closure maintenance plan intended to maintain the
performance of the final cover system, in light of this anticipated settlement, over the long term.

With regard to the liner system, the composite liner itself will be placed on bedrock or controlled
compacted soils constructed on bedrock. As a result, the liner is unlikely to experience differential
settlement due to consolidation of the underlying materials.

Settlement of the waste mass can induce stresses on the side slope liner by creating a “drag” along the
liner interface. As a result of these forces, the side slope liner design includes a low strength interface
above the flexible membrane liner so that any resulting displacement will occur above the primary
containment system and would not threaten the water quality protection characteristics of the liner
system as a whole.
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In light of the above, it is concluded that the integrity of the liner system is not likely to be
compromised as a result of differential settlements.

Response 5-9
See Responses 2-1 through 2-46.

Response 5-10

The mitigation measure described in the Draft EIR was incorrect. The mitigation has been revised to
require a California Red-Legged Frog (CRLF) Management Plan (see Final Table 1-2 and Final EIR
Section 4.2.2). The CRLF is known to occur in the two in-channel sedimentation basins north ofithe
Landfill in Pila Creek. There are 3 years of survey data to support these findings in the Biological
Assessment prepared as a technical study to support the Draft EIR evaluation. Since CRLF are known
to be present, the Draft EIR correctly states (Section 3.4) that the Landfill expansion would have
significant impacts on the population because of changes in operation of the basins for water and
habitat conservation. However, the area east ofithe two in-channel sedimentation basins is currently
highly disturbed by Landfill activities associated with excavating soil borrow material for cover at the
Landfill. No potential migration pathway would be disrupted, because the landfilling activities
currently do not provide vegetative cover to serve as refugia for any migrating CRLFs in this area.

See Response 3-51.

The CRLF Management Plan and Sedimentation Basin Work Plan has been developed and is being
reviewed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game, trustee
agencies. It does not defer mitigation since the plan incorporates all requirements of Mitigation
Measure BIO-8. The plan requirements, timing and monitoring are included in the plan.

Also, refer to the last three paragraphs of Response 1-10.

Response 5-11
See Responses 3-12, 3-40 and 3-41. The Draft EIR correctly identifies transmission of pathogens from

birds to humans via the air. Available information, and confirmation by Santa Barbara County
Environmental Health Services, confirms that transmission of zoonoses (disecases that are transmissible
from animals to humans) via aquatic medium is unlikely. Salinity and low temperatures in the ocean
environment adversely affect the viability of these bacteria. '

Response 5-12

The east slope of Cafiada de la Pila has been disturbed by past grading activities associated with the
original Landfill. The slope west of the existing Landfill footprint is also comprised of the Rincon
Formation, which produces clay-rich soils ideal for capping the Landfill at closure. The Rincon
Formation and its applicability to capping the Landfill that was associated with the Landfill expansion
in 1988 was evaluated in 87-EIR-8 and is discussed on Page V-15 and V-16 of that document.

See Response 3-82.

As stated in the Draft EIR (Section 1.6.2.5), Landfill closure would occur with or without approval of
the proposed Landfill expansion project. The Rincon Formation provides the appropriate material
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necessary to close either the existing Landfill, should the proposed Landfill expansion not be approved,
as well as the proposed Landfill expansion project.

See Response 3-5 for an explanation of permitting requirements associated with the Landfill.

Response 5-13
As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.8.2.2, sensitive viewsheds are identified as land uses with potential

line-of-site views to the landfill. These areas include the entrance to the Arroyo Quemada residential
community, along coastal Highway 101, and directly offshore. The representative locations included
in Draft EIR Section 3.8, including those along Highway 101, were selected because they are locations
from which different observers may be able to see the landfill. These are areas that also represent -
locations from which the landfill may be most visible. In response to Comment 5-13 the view from a
coastal viewpoint west of the landfill also was evaluated. New Figures 3.8-15 and 3.8-18 show the
view from this scenic area noted as Viewpoint 6 and 7 and Revised Figure 3.8-1 (see the revised and
new figures in Final EIR Section 4.4). As shown in these figures, neither the existing Tajiguas Landfill
not the proposed expansion can be seen from this location.

~ Response 5-14

See Response 4-9.

Noise at the landfill is an existing baseline (ambient) condition. The distance between the Landfill and
the Los Padres National Forest is approximately 1.25 miles. Sound level diminishes as distance from
the source increases. The distance and intervening topography would reduce noise emanating from the
~ Landfill to less than 60 dB(A) at the northern site/forest boundary. The commenter is referred to Draft
EIR Figures 3.9-2 and 3.9-3.

Response 5-15
See Responses 3-81 and 3-95.

For trucks exiting the Landfill, sight distance is over 500 feet on U.S. Highway 101 northbound and
U.S. Highway 101 southbound. There are no traffic safety impacts associated with the proposed
project as documented in the Traffic Study prepared by Associated Transportation Engineers (2001)
for the project as a Technical Study to the Draft EIR.

Response 5-16

The comment is incorrect. Draft EIR Section 3.11 — Air Quality analyzes the air emissions and
resulting air quality impacts of transport of municipal solid waste, green waste and dirt to the Tajiguas
Landfill. These analyses are based on current and proposed future average and peak daily tonnages,
and on the type of vehicle (e.g., haul trucks, transfer trucks) and number of vehicles trips that will be
generated by the Project.

Draft EIR Sections 3.11.3.2.2 and 3.11.3.2.3 address the increase in emissions from the mix of vehicles
shown in Draft EIR Table 3.11-9, which shows the projected mix of packer trucks and transfer trucks
over the life of the project. The table includes the numbers and types of trucks for hauling municipal
solid waste, green waste and dirt. The quantified emissions associated with the vehicle types are
shown in Draft EIR Tables 3.11-10 and 3.11-11.
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The comments suggested requirement for all waste hauled to the Tajiguas Landfill to first go through a
transfer station would be a policy decision to be made by the County Board of Supervisors and the
various cities that transport municipal solid waste to the Landfill. Such a policy decision would have
its own environmental, siting and regulatory issues that are beyond the scope of this EIR.

Response 5-17
Many of the commenter’s issues are in reference to the existing landfill rather than the proposed

expansion praject. The existing Tajiguas Landfill is in compliance with the WDRs, the RWQCB has
been aware of the groundwater issues at the facility for many years, and all historical documentation
on the existing facility is available at the SWUD and permitting agencies for public review. The
Gaviota Coast Conservancy (GCC) has reviewed the SWUD files in the past.

The data do not support the commenter’s conclusion that the Landfill is “super-saturated” (see
Response 1-6). The presence of pockets of water in the landfill has been known by the RWQCB since
1993 when the WDRs were issued and in 1998 when the WDRs were found to be adequate and did not
require revision (see Responses 1-6 and 1-13 for a Correspondence history). The GCC provided letters
to the RWQCB on March 15, 2000 (Correspondence 43 [References to Correspondence can be found
in Table 1 of Response 1-6]) and May 25, 2000, and to the Santa Barbara County Grand Jury on

June 21, 2000 (Correspondence 46) with the concerns outlined in this comment letter.

The RWQCB asked the SWUD to respond to the GCC letters on June 30, 2000 (Correspondence 47).
The SWUD responded to GCC’s concerns and requested any additional information the GCC could
provide on the presence of groundwater or springs beneath the existing landfill.

On October 27, 2000, the RWQCB responded to the GCC concerns and attached the SWUD response
letter of June 30, 2000. To date, the GCC has not provided additional information to SWUD. The
correspondence record cited in this response was obtained from the RWQCB, and is on file and
available for public review at the SWUD offices. To date, the GCC has not provided information to
support the claims in this comment.

See_Response 1-6.
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Surfrider Foundation ®
Santa Barbara Chapter
(805)899-BLUE(zs83)
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ING INSTRUCTIONS:

December 10, 2001

Kathy Kefauver - fEC 14 o {
Santa Barbara County N

Public Works Department ’ GERTILN

Solid Waste and Utilities Division RO ETES Oisease .
109 East Victoria Street o

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

ra; Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Tajiguas
Landfill Expansion Project, O01-EIR-5

Dear Kathy,

The Santa Barbara Chapter of Surfrider Foundation is a non-profit
environmental organization dedicated to the protection and
enjoyment of the world's waves, oceans, and beaches for all
people, through conservation, activism, research and education.

The Santa Barbara Chapter is represented by the Environmental
Defense Center and will submit comments on behalf of Surfrider.
GeoSolve will also be submitting comments on the Draft EIR on
behalf of Surfrider, Heal the Ocean ahd the Gaviota Coast
Conservancy.

Surfrider agrees with EDC's comments about water quality issues
‘\ at the unlined landfill less than a half mile from the beach
b and are very concerned with the proposal to expand this site
for another 15 years.

(éurfrider has concerns over section 3.10 Traffic. The expansion
of Tajiguas Landfill is proposed without any substantial
alteration to the intersection at Highway 101. The Chevron

plant to the West was required to construct on and off ramps

and an overpass, despite the significantly less traffic than

at the landfill, The proposed Arco Golf Course near Naples

was required to direct traffic west to the off ramp at Dos
Pueblos Ranch to eliminate any traffic crossing oncoming lanes,
The County of Santa Barbara has exempted themselves from thisvery
expensive but important detail of safety on Highway 101. The
fact that there will be an increase of traffic as the demand

for landfill space will increase. The traffic from the North
County will also lncrease as the population increases in the
Santa Ynez to Lompoc Valleys. : '

%

The fact that Foxen Canyon Landfill will be closed in

! approximately 2 years, and will be transferring its trash to
{ Tajiguas, adds to the traffic concerns at the intersection of
¢ Highway 101. The traffic of trash trucks will then be coming

P.O Box 21703 Santa Rarham Californiza 931201703

lfrom both the North and the South and converging and crossing

at the entrance of the Landfill and crossing oncoming traffic.

The possibility of failed brakes as a truck leaves the landfill

\05’7
|

‘&I
7

6;76‘

road needs to be addressed also. What kind of emergency measures

would be applied with no emergency off ra
Soataon borE ‘ g. y mp like the Transfer

Section 4.0 is the Alternative section. Surfrider is very
concerned that a Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) was not even
listed as a possible alternative in this section. The long
term success of our trash crises has got to address the fact
that we need to reduce the amount of our waste and a MRF, wet
and dry, would go along way to recycling more of our waste.

The alternatives sectlon addresses other programs which the
county is involved in and the draft EIR lists Source Reduction,
on page .4-2 as an element of the County's program. This is

the most important solution to the current and future trash
crises. Thru education and MRF's we could drastically cut the
volume and waste of our precious resources., Waste Reduction

is the most sensible alternative and long range solution.

Surfrider is concerned with the desire of the Santa Barbara
County Solid Waste to expand this environmental disaster which
is so close to the beach on thg beautiful Gaviota Coast.

‘Thank you for allowing Surfrider an opportunity to comment oﬁ

this very important issue.

Sincerely,
PR 5"

-/ a_

Keith Zandofia

Chapter Chair

Santa Barbara Chapter

PO Box 60021

Santa Barbara, CA 93160







' Document 6
‘ Surfrider Foundation
December 10, 2001
Response to Comments

Response 6-1
See responses to the Environmental Defense Center’s comments 3-1 through 3-124.

Response 6-2 _ : '
As stated in the ATE Traffic Study (ATE, 2001) included as a technical report to the Draft EIR

and summarized in Draft EIR Section 3.7, the accident rate reported for the study area segment
of U.S. Highway 101 is well below the state average. Without factual data, no conclusion that
the project access is or will be unsafe can be made.

See Responses 3-81 and 5-15.

Response 6-3
The trucks hauling waste to the Landfill would undergo proper maintenance and adhere to speed

limits — practices that currently occur with existing Landfill operations. Improvements to project
access as discussed in the ATE Traffic Study (ATE, 2001) included as a technical report to the
Draft EIR and summarized in Draft EIR Section 3.7, would provide efficient and safe site access
without the need for extensive modifications. The Santa Barbara County Traffic Division

. concurs with the proposed site access modifications.

See Response 3-81.

Response 6-4
The commenter is referred to Draft EIR Section 4.3.2 — New South Coast Transfer

Station/Materials Recovery Facility.

See Final EIR Chapter 3.0 for a discussion of waste processing technologies.

Response 6-5 ‘
Without substantiating evidence, a determination of “environmental disaster” is subjective and

represents the opinion of the commenter.
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BEC T4 2 Linda Smith

5 Arroyo Quemada Ln
g WEEIA'No:vsmse ft Goleta, CA 93117
ree corvie £ (805) 968-3077

Regarding the Tajiguas Landfill Expansion ‘

I have lived next to the landfill for 26 years now, and of course | am of mind that it should
never have been hera in the first place. | have witnessed a great deal of the problems that
living next to a dump can offer.

But, with all the reasons listed and heard of so far as to why not expand the dump, | am
sure that it will happen, as only politics perhaps can answer why.

There is one area that | really want to discuss now. | and only a handful of other
residences have been witness to the history of PilaCreek over the last years. Did you
know that the creek on occasions comes out a rust color? Or that ¥ou can smell the creek

A from hundreds of feet away? What is in the water at these times ,
1 Years %go, | took samples of the water and tumed it in to be analyzed. The county did
not do a chemical breakdown, but rather they said they conducted a bacterial count. . This
creek has its moments, and other times it is probably fine. Unless the creek is tested at
the times it is most likely contaminated for chemicals, it will not show up.
It you walk on the beach, you will see hundreds of seagulls at all the creek entries to the
sea, all but Pila Creek. Why is that? Now tell me it you would eat the fish that eat the
: bottorn creatures near Pila Creek. And tell me if you would drink the boiled water of that
creek.
— Years ago, | had the unfortunate trial to have gone in the ocean near the creek, being the
dumb person | was at the time. When | went under water, my eyes stung to such a great
degree that | could not open them due to the pain for several hours. Hence forth, | o
| anyone in the family does not goin the sea water when Pila Creek is gaing off, This
X | saddens me so much that we live in such beauty, and yet such pollution. |ask why. Are
humans that dumb, or what??? Why take a beautiful place and destroy it and the
inhabitants around it? :
" When | first moved here, and | went for a hike in the back country, behind the dump there
was a typical beautiful Santa Barbara canyon . | saw deer, a bob cat, and even a bear. On
the ridge there was a most magnificent boulder carved with four caves. My mind took me
 back to the days before man, and | was sad.
~ ldid some research into the trash problem, as ! too contribute to the landfill. | tatked to
4 the president of at the time Wheelabrator and the like. There are better solutions to be
1 sure, | would love for our county to be the one to be an environmental leader, not just on
paper, not just for inspections, but for real. .

1,1

o

™ 80, please, have the creck tested many many times during the flow periods. |

g would be very glad to do this chore of collecting. | live right here, and | know when the creek
41 i3 in need of a check up. 1 would like to know the creek is being checked for CHEMICALS
Would you follow through on this???? PLEASEN :

A CONCERNED CITIZEN WHO LOVES THIS LAND AND CREATURES
Linda Smith .o .
Zonéﬁ. 5771&%
Doo. 2} Jco/







Document 7
Linda Smith
December 14,2001
Response to Comments

Response 7-1 ,
The County has sampled and analyzed surface water in Pila Creek on a regular basis. Sampling

results are regularly submitted to the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The County has no
direct knowledge of incidents during which the creek turns a rust color or contains an odor strong
enough to be detected at some distance. Absent specific data or evidence regarding these
statements, the County has insufficient information to respond further. As a general matter,
coloration and odors do not necessarily result from contamination. Many natural processes

within a watershed may result in such conditions. For example, coloration may be influenced by

sediment load or natural mineral concentrations in surface water, and odors may result from
decaying natural organic matter (vegetation or algae) or mineral content. Routine periodic
sampling and testing of surface water in Pila Creek is performed in accordance with the landfill’s
various operational permits. To date, these sampling data indicate the surface water in Pila
Creek to be in compliance with the state and federal guidelines contained in the Landfill permits.

Residents are encouraged to report to the County any unusual colors or smells emanating from
the creek. In the event of such incidents, the County will gather water quality and observational
evidence, and will attempt to determine whether the phenomenon is traceable to the landfill or to
some other source. At present, however, the County possesses only uncorroborated anecdotal
evidence of such incidents and, therefore, cannot speculate about the nature of these incidents or
their potential causes.

Response 7-2
As correctly identified in the comment, sea gulls are typically abundant along the shoreline in the

area of the Landfill. While there exist no studies to document their specific numbers or their
behaviors in this area, there are several factors that may influence the local sea gull population.
Foremost among them is the fact that Pila Creek is an ephemeral creek, meaning that it supports
flow to the ocean only during a portion of the year. In addition, Pila Creek does not have a
lagoon at the mouth, as do Arroyo Hondo and Arroyo Quemado. One possible reason that sea
gulls may congregate at creek mouths is that these locations offer a source of fresh drinking
water not offered by the lagoons. In so far as Pila Creek is dry during the majority of the year, it
does not provide a reliable source of fresh water for local bird populations, and thus may not
represent an attractive location for them.

Local marine life supports a robust fishing and shellfish industry in the Santa Barbara Channel,
and it is common to see commercial and recreational fishermen harvesting marine animals along
the Gaviota coast, including the area near Tajiguas Landfill. These products are distributed
widely and consumed by members of the local Santa Barbara community, as well by people in
distant markets, and the distribution and sale of these products are controlled, in part, by the local
health department. It is reasonable to expect that this agency would issue an advisory if there
were health concerns or specific cases of illness associated with consumption of marine animals
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from this area. Other than routine seasonal advisories on shellfish harvesting (which are
common statewide), the SWUD is not aware of any health warnings being issued regarding
consumption of marine animals from this area.

Due to the potential presence of naturally elevated mineral concentrations, as well as water-borne
parasites (e.g., Cryptosporidium parvum, Entamoeba histolytica and Giardia lamblia) in
virtually all surface water bodies, local health departments nationwide would advise never to
drink untreated stream water, whether from a pristine natural area or an urbanized environment.

Response 7-3 :
Due to the passage of time, it is not now possible to determine what may have been responsible

for the event described in the comment. Natural ocean water salinity typically causes a stinging
or burning sensation in the eyes, particularly following immersion or extended contact with
seawater, and individuals may have varying tolerance to this exposure. Whether this event was
attributable to salt water, or to some other substance, cannot be determined. Residents are
encouraged to report promptly any future unusual events so that the County can obtain
information regarding the nature of the event and determine its likely cause.

Response 7-4
There are many potential waste management strategies to reduce the amount of municipal solid

waste requiring disposal at the Tajiguas Landfill. Santa Barbara County and its cities are
continuing their efforts to increase source reduction, recycling and composting. The current
diversion rate is approximately 57 percent, which exceeds the 50 percent source reduction and

diversion requirement of AB 939. However, even with increased diversion, there still will be a
need to dispose of residual waste. The proposed project is the means by which the County will
meet its requirements for environmentally safe land disposal for this residual waste for up to
15 years. '

See Final EIR Chapter 3.0 for a discussion of waste processing technologies.

Response 7-5
As discussed in Response 7-1, the SWUD performs routine periodic sampling and testing of

surface water in Pila Creek in accordance with the Landfill’s various operational permits. The
testing under these programs includes a wide variety of monitoring parameters, including organic
chemicals. The monitoring parameters included in this routine testing are summarized on Draft
EIR page 3.3-25. Moreover, over the past 4 to 5 years, additional sampling and testing, beyond

~ that required by regulatory agencies, has been performed by SWUD to evaluate the occurrence
of bacteria in Pila Creek. Based upon the fact that available data indicate the creek to be in
compliance with the required monitoring parameters, there currently are no plans to increase the
frequency of routine water quality monitoring in Pila Creek. The commenter and others are
encouraged to report any observations they may have regarding the water quality of Pila Creek
so that the County may collect additional data.

Monitoring results may be posted on the Public Works, Solid Waste and Utilities Department
web page in the future.
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December 12, 2001

Mark A. Schleich, Deputy Director
Solid Waste and Utilities Division
Public Works Department

123 East Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, ICalifornia 93101

Re: County Landfill

Dear Mr. Schieich,

r With regards to the EIR on the feasibility of expanding the County Landfill

at Tajiguas, I recommend that the EIR be expanded to contain a thorough study of
the chemical composition of the water flowing from Canada de 1a Pila creek. Such a
study should be done with the same level of expertise as the recently completed
DNA study of Arroyo Quemada Creek, but must include laboratory tests for
contamination that might be present due to chemicals, heavy metals, pesticides, etc.
that could be sourced at the landfill.

As I have stated many times in the past, the thousands of sea birds who feed at the
landfill and then congregate at the mouth of Arroyo Quemada creek, seldom visit the
mouth of Pila Creek. The only ones I have seen there in over 25 years of living at
Arroyo Quemada, quickly fly away after tasting the creek water, except a few which
have died near the creek. That creek water often flows with an orange color and
smells like chemicals. There has only in recent years been any attempt to limit
hazardous wastes from entering the landfill. Even now, there is a strong likelihood
that homeowners dispose of paint, batteries, fertilizers, etc. in their trash cans which
are picked up by BFI or Marborg and taken to the landfill. These toxic wastes are
quite likely to enter the creek water and flow to the ocean, as well as entering the
groundwater. Such pollution must be traced and contained before the landfill is
considered environmentally safe,

landfill is contributing to water pollution" is premature. From the Arroyo Quemada
study we have leamned that, in fact, it is the sea birds that have created 80% of the
bacterial contamination of Arroyo Quemada Creek and the ocean. These birds,
which in the last five years have increased their numbers dramatically, are fed at the

landfill and then fly down to Arroyo Quemada creek for a drink of unpolluted water.

It is fortunate that scientific research has proven that avian contamination does not
pose a health hazard for humans. However, it remains that the landfill is the indirect
source or cause of that pollution, and should be held responsible to mitagate the
problem. The increase of the bird population is a direct consequence of the increased
levels of garbage at the landfill. Whether or not the landfill is also responsible for
contributing to the contamination of Pila creck needs to be explored in a rigorous
scientific study before the landfill should be considered for expansion.

I respectfully request that you continue pursuing the causes of pollution in the area
near the landfill. It is only through such studies that the environment, as well as the
humans, marine life and other beings that inhabit it can be safe from the threat of

Your recent conclusion in the News-Press that "there is just no evidence that the

contamination which could threaten their health and well being.
j rely, .
[
Dan K. Smith, Ph.D.
Resident, Arroyo Quemada Lane
cc: Gail Marshall

Brian Trautwein, EDC
Heal the Ocean







. Document 8
‘ Dan K. Smith
December 12, 2001

Response to Comments

Response 8-1
See Responses 7-1, 7-2 and 7-5.

Available data for Pila Creek have been evaluated to assess whether or not the Landfill has
contributed organic chemicals and/or metals to surface water in the area. The findings of this
evaluation are presented in Draft EIR Section 3.3.2.2.4 and Section 3.3.1 of the Surface Water
‘Technical Report (URS, 2001a) and do not indicate such an impact

As indicated in the comment, current waste management practices limit the potential for
hazardous materials to be deposited into the Landfill. The Landfill expansion will be designed
with state and federally mandated liquid control systems to prevent the opportunity for toxic
wastes to enter Pila Creek and flow to the ocean. Available data from the downgradient
monitoring wells indicate that such facilities for the existing Landfill are effective. Moreover,
available surface water monitoring data indicate that the landfill is not contributing chemicals to
Pila Creek.
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: Dea: Ms. Kefauver

-y Report for: the Ta_|1guas Landﬁll Expansxon Project Based on our revxew the EIR is. " - '
L madequate in developmg the most reasonable altematxves to'the project as requxred by thev-. L
L California Envxronmental Qualny Act (CEQA)_ We conclude that Secuon 4.0, mlher than.-.
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solid waste to & néw; ot ai out—of-oounty landﬁll “We basé t.lns coﬂclusxon on our long-

:. ' 'S'ecnon 44 2. 2 states that “compostmg rcmams a feasnble opuon for the dxversxon of

Waste However, nelthcr composung alone. nor together thh other alternative: waste _
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s completely elxmmate the need for landfill capaclty for the resKlual waste that will require

-dxsposal " The rmphcauon of thxs statement is that composting isn't a opuon that can.be .

1 tmplementcd in the neat future. The County has conducled ‘numerous composting

' -'feasxbxluy smdncs and many local govemmcnts Wm-kmg W|th the private sector, have: -
developcd sucoessful composung programs that § go well beyond the current compostmg
programs now offered by this County. A. compostmg program to handle green and l‘ood

-of the andfill at Taji guas and (he aﬂendant énvnmnmental impacts of the proposed

. i expanslqn
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W thle we agre.e with the report‘s ﬁndmgs that out-ol'-county dxsposal; i not a feasnble Lo
allematwe for sevcral compellmg reasons, mcludmg air qualxty 1mpacts. we are

not adequately assessed allemanve tcclmologxes asa means of mmumzmg the xmpacts of 3
‘ future landﬁllmg at Tajlguas and obvmung and/or tmmmmng the need Ior transportmg o

'se m pnoneenng envnronmentally bemgn altemauves to :. v

‘ waste could be easxly implemented mﬂnn a two«year penod and this could reduce the use, - -

QI\D

.’écction 4.4.4 states that other technologies “may become available in the future and be
applicable to County needs.” The implication is that diversion methods such as
conversion technology (i.e. anaerobic digestion, gasification and ethanol producing
technologies) are not currently available, and therefore, are outside of the timeframe of
feasibility as alternatives within the framework of the EIR. This is not the case, as we
hoped we had demonstrated by a report we published nearly two years ago entitled
"Conversion Technologies and Materials Management in the 21 Century," several
copies of which were made available to the County at that time. (Another copy is
included with this letter. CEC has also published many other reports in its long history as
an originator of alternatives to inefficient and harmful solid waste pracuces. and those are
also available to the EIR consultants.)

As one example of an altemative technology, gasification technology is available and
utilized in a number of locales. The know-how exists to co-locate a gasification facility,
material recovery facility and a composting facility. Together, these facilities could
successfully produce compost material to sustain local agriculture and horticulture,

roduce a considerable amount of “green” electricity —perhaps as much as 10 meagawatts

~ while reducing the use of heavy equipment (and associated air quality impacts)

urrently required for handling such waste at the landfill. There are other benefits of such
a system of waste management: the numbers of birds attracted by the landfill (and their
subsequent water quality impacts) would be significantly reduced, as would the potential
surface and groundwater pollution problems stemming from degrading organic and
hazardous materials within the landfll.

EEC believes that an expanded chapter on project alternatives is required to comply with
CEQA. The EIR must thoroughly examine the possibilities for composting and various
conversion technologies at the Tajiguas Landfill. A competent cost/benefit analysis on all
feasible alternatives to landfill disposal should also be included in the EIR; we are
persuaded that such analysis will demonstrate that several altemative technologies are
economically possible and available now, especially if the avoided costs of locating a new
landfill are included. Without these expanded analyses, we do not believe the EIR can
Lilaim to identify an "Environmentally Superior Altcmgtive.”

We believe the Tajiguas EIR should reflect the County's commitment to recycle, reduce
and reuse, and to establish the County's leadership in not only meeting the minimum
requirements of AB939, but to go as far beyond them as possible. Whatever waste can be
diverted from the landfill, and used productively, represents pollution prevented and time

| added to the landfill’s limited life span.




Santa Barbara County has an opportunity to set an example in finding 21* Céntury
solutions for 20® Century problems related to solid waste practices, and the future of
Tajiguas is pivotal in this. We ardently urge that Section 4.4 of the EIR be si guificantly
bolstered to reflect the County's commitment to environmental quality and long-term
economic thinking.

Sincerely,

Laurence L. Laurent,
CEO

cer Mr. Michael Brown, County Administrator (for distribuﬁon to the Board of
Supervisors and Public Works)

Mr. James Armstrong, Santa Barbara City Administrator (for distribution to City
Council and Public Works)

attachment: "Conversion Technologies and Materials Management in the 21 Century”
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About the Seminar

he ﬁ}llowﬂngpiper summarizes a discussion held December 2.3, 1999,
I at the Community Environmental Council’s Gildea Resource Center
in Sants Barbara, California, The ob]eclive for the roundtable meet-
ing was to creatively explore fundamint g to sustainabl
materials management in the 21" Cenhuy, and the pntenﬂal role of new
conversion (echx\ologiea in processing portions of the solid waste stream
into ble and envir 11y benign fuels, chemicals, and sources of
clean energy. Participants in the djsmxssmn — aJisting of which appears at
the end of this report — represented a broad spectrum of govemmem agen-
cies and industries.
The Colloquy was sponsored by the Wendy I McCaw Fcundalion, and
by MSW Management Magazine, the official trade publication of the Solid
Waste Association of North America. It is intended as the first in a series of

inars that address how govi policies and functions may need to
d'u.nge to mhclplte, clnlyu, eand respond to technological advances that
1 protection, resource conservation and recovery, and
economic devdqpmen!.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Many participants felt that
the public would readily
accept a vision of capturing
energy from landfills, or
creating new fuels from
garbage — while at the same
time protecting air quality,
water quality, and national
security interests.

D

vu!hehsldecade,Cllifomiu dmark recycling legislation, AB
939, has done much to transform the solid waste system-im’em
ing the state's diversion rate from 11 percent to 33 percent. But
while this law has addressed many of the public’s concerns of 10 years ago,

* inrecent yearsnew and icipated issues ted with the waste man-

agementindustry have emerged. Air pollution has been linked with recycling
and waste transportation, landfills have been identified as a major source of
greenhduse gases, and growing population (and waste) is a serious concern
for many communities.

Intertwined and complex envirc tal like these call for
holistic solutions that ider a problem from a broader persp e. This
may require thinking of the waste getmentindustry as being comprised
not of golid waste “janitors,” but of materials managers, in which sodety’s
waste becomes an asset rather than a liability.

Such an approach to waste B canbe ad d by the inclu-
sion of “conversion” or *transformation” technologies that convert waste
into other processes and products, while at the same time remaining sensi-
tive to such environmental issues as air and water quality. Unlike the
waste-to-energy plants of a decade ago, which often emphasxzed massb bum .
incineration, today’s leading technologies offer unpreced -
ties to divert a major portion of U.S. waste by converting it to oﬂ\et uses,
These include harnessing and enhancing the natural methane produced at
landfills, converting rice straw and other materials to ethanol, and essen-
tially creating hundreds of other valuable products out of trash.

This seminar focused particularly on the role that conversion technolo-
gies can play in shaping a sustainable future for California. As such,
participants noted opportunities for the conversion technology industry
beyond the realm of waste gement. For le, one product of con-
version technologies — ethanol — could replace’ the fuel additive methyl
tertiary buty! ether (MTBE), which is being phased out in California due to
its risk as a groundwater pollutant. Il addition, the increase in domestic
supplies of bio-based fuels could address national security concernsby alle- -
viating U.S. dependence on foreign oil. In fact, somé seminar participants
compared the potential shift from oil to bio-based fuels with the shift from
coal to oil a century ago.

As with any new industry, there are challenges, Seminar participants
confirmed that financing is a major barrier in the conversion industry, par-
ticularly when trying to establish a first project. They also expressed concern
about retaining consistent access to feedstock. And, b ' these technol
gies can be classified as either energy processing plants or solid waste
facilities, they discussed the need for streamlining ugulahons and permit-
ting procedures.

But perhaps the biggest topic of d ion was how fon tech-
nologies fitin with California’s current recycling infrastructure. Participants
grappled with such difficult questions as whether AB 939 should be amended




so that conversion technologies are given credit for waste reduction under
the law’s 50 percent mandate, or whether new legislation should be crafted
to encourage municipalities to go further than 50 percent. While some urged
fmﬂmﬂm’bﬂnymnssmﬁwsecommmuwshugghnghmmﬂmcunmt
hy i, lm-v\‘ sp‘“
pwpletnwudsdxverhng?ﬂotwpemmtomldtwasu.mmme.
Although participants agreed that conversion technologies are largely
unknown to the public, this lack of attention was seen more a5 an opportu-
niiymmnbarﬁmMmyfdlﬂm(&npuhﬁ:wmddmdilyw:ept:_visimo!
capturing energy from landfills, ot creating new fuels from garbage — while
at the same titne protecting air quality, water quality, and national security
interests. This vision, in turn, could create a passion for conversion tech-
logies that might be as great or greater than the public demand that brought
about recycling,. Said one parﬂupant: pwpk might be ready for an alterna-
tive to landfills.”
As a follow-up to this semi participants ded the follow-
ing actions:

' Evaluate at the state level the potential for conversion technologies
in Califomia.

" Specifically, evaluate how these technologies it in with AB 939.

“ Pursue a data modeling project with the U.S. EPA.
. Em:ourage the California Polluthonlml Fmannng Autherity to

gear fi g toward c ion technolag

® Expand of ion technologies within the environ-
mental community.

® Engage the public in a discussion of how conversion technologie

couldsui)poxtavisimohsushinablehhnr_

® Investigate the permitting process.

ISSUES

10.

® O

alifornia State Assembly bill ABS39, the state’s landmark legislation

‘to divert 50 percent of solid waste from landAill, is now ten years old.

Over the past decade, AB 939 has transformed Californda’s solid waste

system through the implementation of hundreds of recycling programs. These

progr T a i upital‘ in 2n infrastructure now

pable of collecting and 1§ up to 20 million tons annually, or nearly
halfohllﬂmsolldwastegmmhdmﬂmshm

Although California has fallen short of the mandate to divert 50 percent
oll!swastebytlmymm(asoﬂﬂsh tatewid ratzwusfﬁ ). the
growth of recycling and the i inwaste p are none-
melgssmmﬂablr_ California was diverting enly 11 pemmloh!ssol:dwasu
in 1990, with 40 million tons being disposed of inlandfills. By 1996 this num-
ber had fallen to 32 million, even as the state's population increased by some
four million,

AB 939 was driven by three primary.concerns: 1) a projected shortfall in
landfill capacity; 2) the fact that California had the highest per capita waste
generation rate in the US.; and 3) a desire to protect natural resources from
depletion. Another important factor that drove AB 939 involved waste indin-
eration. The late 1980s were a period of great controversy over proposed
waste incineration projects in the San Francisco Bay Area, Los Angeles, and
San Diego County. 'lhsepmposed fadhhes generated strong pohhcal Loppo-
sition. All were doned. Apart from percei
concerns, opponents of ﬂus lEdmnlugy argued that if Iaxge—sale w:ste incin-
erators were approved, little if any progress would be made on waste
prevention and recycling.

Adecade later the Jandfill shortfall has receded, per capita waste genera-
tion is down, m:yclmg has progressed with i ﬂs resource saving impacts, and
new waste inci project devel

Asyesketday’smnnexnshaveh:gdybmnanswzmdovwdxepastde-
cade, new and s issues reg g waste t have
emerged. A 1998 US. Environmental Pmta:htxlAgH\cy (}IA) study points
to landfills as a major saurce of greenhouse gases and thus a contributor to
the growing concer over giobal warming. In response to this threat, Presi-
dent Clinton recently issued an Executive Order calling for the use of biomass,
including biomass from municipal sources, as a potential resource for § pro-
ducing green fuels and chemicals. Following on the Executive Order, EPA
Secretary Carol Browner stated that the U.S. should be tapping these poten-
tial sources of energy in lieu of sending suchlarge amounts of waste to landfills,
where the waste generates gmenhm:se gass

Traffic congestion is plicating waste
in our state. Over the past decade Cahlonua s urban populahonhas grown
by more than five million. The state’s transportation infrastructure is being
uwrwhe!med by pupuhhon gmwth. Waste management and recycling are

1P dustries thatboth impact and are impacted by traffic
congestion. Itis ble to thatmoving waste and materials around




California will only become more troublesome and expensive.

Arother facet of the transportation problem is the growing concem over
the air pollution impacts of the diesel engine — the distribution and transpor-
tation workhorse of our economy, induding the waste and recycling industries.
The US. EPA, the California Alr Resource Board, and the South Coast Air

ity Manag District are ence g alternatives to the diesel en-

gine or technologies that reduce the health ands safety rigks of diesel emissions.
This focus on the diesel engine comes at the same time that the State hasmade
the decision to ban methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) as a fuel additive.
California is aggressively pursuing ethanol produced from various sources
~-induding municipal waste —to provide an alternative to MTBE,

Post recycled municipal biomass (PRMB), or that portion of the
wastestream that canniot be feasibly recycled, constitutes most of the 20 mil-
" liontons of material now destined for landfill. With the technological advances
of the past decade, it may be possible to capture a major portion of this waste
and convert it to green fuels, chemicals, and fertilizers through hydrolysis,
pyrolysis, anaerobic digestion, or gasification. Ethanol- and hydrogen-pow-
ered fuel cells could also be the products of such conversion processes. From
the standpoint of long term environmental protection and value added, these
conversion technologies, linked with waste prevention and recycling, repre-
sent a much more environmentally benign management system than
continuing to send more than half of our waste to landfills.

Tronicaily, the very law that has done so much to change waste mamge~
ment practices over the past decade is a barrier toadvanding environmentally
sound conversion technologies. AB939's definition of “transformation” makes
nodistinction betw inimal or no combustion-based transformation tech-
nologies and incineration. This may have made sense when the state was
interested in promoting waste prevention and recycling and there was fear

over pollution by incineration technologies. However, with a vast network of
recycling and source reduction programs in place and a decade of rejection of
proposed incineration facilities, lumping conversion with incineration doesn’t
‘make sense. Why would California want to retard the development of tech-
nologies that could convert a major portion of waste destined for landfills to
green energy and chemicals, while sequestering greenhouse gases? If Cali-
fornia could indeed be a greener state, at the same time becoming more
self-reliant for its fuels and chemicals as a result of conversion processes, why
shouldn’t it move to create incentives for these technologies?

The challeriges of this seminar were to explore the opportunities and bar-
riers to conversion technology and to determine how these technologies could
effect the state's integrated waste management system and its future enetgy
and chemical needs. How proven are conversion technologies? To what ex-
tent are thay consistent with sustainable development objectives? Whatimpact

could they have on greenhouse gases and other air emissions? And is the

develppment of these technologies consistent with the hierarchical framework
of AB 939, which prioritizes waste prevention and recycling?
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As yesterday'’s concerns have
largely been answered over the
past decade, new and
unanticipated issues

regarding waste management

have emerged.

' BACKGROUND

The number’of European
plants applying anaerobic
digestion technologies to
municipal waste has increased
750 percent in the past
nine years.
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technologies are defined as technologies that convert one material or
product to another — such as Hce straw to ethanol, These newer pro-
cesses differ from the waste-to-energy plants vf a decade ago, which often
emphasized mass bum incineration, and were usually limited to creating
on-site electrical energy. Today’s leading technologies include acid hydroly-
sis, enzymatic hydrolysis, high solids anaerobic digestion, gasification, and
landfll gas recovery. The resulting products range from transportation fu-
ols to literally hundreds of industrial chemicals with widespread applications.
Over the past decade, major strides havebeen tmade in the commercial-
ization of conversion technologies — in pacticular, those directed toward
biomass factions of the waste stream. Research and development of these
technologies are inten 1 in scope. For example, the number of Euro-
pean plants applying anaerobic digestion technologies to municipal waste -
has increased 750 pescent in the past nine years, including 10 new plants
brought on line in 1998. In the U.S,, the Department of Energy has focused
its attention and research dollars on biotechnologies that convert cellulosic
biomass into 2 broad spectrum of products currently. derived from petro-
leum. Several of these new industrial plants, called “biorefineries,” are now
in the project financing and development phase, and are anticipated to be
operational within the next three years. Following are the types of technolo-
gies represented by industry participants at the seminar.

| [lor the purposes of this seminar, “conversion” or “transformation”

Acid Hydrolysls
This technology uses various biomass feedstocks such as agricultural
residues, purpose-grown crops, paper, wood debris, and green wastes for

" sources of cellulosic material. Acid is used in either dilute or concentrated

form as a catalyst to hydrolyze the cellulose into sugar, which can then be
fermented and distilled into ethanol and a number of different specialty or
commodity chemicals.

Having developed a pilot plant in Southern California that utilized this
technology, Arkenol is now turning its attention to a full-scale faclity in
Sacramento, which has obtained permits and is now in the finanding stage.
This facility will use rice straw to produce up to 12.6 million gallons a year
of ethanol, as well ditric acid and ZSM zeolites. In addition, Arkenol is pur-
suing projects in Europe, South Ametica, Africa and Asia.

Other compandes comprising the so-called "big three” of U.S. biorefinery
developers include BC International, which is building ethanol plants in
Jennings, Louisiana and in Chester and Oroville, California; and Masada
Resource Group, which is developing a combined material recovery fadl-
ity/ethanol plant in Middletown, New York. Additional developers of
waste-to-ethanol acid hydrolysis technologies with proposed full-scale plants
include Genahol and Biofine.




Enzymatic Hydrolysls
This process involves steps similar to those of acid hydrolysis, convert-
ing cellulosic waste (mostly paper) into soluble sugars with the help of
enzymes. After being removed of any plastics, the solid waste feedstock is
mixed with enzymes and watet to produce a liquid slurry. The enzymes
thm dnges( the organic and cellulosic waste to produce sugars, which can be
d into ethanol. According to a recent analysis by the Department of

Energy’s National R bl Energylab, ymatic hydrolysis has consid-
erable commercial p ial, but its develop willbe c ined in the
near-term by lh!hlgh costo! cellutose enzymes.

Pure Vision is actively pursui lization of the enzy

hydrolysis process with its Bioseptic teclmology (a term indicating the bio-
logical separation of feedstock). To avoid the high cost of purchasing enzymes

ially, the company is exploring ways to mass-prodiice enzymes on-
site. Pure V:slmbelieves |he technology will be compatible with various waste

i t tand fast-food waste, and hospital, dlinical, and
postal waste. With the potential to work with many industries, Pure Vision
hopes to develop Alternative Resource and Energy Parks — eco-industrial
areas where companies and technologies can work in unison to transform
waste into resources.

ACnnadnn Firm, logen, has recently 1omed wuh l’euo-Camda ~ that
country's second largest petrol pany — to
jointly fund and develop a biomass- to-e&uml plant employmg a pmpﬁ
etary enzymatic hydrolysis technology. A demonstration and full-scale plant
will be developed adjacent \ulogen s existing hu!ity in Ottawa, which pro-
duces enzymes for other ind 1and ing uses.

Anaerobic Digestion
High solids anaerobic digesﬁon was developed vnﬁ\ more than 10 years

ofresearch by the National Renewsable Energy Laboratory (NREL). This tech-
nology uses special l'ugh-temperahne microorganisms tobxeakduwn organic
waste in an enclosed vessel, or * * The resulting p are com-
post, liquid fertilizer, and 2 ‘methane-sich fuel gas.

Pinnacle Biotechnologies has been collab g with NREL to operate

an anaerobic composting plant in Orange County, California. The fully per-
mitted pilot demonstration plant has been operating on and off since early
1997. With a three-ton-per-day capacity, the plant uses sorted and shredded
refuse along with food processing waste. Because the technology can be
easily integrated into waste disposal systems, Pinnacle hopes to site its &Fh-
rology at transfer stations, landfills, and muricipal material recovery facilities.
Researchers estimate optimal feédstock 1oad of a full-scale facility at around
300 tons per day — emugh ta service the needs of at least 170,000 people.
Aform of anaerobic digestion is also being p d in special "bioreactor”

cells at landfills, (See Bioreactor Cells below.)
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Gasification

Using heat to convert solids into synthesis gas, this technology can pro-
duce an energy source for steam production, heat processing, and electricity
generation, It can also produce various chemicals, and hydrogen to power
fuel cells. Unlike other technologies, this process can use plastics, as well as
crop remnants, wood wastes, municipal solid waste, and paper mill studge.
These materials are fed into a reactor that uses high temperatures to gasify
the solids. Due to its air-starved environment, pyrolysis (or decomposition
of matter in the absence of axygen and of heat) occurs, Oncecleaned,
the resulting productis a combustible, energy-tich gas.

One company specializing in gasification technology is Pritenergy. With
15 years of operational experience, the ifactures custom-made
gasifiers in a range olsizs,fmmﬁwsemqmmgﬂtonsoffedstod&yer
daytol 000 tons per day. The availability,of feedstock normally determines
the op 4 ity. Pris gy has also been working on developing
by-products from ther nutrient-rich ash that results from the gasification pro-
cess. Inlate 1998, Primenergy introduced a commercial grade fertilizer made
from poultry litter ash. )

Landfill Gas Recovery . )

In order to convert municipal solid waste into a valuable resource, some
landfill operators are currently using advanced technologies to harness and
enthance the natural methane produced during decomposition. The  §as pro-
duced at landfills is approximately 50 percent methane and 45 percent carbon
dioxide. Once ,* ed d, the h or natural gas, can be used to gener-
ate electricity, heat, or steam. Direct use of the gas through pipes linked to
nurby huliﬁes requirs minimal processing and only minor alterations to

ip The gas can also be used in fuel cells, or as
an altermﬁve Mnspomhon fuel in vehicle fleets for landfill equipment,
refuse collection vehicles, buses, mail trucks, taxis and other vehicles.

In an effort to support these technalogies, the U.S. EPA has created the
Landfijl Methane Outreach Program (LMOP). Formed as part of President
Clinton’s Climate Change Action Plan, this program educates local govern-
ment and communities about the opportunities and advantages of landfill
gas recovery. EPA regulations under the Clean Air Act direct many Jandfills
to collect the gas, giving them the option of flaring it off or becoming a Land#ill
GasTo Energy (LFGTE) faility. Of the more than 6,000 landfills in the United
States, about 270 are LFGTEs. EPA estimates that nearly 700 more landfills
could b th iders and help prod gh electricity for
an additional three million homes. - '

California alone has 56 LFGTE projects, with another 43 listed as candi-
date cites. In the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts, five LEGTE projects
can generate more than 23 million standard cubic feet of methane per day
(mmsef/d). The combined output of all of Califormia‘s LEGTEs is about 154
munsef/d, .




Specific case studies lustrate the validity of methane as 2 successful
energy provider and pollution preventer. By using landfill gas to produce
steam at its facility, Ajinomoto Pharmaceutical Company has prevented
enough pollution from entering the environment to equal the benefits of tak-

“ ing more than 23,000 cars off the road. Lucent Technologies saved nearly
$100,000 a year by fueling its boilers with landfill-derived methane instead
of fossil fuels, In cooperation with the EPA, ONSI Corporation developed
technology to convert landSill gas into energy for 100 homes in Grotén, Con-
necticut.

Bioreactor Cells

In order to accelerate the decomposition of solid waste — and therefore
the production of methane —some landfill operators are exploring the use
of bioreactor cells. Unlike conventional landfill practices that strive to keep
the waste dry, bioreactors focus on creating an optimal environment for the

" microbes that break down. organic material. In traditional landfills, this de-

composition process - or stabilization — usually occurs after the landfill is
closed, or very slowly during its operating life. Bioreactors used in active
1andfills allow for more rapid sedimentation of the waste, providing more
room for additional materials. At the same time production of methane is
more predictable in bioreactor landfills and can be hamessed more effec-
'uvely for energy needs.’

" Bioreactors can use either aerobic or anaerobic procsses The Columbia
County Baker Place Road Landfll near Augusta, Georgia, is an example of
an aerobic bioreactor that incorporates air flow into its process. As a test site

for the technology, this landfill has seen & dramatic increase In biodegredation. .

This approach has also resulted in decreased Biological Oxygen Demand,
fewer leachate metals, and decreased organics contamination.

Another noteworthy demonstration project is Yolo County’s Central
Land§!l near Davis, California. Termed enhanced or controlled” landfilling,
this process involves anaerobic bioreactors that rely on the recirculation of
leachate. As an experimental site, the landfill supports two large cells, both
constructed in 1993. In Spring 1995, each cell was filled with nearly 9,000
tons of curbside garbage. One cell serves as a bioreactor, receiving recircu-
lated leachate and liquid additions, while the other functions as a control site
to mimic the conditions in a conventional, dry landfill.

Project engineers hope to demonstrate that landfilled waste can be stabi-
lized in five to 10 years, At the same time, they strive to optimize gas
generation for energy recovery purposes. So far, the enhanced cell has pro-

duced approximately 45 percent more gas than the control cell, In addition,
from May 1996 to June 1998 the waste in the enhanced cell setiled 46 inches,
while settlement in the contro] cell was only 11 inches.
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One company saved nearly
$100,000 a year by fueling its
boilers with landfill-derived

methane instead of fossil fuels.

DISCUSSION

Sustainable decisions about
waste management would
Jincorporate objectives of
pollution prevention, resource
conservation, renewable
energy, and the creation
of wealth.
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Defining sustainable waste management

snoted earlier in this paper, the waste management industry faces
a number of challenges today that it did not anticipate a decade

ago. Waste disposal is now recognized as being deeply intertwined
with other environmental issues, such as air and water quality, global warm.

'ing, and land use. From the outset of this seminar, participants were asked

to consider these interconnected factors in their discussiony about conver-
sion techriologies, and to frame their discussion within the overarching
context of *sustainability.” Because this word can mean many things to dif-
ferent people, participants began by sharing their perceptions of the meaning

* of "sustainable.”

To some, sustainable meant “holistic” ~ or able to Jook ata larger pic-
ture. Sustainable decisions about waste management, for example, would
incorporate objectives of pollution prevention, rescurce conservation, renew-
able energy, and the creation of wealth. Under this definition, a conversion
technology or other waste management solution would need to address not
only waste disposal, but also such issues as air quality or traffic congestion.

‘This idea of holistic decision making was used in discussions through-
out the two-day seminar. For example the group asked:Is a biomass plantin
the Midwest or South America considered “sustainable” if it quires a pur-
pose grown crop, for which pesticides are used or a rainforest logged?

Other seminar participants suggested that “sustainable” indicates a
closed loop system, in which balance is created over time. Like 2 biological
system, a sustainable society would use no more resources than it produces,
and would leave no waste. Thus, iriable waste g t practices
would encourage using and reusing resources, and would discourage waste
in the form of pollution or the inefficient use of energy. At several points
during the seminar, participants applied this “closed loop” concept to vari-
ous topics — for example, pointing out that the U.S. has created a
non-sustainable hydrocarbon based economy rather than a sustainable car-
bohydrate economy by emphasizing finite oil resources over biomass or other
renewable resources.

One particdpant suggested that sustainability be'seen as 2 journey rather
than an endpoint. Pointing out that virtually all human activity makes some
kind of footprint, she cautioned against embracing a "magicbullet” technol-
ogy that might solve one set of problems while creating others, Rather,
sustainable waste management decisions should be based on as muchinfor-
mation as possible and might even be in a constant state of revision as new
information becomes available, This approach to problem solving was dis-
cussed by a representative from U.5, EPA, who introduced a new life cycle
analysis tool that can help communities weigh the environmental and eco-
nomic costs and benefits of different waste management options. (See p, 15.)
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How do conversion technologles
fit in.with AB 9397

As California reaches the lo-yeax anniversary of this landmark legisla-
tion, seminar participants were asked to reflect on what AB 939 has
accomplished, and where it has faﬂd.lnparhcﬂu.parﬁdpmb discussed
the law’s tacit assumption that communities should relax their diversion

eﬂmtsaﬁer hing 50 p Members who had been involved with the
iginal creation and adoption of the law asked: “Were we not thinking big
enough a decade ago?” ’ T

One of the more prickly questi d on whether AB 939 shoutd
be: ded so that formation technologies are given credit for waste

reduction under ﬂ:eﬁtstSﬂpercenl, or whether new legislation should be
crafted that encourages municipalities to go further than 50 percent. Under
current AB 939 rules, transformation technologies — which are defined as
incineration, pymlysts, dlsh'lla!um, gasification, and bmlog:cal conversion
(ather than rompasting) — can count for up to 10 percenit of the 50 percent
diversion requirement if they meet several conditions. One of these condi-

One government tions states thata fadility niusmmbempm'uadbym&inmdeimmmt
representative asked: Rather ' w:::fh';whﬂ:: lang tud ';-:;: -; md gi (assu;ril
: e aspl itisseenasa us|
than punish co.n.!mumhes ‘quentto the semi islal yuvr:s trod ‘lhatwouliallow:oynvmm
with fines for fmlmg to reach . lachmlngxstocmmhs transformation” and waive the 1996 rule)

50 percent, why not offer them One representative from the California Integrated Waste M: t
incmtivcsbyallawing Boa:d(ClWMB)wledthal}uswnmwasmhelymgmumufmhsmad\
. A !heongmalSOpmentmmdalr—lsoal!hauursomemmiupahhshas
conversion technologies to proved difficult to attain. As this seminar was meeting just before the Janu-
munttowardlhatgoa[] ary 2000 deadline, he said, the CIWMB was entering the next level of AB
939, in which jurisdictjons were beginning to petition for ions. Rather
ﬂmpmnshlhesecmmmuhswi&ﬁwfmfaﬂmgbreadxﬁpﬂcmthe

asked, why not offer them i es by allowing i

fo count toward that goal? -

‘However, one rep ive from an envi ] group who had

helped craft AB 939 & decade ago was reluctant to make changes that he
perceived could weaken recycling efforts, “This experiment in recycling is
not yet 10 years old,” he said. “T'm not ready to sell off the first 50 percent.
Let's start taking steps beyond 50 percent, and put the same energy into
conversion technologies that we put into getting AB 939 10 years ago.”
Another participant nted that the formation of AB 939 was driven not
so much through markets, but by the public's sudden demand for altema-
hvzs to lﬂdmnnalwashemmagemem. “The question is: Will the publichave
ion for these technologies that they had for recycling?” he asked.
”I'd]xhtoseeifwecmsaﬂpeopleunﬂ\evmmohead\mnmljustw
percent diversion rates, but 70 or 80 percent. Here on Santa Barbara's South
Coast, people might be ready for an altemative to landfills.”




Could ethanol replace MTBE?

As noted earlier, conversion technologies can result in 2 number of prod-
uets, including fuels. Many discussions af the seminar focused on one of these
futels — ethanol — and on potential biomass-to-ethanol technologies.

Of particular interest was the role that ethano! may play in the futureas .

an oxygenate for reformulated gasoline. Fuel oxygenates help curb air pollu-
tion emissions such as ozone and carbon monoxide. Currently, ethanol serves
as an oxygenate in eight percent of all reformulated gasoline, while methyl
tertiary buty] ether (MTBE), the most widely used oxygenate, is used in 85
percent of reformulated gasoline. However, as a result of recent revelations
about MTBE's risk as a groundwater poltutant, in March, 1999, Governor Gray
Davis signed an Executive Order calling for the phasing out of MTBE in Cali-
fornia by the end of 2002.

Because the Clean Air Act of 1990 requires reformulated gasoline sold iry
certain smoggy areas of the country to contain an average of twe percent
oxygenby weight, another oxygenate would need ta be employed in order to

" meet this mandate. Several factors suggest that ethanol could serve as this
alternative; among them, the fact that the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) hag validated ethanol as an efficient oxygenate, and that ethanol poses
less nsk to water contamination due to its biodegradability.

Despﬂe this, however, several seminar puhcxpants expressed concern
that the two percent oxygenate standard might be eli ted, thus reducing
the demand for ethanol. This concern stemmed from proposed legislation by
Rep. Brian Bilbray (R-CA), which would lift the mandate in order tomotivate
a quicker phaseout of MTBE. Advocates claim that air quality could be pro-
tected through new and existing pollution control measures, and that by
eliminating the oxygenate mandate, industry will have greater flexibitity and
can be more cost-effective in the fuel biending process. The bill, HR. 11, is
supported by Govemor Davis, CalEPA, CARB and other agendies.

Qil companies are leading the pressure against regulators to ease the oxy-
genate requirement in exchange for more immediate voluntary reductions in
the use of MTBE. Governor Davis has requested that the US. EPA grant the
state a waiver from the oxygenate mandate in order to keep California’s oil
industry competitive. Since this is the first request of its kind, the EPA is
investigating whether its authority extends to granting such waivers,

Some seminar particpants worried that these moves to eliminate the oxy-
genate mandate would signal'a decreased demand for ethanol since no
oxygenate would be required by faw. One participant made the strong asser-
tion that “if the two percent mandate goes away, the ethanol industry is as

good as gone.” Others, however, contended thatit is a mistake to concentrate
on the fate of the mandate and instead suggested focusing on the increasing
popularity of ethanol as both an oxygenate and an octane booster for pre-
miturn gasoline, two percent mandate or not. These latter opinions are shared
by CARB, which maintains that the use of ethanol is inevitable in California.

. “Biomass has the potential to

be the renewable resource of
the 21* Century. Its use asa
substitute for petroleurn has
the potential to usher ina
whole new industrial
revolution.”

Creating new fuels in an
oil-based world economy

Any discussion about converting waste to energy must eventually
grapple with the barriers presented by the nation’s current energy systea.
At several points during the seminar, the group discussed the reality of ere-
ating new fuels and energy systems in an oil-based economy. As one
participant noted, deeply entrenched technologies, false costs, subsidies and
other artificial boundaries distort the ability to move in new directions.

While the group acknowled ged the pervasiveness of the oil (or “carbon”)
economy, some participants compared a potential shift from oil to new fuels
with the shift from coal to oil a century ago. As one person noted, coal was
the fuel used by most of the U.S. in the lite 1800s until the U.S, military
discovered that oil was easier to transport. Although the first technological
advances toward oil were expensive, the niche developed gradually — and
then suddenly.

Another seminar participant commented on Brazil's success with etha-
nol, which costs approximately 30 cents a gallon without subsidies in that
country, Brazil's emphasis an ethanol was spurred by a scarcity of oil and an
abundance of land, which allowed the country to dedicate a portion of its
sugar cane industry to growing feedstock for ethanol production.

Virtually all participants recognized that a similar shift in the U.S. could
only occur if it were a government priority. This interest could be sparked by
national security concerns and an effort to reduce our nation’s dependency
on imported oil, which currently comprises 50 percent of the U.S. oil needs,
and is expected to rise to almost 75 percent by the year 2020. With the ad-
vancement of new technologies, however, this dependence on foreign ofl could
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dr cally ¢ s domestic supplies of bio-based fuels increase.

Political support for such an idea was underscored in 1999 by a Presi-
dential Executive Order and comments by his chief staff. (See p. 19.)
Proclaiming that “biomass is to the next century what petroleum was to this
century,” the Clinton administration estimates that by 2020, ethanol produced
from biomass could replace 348 million barrels of imported oil.

A presentation at the seminar by a rep ive from the National Re-
newable Energy Laboratory (NREL) confirmed the government interest in
bio-based fuels. Funded and guided by the U.S. Department of Energy, NREL
has been conducting renewable energy research since 1977. Of the nearly 50
energy related issues that NREL is contracted by the Federal government to
study, projects regarding conversion technologies and biomass derived fuels
are among its top priorities. The agency is directed to focus on high-risk,
high-payoff projects by conducting research into areas that industry may be
unable to pursue alone. While NREL strivesto advance science, its ultimate
goal is to help transform the world of alternative energy by promoting the
commercialization of new technologies. )




BARRIERS ) o .

i ‘ ' Findncing

. As with many new tedmclogies, parﬁ:ipmbin this seminar confirmed
that financing was a major barrier in the conversion industry, particularly
when trying to establish a first project.

. “Jt's a chicken and egg problem,” said one participant. “Investors are
iooking for reliable, real-world data on a technology’s performance and cost,
but no one is willing 16 take that first risk and invest.” This is particularly
true for technologies such as gasification in which “you need $50 to $100
million just to get in the ball game,” said an industry representative, Said
another: “Investors are fond of saying ‘we'd be very interested in helping
you fund your second plant.”” This problem is compom\ded when inves-
tors ask for 20-year supply contracts — far beyond ﬁ\: best franchi

agreements of seven to 10 years.
While a few pmxupmts noted that demonstration p!anh anl\alp work
 out sotme of the initial costs and uncertainties, others d that pilot

plants present their own set of challenges. Said one industry rep
- “How do you go from ﬁmndng a plant that processes three tons a day, to
“Investors are fond of saying ‘one that can handle a real-world 300 tons a day?”

vt : : One participant suggested that mdustry representatives investigate fi-
wc.d be very interested mm nancing programs with the California Poltution Control Financing Authority
Sfunding your second plant.””" (see p. 21). Others called for some kind of driver, such as tax credits or re-

temandates. Pointifig t the wind and solar power industries in California
in the 1980s, one participant noted that “massive tax credits encouraged
:oplebh-yﬂlese hnologies, and to expeti This provided an op-
‘portunity to learn from the technology and to make mistakes.” .
“ Buta policy analyit disagreed that tax credits are the solution, nying
that such incentives “may have destroyed the photovoltaics and solar ther-
mal industries by allowing for the development of inefficienit technology.
When the tax tredits ended, consumers were left with products that can’t
be serviced.” Instead, she urged the group to remember its previous discus-
sion about sustainability. “If ou view sustainability as some kind of blessed
technology, you may yield policies that prescibe certain fix-{t solutions,”
resulting in stranded investments, she said.
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“It’s not about trying to cram

another bale of cardboard into

the current system. We need to
create new markets.”

2.

Access to feedstock

Oncconcemb:wghlupdunnghsemummsﬁwdegmelowhmh

might compete with materials used by conventional
uamposbngmdracydmgsymnu,sudusozgmicwasbmdpapmm- :

though this seminar aimed to add ducts and p that utilize

N hmnuﬂ%mﬂhmhwdnmewvmbhwnhin&hhmb.mepu-

hupmlswumadﬁu!oerhk\uduulogxsmglummymfurhiglmvalue.
source separated materials when demand is high.

" Although virtually all participants agreed that access to feedstock was
notommﬂymme.ll\eymdxvxdedabautwimhentmldposepmb
lems in the future. Some pointed out that the technologi being di

 at this seminar would be ’onlymcmmmtallyoverﬂ\enext

decade, during a period when continued growth and improvement in most
mmposbng,recycﬁn;mdmstepnvmhmymchces could be expected.
Oﬂmsmgg!sbdt}uhlwmldbe difficult to predict the impact on feed-
stock until conversion facilities play a more significant role in the solid waste
ﬁ:ld.Onepexsmnnt:dﬂmwl\ﬂeaucsstofeedslockmaynotbeapmbkm
in California today, the situation two or three years from now is more un-
Several participants, howéver, pointed cut that conversi hnol
gies can a:tually mmplemmt. rather than compete with, the recycling
industry by helpi italize and expand existi Kets for recovered
materials. Poruample.mus:ddm\mdforlmrgﬁdemﬂmals such as
mixed or contaminated paper products, could serve to bolster the market
demand for other grades..

The malcumpzhhmlnrfezdstnck.mpuhuyantmted.iswxﬂ:land
ﬁl]s.Asﬂmhggstmmnso!gmmwastemdlow—gmdeblmass,lmdﬁn

operators stand to lose the most by c -
tion. This is intensified by the trend !owa:dowpmtewxmbdihmu!ﬂm
wastemduslry,mvahnlly F:4 panies that are i d in
landfills have no incentive to divert. C about consi: access to

leedsmckwmmdemmmdbyﬂmhcuhatalmoslnnmnvmnhdmo!n-
gies — whether gasification, ethanol producti -
‘tend to be capital-intensive, thereft lungtnrmcontradswxﬂ\
feedstock providers. .




Public perception

As noted earlier, incineration projects, with or without energy recovery,
wmshﬂaﬂymgnxdedhhhhl?%aandwmdmﬁkedforthmpu-
ceived contributions to air polfution and their potential fo di

recycling and source reduction. A massive political I backlash eventually led

to the demise of those projects in California.

Some seminar participants worried that today’s conversion technology
industry could meet a similar fate. This could bebmught onby public fears
and misperceptions about the new technolog
Strong public opposition could also form if people felt that ounve:smn tech-
nologies were weakening the mcydmg mdusuy One participant noted that
a major barrier to p gating conversion logies is the public's "ad-

-herence to n:cyclmg at all costs.”

‘Other participants, however, commented that the public is 'mostly un-
aware of this new industry — which could, in fact, present more opportunities
thanbamem Several people noted that widespread support could be en-
gendered for conversion if the public understood and became passionate
about the idea of new technologies helping to resolve not just one, but many
environmental issues. As one participant said: “Make the case that a com-
muriity could create fuel for its transportation fleets, improve its airquality,
and reduce the need for landfills.”

Othexs suggested }ughlxghhng the industry’s potential to address na-
uuulmergymdmhuu]szamlyommms. This could be framed similar
tothe call to action during the 1570s and 1980s, which resulted in the devel-
opment of wind and solar energy projects. . .

Conversion facilities may
experience additional
regulations because of their
classification under law.
Depending on the amount of
waste a facility converts, it
may be classified as either a
processing plant or a solid
waste facility.

6.
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Permitling issues _
The permitting process was another major chstacle discussed at the semi-

 nar. In Califomia, potential conversion technology projects must endure a

stringent xwxew before their construction can be approved. Because the

it ial time and finandal investments, jal build-
ersuehozdwﬂhthznsknfhnge ts without the g that
(hairp:qedswiﬂpass. One participant described the challenge his com-
pany d when seeking approval for a bi to-ethanol plant.
Even before the company could approach i it had spent $3 to $4
million in hiring engi and conducting appropriate studies.

While such expenses are common to any construction project in Califor-
nia, conversion facilities may experience additional regulations because of
their dassification under law. Depending an the amount of waste a facility
converts, it may be classified as either a processing plant or a solid waste
facility. Each type hasits own nguhhms and pcmnumg pmcedums, wnh
the latter enduri i

E\am\porhmofdanfym;ﬂmedeﬁmhm\smdstreamlnungthepemut-

ting process. Onep dvocated a holistic, rather than linear, process
mordertocutdownmﬂmhmemquued.
In response to this suggestion, ther participant rec ded using

the California Energy Commission’s permitting process as a model. While
everyone agreed that environmental standards should not be compromised
during the permitting process, a streamlined approach was seen as favor-
able. Participants suggested that the CTWMB, CalEPA, and the California
Energy Commission work together t6 develop a fast-track permitting pro-
cess similar to the Fnergy Commission’s mandated one-year siting process
{see box). Withjurisdiction over thermal plants that produce at least 50 mega-
watts of energy, the California Energy Commission oversees projects
involving geothermal, nuclear, coal, and biomass technologies. Seminar
participants felt that the type of permitting structure allowed by thisagency
could create greater stability for uonvexsmn tedmologles and could gener-
ate more interest by & and fi
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RECOMMENDATIONS

As follow—up to this qegﬁmx, the following actions were recommended:

1. Evaluate atthe state level the potential far ioie technologies in
Califonia. Seminar participants from CalEPA agreed to take the lead
on bringing together staff of the California Integrated Waste Manage-
ment Board (CIWMB), the California Air Resources Board, and the
California Energy Comumission to study how these technologies could
impact California. The agencies might then develop a collaborative re-
port to the legislature.

2 szc-‘ﬁca"y, evalua(z how these technologiss fit in with AB 939. Repre-

sentatives from the CIWMB agreed to look at the potential impact of

conversion technologies on specific programs developed in AB939, such

2s waste prevention and recycling for paper, plastics, and organics. The

i . agency would also evaluate the “10 percent rule” — a restriction that
) was debated among seminar participants.

‘3. Pursue a data modeling project with the IS, EPA. A representative
from U.S. EPA agteed to provide a cost estimate of a project using the
agency’s new Life-Cycle Inventory. Seminar facilitator Kay Martin vol-
unteered to pursue funding opportunities for this idea. Participants from
NREL and Arkenol volunteered access to their data.

4. Encourage the California Pollution Control Financing Authority to com-
mit funding toward conversion technologies. The CPCFA provides
financial assistance to industries purchasing pollution prevention equip-
ment and facilities. In recent years, however, the portion of CPCFA's

. funds gea:ed toward Materials Recovery Facilifies, transformahon plants
and ions has d d.Arep e from Californians
Against Waste offered to meet with the State Treasurer's Office, which
oversees the CPCFA, to encourage the agency to clarify and increase the

funding for conversion technologies.

5. Expand awareness of conversion technologies within the envi
tal ity. Rep ives ﬁ'ol'.l\ the C ity Envirc 1]
Council sug, d convening a g with bers of the environ-

mental community to Iorn\ a sl\a:ed vision of the role that these
technologies can play in elmumungwastg Thls meeting would specifi-
cally address the er 's conflict over whether AB
939 should be amended to faa.htate comerslon technologies.

2. o
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PARTICIPANTS

6. Eh;gagz the publicina dtsc:«ssgn of how :onymfon‘tzbhnolagtn could : ) Dok Bascorm pascom v'mm pariners
support avision of a future, Rep from the Com- : e .
munity Envi tal Council volunteered to explore funding options ! : Donald Bogner Genahol ‘
for a project that would inform the public how conversion technologies Chad! " ealiforcia T . o .
could help improve air quality, reduce global warming, provide new ) : ) Relph ; grated Waste Manag Board
fuels, and reduce the reliance on landfills. This outreach project would ) Jon Clark Wendy P. McCaw Foundation
be designed to spark an interest in conversion technologies similar to . - ‘- } -
the public's call for recycling that led to the passage of AB 939 a decade j Crip nts En
ago. ! Bruce Degen Bechtel Corporation
7. Investigate the permitting process. Seminar particdpants from CalEPA, : % Brian Duff Pinnacle Biotechnologies International
CIWMB, and the California Energy Comumission agreed to meet wmﬁf\ . ; C. Brian Haddix California Environmental Protection Agency
their ownt agencies and then together to di a lined app i ) o
to permitting. This action is made easier by Governor Davis' encourage- Steven Jones California Integrated Waste Manag t Board
ment of inter-agency cooperation. ‘ _ Bud Laurent Community Environmental Council
8. Explore legislati Seminar participants expressed interest in : ' . Ed Lehrburger Pure Vision Technology
such measures as tax incentives, ethanol subsidies, and g d etha- | .
nol markets (such as through public fleet requirements for flexible fuel ' Kathy Lynch Lynch & Asséd,m
vehicles). No resolution was made on pursuing these items. : . Steve Maguin County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
' Sharyn Main Wendy P. McCaw Foundation
Kay Martin County of Ventura Public Works Agency
Rus Miller Arkenol
( Mark Murray + Californians Against Waste
! ‘ Rafael Nieves National Renewable Energy Laboratory
John Pacey ) The IT Corporation
Paul Relis CRE&R, Inc.
Lynn Scarlett  * Reason Public Policy Institute
. John Sibley Orange County Integrated Waste Management
John Skinner SWANA
_ Thomas Tanton California Energy Commission
. Gene Taylor Taylor Energy
Susan Thorneloe U.S. EPA Office of Research & Development
John Trotti MSW Management Magazine
Daniel Waldman MSW Management Magazine
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Document 9
Gildea Resource Center
December 7, 2001
Response to Comments

Response 9-1 - :
The County of Santa Barbara has an ongoing active and successful program to evaluate means to

increase diversion of municipal solid waste that otherwise requires disposal at a landfill. Asa
result of this program, the County diversion rate has increased from 40 percent in 1998 to

57 percent in 2002. Further, the County continues to evaluate potential means of diversion and
to recommend to the Board of Supervisors changes in procedures and policies to facilitate
implementation of such measures. The County will continue its program to find additional
means to increase the diversion of solid waste.

The commenter is correct in stating that Draft EIR Chapter 4.0 — Alternatives to the Proposed
Project has focused on either the expansion of Tajiguas or alternative landfill options. These are
addressed in response to the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6[a], as follows: “An EIR shall
describe a range or reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project . ..” The project objéctives are stated in Draft
EIR Sections 1.4 — Project Objectives and 4.1.2 — Project Objectives, as follows:

s Provide approximately 15 years of additional reliable and cost-effective municipal solid
waste disposal services for the residents of southern Santa Barbara County (County) and
the Santa Ynez and Cuyama Valleys.

s Meet the minimum 15-year County disposal capacity requirements of the California
Integrated Waste Management Act, Assembly Bill 939 (CIWMA [AB 939]) and the goals
of the County’s Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP).

s Provide a well-managed municipal solid waste disposal facility to maximize the control
necessary fo assure the safe disposal of solid waste generated in southern Santa Barbara
County and the Santa Ynez and Cuyama Valleys for an additional 15 years over currently
permitted limits.

As further stated in Section 1.4, this action will:

s Meet the Board of Supervisors’ policy directive of August 3, 1999, to provide adequate
disposal capacity at the Tajiguas Land(fill to allow for the siting and development of a
new in-County regional landfill, a process to be completed as soon as possible, a process
that may take up to 15 years to complete.

Based on the above, the purpose of the Alternatives discussion in Draft EIR Chapter 4.0 is to
address alternative disposal scenarios for waste that is generated in southern Santa Barbara
County and the Santa Ynez and Cuyama Valleys.

The commenter is referred to Final EIR Chapter 3.0 for a discussion of waste processing

technologies. The purpose of the various measures described is to increase the amount of waste
that could potentially be diverted from the waste stream that requires disposal. Waste that cannot
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be diverted will continue to require disposal at an appropriate landfill. The purpose of the
proposed project is to provide a location for disposal of this residual waste that cannot be ‘
diverted from the waste stream.

Response 9-2
The commenter is referred to Draft EIR Section 4.4 - Alternative Disposal Technologies and to

Final EIR Chapter 3.0 - Waste Processing Technologies.

See Response 9-1.

Response 9-3
While a composting program that would include other organic components of the waste stream

(such as food waste) along with green waste would result in increased diversion of the waste
stream, it also would involve various related environmental and technical considerations. These
include, but are not limited to, dust, odor and siting issues. It is speculative as to whether a
composting program to handle green and food waste could be easily implemented within a
2-year period.

See Final EIR Chapter 3.0 - Waste processing technologies for additional discussion of
composting.

-

Response 9-4
We have reviewed the referenced report provided with the comment: Conversion Technologies

and Materials Management in the 21* Century. Based on our review, the conclusions of the
report are inconsistent with the commenter’s assertion, i.e., that the report demonstrates
conversion technologies are currently available within the time frame to be feasible as an
alternative to the proposed project.

Further, the report does not modify the conclusion in Draft EIR Section 4.4, that developing
technologies hold promise for the future, although there are many obstacles to be overcome to
enable them to be considered part of long-term planning to meet the waste disposal needs of
Santa Barbara County. As described in Draft EIR Section 4.4.3, facilities for alternative
technologies require high capital investment. They also have the potential for environmental
impacts, so they are not particularly popular among community leaders. Potential impacts
include air emissions, odor, visibility, traffic, noise and dust.

As described in Final EIR Chapter 3.0, the County currently is diverting 57 percent of its waste
stream for recycling and is mulching its green waste. This indicates that more than one-half of
municipal solid waste is being diverted from landfill disposal. Also, there is a cogeneration plant
at the Tajiguas Landfill that produces electricity from landfill gas. The plant produces
approximately 3 megawatts of electricity per hour, sufficient to serve 2,250 to 3,000 homes.

The attached Conversion Technologies report mentions a variety of processes in use at locations
within and outside the United States. The specifics required to determine the potential fit -
(feasibility of implementation) of these processes in Santa Barbara County are not provided in
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the report. The potential to develop one or more of these processes within the time frame of the
proposed project (2005 through 2020) also is not provided.

The report does note there are barriers to timely implementation of one or more of the conversion
technologies. These barriers interfere with their potential development as an alternative to the
proposed project. As provided in the report, these barriers include:

* Financing. The report states: “... participants . .. confirmed that financing was a major
barrier in the conversion industry, particularly when trying to establish a first project. . .
This problem is compounded when investors ask for 20-year supply contracts — far
beyond the best franchise agreements of 7 to 10 years.”

e Access to Feedstock.

- Competition with conventional composting and recycling systems
- Competition with the landfill industry
- Need for long-term contracts
¢ Public Perception.
- Air pollution
- Interference with recycling

» Permitting Issues. The report states: “In California, potential conversion technology
projects must endure a stringent review. . . and because the process requires substantial
time and financial investments, potential builders are faced with the risk of huge
investments without the guarantee that their projects will pass.”

Although the above barriers are not insurmountable, the time necessary to provide resolution of
the issues is greater than the time available to provide an alternative to the proposed project.

See Final EIR Chapter 3.0 - Waste Processing Technologies.

Response 9-5 :
Comment noted. The commenter is referred to Final EIR Chapter 3.0 for a discussion of Waste

processing technologies.

Although the commenter asserts that the landfill is the source of surface and groundwater
pollution, this assertion is not supported by evidence. The commenter is referred to discussions
of surface water quality and groundwater quality in Responses 2-5, 2-13b, 2-16 and 3-37.

Response 9-6
Comment noted. See Response 9-1.

The commenter is referred to Final EIR Chapter 3.0 - Waste Processing Technologies.
As they evaluate and recommend solid waste management strategies, SWUD includes cost-
benefit analyses as part of their staff reports to the County Board of Supervisors. In the future,

when technologies or policy changes are recommended by SWUD, such cost-benefit analyses
will likely continue to be included.
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The proposed project is to provide for disposal of that portion of the solid waste stream that is
residual after diversion has occurred. ‘

Response 9-7
Comment noted. See Final EIR Chapter 3.0 - Waste Processing Technologies.

Response 9-8
Comment noted. The commenter is referred to Final EIR Chapter 3.0 - Waste Processing

Technologies.

See Response 9-1.
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Document 10
Citizens Planning Association of Santa Barbara County, Inc.
December 13, 2001
Response to Comments

Response 10-1
Onsite emissions related to transport and disposal of the municipal solid waste at Tajiguas would

be similar at any other landfill location in the region. Therefore, regional impacts of these
emissions also would be the similar. The longer transport distances for the alternative landfills in
the region would produce higher offsite mobile emissions.

The County Board of Supervisors will ultimately decide whether to approve the project in light
of, among other things, the environmental trade-offs involved. The Board will thus determine
whether the significant, unavoidable impacts associated with the project are acceptable in light of
the relative regional air quality benefits of the project in comparison to other, more distant
landfills. Balancing the impacts of a project at a particular location versus the impacts of a
project at another location, is a function that must be performed by local elected officials. The
purpose of the EIR is to identify those impacts so that officials can make a reasoned decision
about how to strike an appropriate balance.

With respect to NO; and PM;q emissions, the commenter is correct that the landfill will cause an
increase in NO; and PM 4 concentrations. These increases also would occur at another landfill.
The EIR identifies mitigation to ensure that the public does not have access to areas that may
exceed applicable ambient air quality standards. '

Response 10-2
The Draft EIR accounts for the current history and expected growth for the Tajiguas Landfill in

the receipt of green waste, dirt, and transfer station alternative daily cover (ADC), and in the
outbound transport of green waste (see Draft EIR Table 3.11-9). Other recycling activities that
take place at transfer stations or other locations are not part of the proposed project and so are not
analyzed in the Draft EIR.

Response 10-3
Alternatives, including potential use of future landfills, such as Eagle Mountain or the Mesquite

Regional Landfill, that would include rail haul of solid waste do not require detailed analysis of
air quality impacts in each air basin affected by offsite transport as part of the alternatives
analysis for the proposed Tajiguas Landfill expansion project. As discussed in Draft EIR
Section 4.3.3, the much longer transport distances to these landfills, including the portion within
Santa Barbara County, would result in offsite emissions being much higher than for the proposed
project (i.e., approximately 14 times more offsite mobile emissions then the proposed project),
while onsite emissions would be similar at any other landfill locations.

Response 10-4
Annual average and peak daily offsite mobile emissions are given equal treatment in the air

quality impact analysis as shown in Draft EIR Tables 3.11-6, 3.11-7, and 3.11-10 through
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average daily tonnage of solid waste to the Landfill rather than the peak daily tonnage, are used
to determine long-term impacts, including the following:
* Criteria pollutant annual average concentrations are compared with ambient air
quality standards.
* Nongcriteria pollutant annual average concentrations are used to compute carcinogenic
and chronic noncarcinogenic health risks.

3.11-15. Annual average offsite mobile emissions, which are based on the transport of the ‘

Response 10-5
The Draft EIR correctly discusses that onsite emissions would be similar at the proposed project

site to those at Chiquita Canyon, Mesquite, Eagle Mountain or other landfill locations in the
region. Tajiguas and Chiquita Canyon are close enough (i.e., 76 miles) so that onsite emissions
at either would have approximately the same regional air quality impacts. In contrast, offsite
transport of Tajiguas waste to Chiquita Canyon would require an additional 55 miles (76 miles
includes the 21 miles that waste is transported to Tajiguas from the existing Santa Barbara
Transfer Station). Therefore, compared to the proposed project, disposal at the Chiquita Canyon
Landfill would result in at least double the offsite emissions and their impacts. These increased
offsite emissions would impact Ventura and Los Angeles Counties as well as Santa Barbara
County.

Response 10-6
Mobile emissions associated with the collection of waste are constant, for all alternatives, both in

magnitude and location. These mobile emissions will continue to occur with or without the

project because the waste still will be collected. Onsite emissions are constant in magnitude, but .
differ as to site location. After local collection at the sources (residences and commercial ‘
businesses), transport distances and associated emissions will differ between alternatives. It is

precisely these differences in transport distances and emissions that lead to the alternatives

having greater air quality impacts than the proposed project.
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December 17, 2001

RECEIVED
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Kathy Kefauver

County of Santa Barbara, Public Works Department DEC 2 i 201

Solid Waste and Utilities Division

109 East Victoria Street e RETAIN?

Santa Barbara, CA 93101 nourd FFTT IO O

Subject: Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Project
SCH#: 1998041003

Dear Katuy Kefauver:

(~ The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On the
_enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on December 14, 2001, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this kage is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s mn-dlglt State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regardmg those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise ofithe agency or which are

required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in prcpanng your final environmental document. Should you need

more information or clarification of the encl , we d that you the
commenting agency directly.
Tlns Tetter acknowledgcs that you have complied with the State Clearingt review requi for draft

to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questious regarding the environmental review process.

L

Sincerely, .

Terry Roberts

Director, State Clearinghouse
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Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
9164450613 FAX 916-323-3015 WWW.OPRCAGOV/CLEARINGHOUSEHTML

=

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 1998041003
Project Title  Tajiguas Landfill Expansion iject
Lead Agency Santa Barbara County
Type EIR Draft EIR .
Description  The proposed project is o expand the existing Taji Landfill to extend useful life an additional 15
years of additional waste disposal capacity.
Leéad Agency Contact
Name Kathy Kefauver
Agency County of Santa Barbara, Public Works Department . .
Phone 805 882-3614 Fax
emall
_ Address Solid Waste and Utilities Division
109 East Victoria Street
City Santa Barbara State CA. Zip 93101
Project Location
County SantaBarbara
City Santa Barbara
Reglon
Cross Streets Highway 101
Parcel No. 081-150-019, 081-150-026
Township SN Range 31W Section Base SBBM
Proximity to:
Highways 101
Alrports
Railways Southem Pacific
Waterways  Armoyo Quemado, Canada de la Pila, Amoyo Hondo
Schools
" Land Use Landfill and borrow area; AG-il-100; AG-ll
Landfil; northern portion: AG-II-100; AG-Il
southern portion: AG-1I-320; Local Coastal Plan AG-Hl
Project Issues  Aesthetic/Visual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Coastal Zone;
DmmagelAbsorphon Flood Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Geologic/Selsmic; Naise; Public
Services; i ks; Soil Erosion/Cs ction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous;
Traffic/Circulation; Vegelahon. Water Quality; Water Supply: We\landIRlparian wildlife; Growth
ing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects; Other Issues
Reviewing Resources Agency; Califomia Coastal Commissian; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish
Agencles  and Game, Region 5; Department of Parks and R lon; Department of Water F
California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 5; Integrated Waste Management Board; State Water .
Resources Control 8oard, Division of Water Quality; Regional Water Quallty Control Board, Region 3;
Depart of Toxic Sub Control; Native American Heritag ission; State Lands
Commission
Date Recelved 10/23/2001 Start of Review 10/23/2001 . End of Review 12/14/2001

Note: Blanks in data fields result from lnsufficient information provided by lead agency.







- Document 11
‘ Office of Planning and Research
December 17, 2001
Response to Comments

Response 11-1
Comment noted.
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California Integrated Waste Management Board

Linda Moulton-Pattcrson, Chair
1001 1 Street o P.O. Box 4025 o Sacramento, California 95812-4025  (916) 341-6000
www.ciwmb.ca.gov

Winston H. Rickox gzrn?;rﬁs
Seeretary for .
Envir al
Pralczt';;": i E @ E ﬂ w E ) (’_,QQ_,J*‘
December 14, 2001 24/
- DEC 14 201
Kathy Kefauver _ <.
Santa Barbara Public Works, Solid Waste and Utilities Division]
109 East Victoria Street STATE CLEAR' NG HOUSE

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Subject: SCH #98041003: Notice of Completion INOC) for a Draft Environmental [mpact
Report (DEIR) for the Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Project (Solid Waste Facility
Permit [SWFP] #42-AA-0015) in Santa Barbara County.

Dear Ms. Kefauver:

The California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB or Board) Environmental Review
Section (ERS) staff has reviewed the environmental document (ED) cited above, and offers the
following description and analysis of the proposed project based on ERS staff's understanding of
the project. If the CITWMB project description varies substantially from the project as understood
by the Lead Agency, ERS staff requests notification of any sngmﬁcam differences prior to
certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The County of Santa Barbara Public Works, Solid Waste and Utilities Division, acting as Lead
Agency, has prepared and circulated a DEIR in order to comply with CEQA and to provide
information to, and solicit consultation with Responsible Agencies, in support of a Solid Waste
Facilities Permit (SWFP) revision for proposed changes in the permitted landfill boundary, and
permitted waste footprint, increase the permitted maximum efevation, increase design capacity,
change in hours of operation, and revise the estimated closure date. The proposal may require
other federal, state, and local approvals. The primary purpose of the proposed prajest is to provide
additionel landfill capacity to allow for approximately 15 additional years of solid waste disposal
beyond the current estimated closure date of 2005-2006.

The Tajiguas Landfill is located approximately 26 miles west of the City of Santa Barbara on the
Gaviota Coast at 14470 Calle Real, APNs 081-150-019, <021 and ~026 in the Gaviota area, 3",
Supervisorial District in Santa Barbard County, The fmhty is located inthe Canada de §a Pila on
497 acres. Most of the properties adjacent to the landfill site are used primarily for agriculture or
open space, The property to the west was used for processing petroleum and natural gas products.
Immediately south of the landfill sits ate U.S. Highway 101, the Union Pacific Railroad tracks,
and the Pacific Ocean, The southern partion of the site is within the California Coastal Zone.,

California Envirc tal Protection Agency
@ Printed on Recycled Paper
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Santa Barbara Public Works, Solid Waste and Utilities Division
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Existing SWFP

The facility is currently permitted as a Class [ non-hazardous, municipal waste landﬁll as per the
November 18, 1999 SWEP under the following limitations:

Permitted Tons per Operating Day: 1500 tons per day

Permitted Vehicles per Day: 128

Total Permitted Area: 240 acres

Permitted Waste Disposal Area: 78 scres

Design Capacity: 15,100,000 cubic yards

Maximum Landfill Elevation: 500 ft. above Mean Sea Level (MSL)
Estimated Closure Date: 2006

Days and Hours of Open to the Public: Monday/7:00 a.m.-5:00 p.m_; Tucsday-
Saturday/7:00 a.m.-4:00 p.m.; closed holidays.

¢ Days and Hours of Cover and Compaction Operations: Monday/7:00 2.m.-6:00
p.m.; Tuesday-Saturday/7:00 a.m.-5:00 p.m.; closed holidays

Proposed Changes

According to the DEIR the proposed project will require revision of the SWEP in order to
implement changes in the permitted landfill boundary, and permitted waste footprint, increase the
permitted maximum elevation, increase design capacity, change in hours of operation, and revise
the estimated closure date. The specific changes are relative to several design
options/considerations as follow:

Front Canyon Option
* Permitted Tons per Opernhng Day: 1500 tons per day (No change from current
SWFP)
¢ Permitted Vehicles per Day. Increase from the permitted 128 to 184 vehicles perday
over the ¢stimated life of the project
s Total Permitted Area: 240 acres plus 3-5 acres may need to be included in the total
permitted area from adjacent county owned land to allow for dlsturbance as aresult of
the construction of a perimeter access road.
Permitted Waste Disposal Area: 134 acres,
Design Capacity: 23,320,000 cubic yards,
Maximum Landfill Elevation: 660 ft. MSL.
Estimated Closure Date: 2020.
Days and Hours of Open to the Public; Monday and Tuesday/7:00 a.m.~5:00 p.m.;
Wednesday-Saturday/7:00 a.m.~4:00 p.m.; closed holidays. .
¢ Days and Hours of Cover and Compaction Operations: Monday through
Saturday/6:00 a.m.-6:00 p.m.

DEIR LF Tojiguasf 42AA001SLTRI21 4.doe
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Kathy Kefauver

Santa Barbara Public Works, Solid Waste and Utilities Division
Taiguas Landflil
Pagel

Back Canyon Option
. ;"evrg;ted Tons per Operaﬁng Day: 1500 tons per day (No change from current
¢ Permitted Vehicles per Day Increase from the permitted 128 to 184 vehicles per day
over the estimated life of the project.
¢ Total Permitted Area: 240 acres plus 3-5 acres may need to be included in the total
permitted area from adjacent county owned land to allow for disturbance as a result of
the construction of a perimeter access road.
Permitted Waste Disposal Area: 159 actes.
Design Capacity: 23,320,000 cubic yards.
Marximum Landfill Elevation: 700 fi, above MSL.
Estimated Closure Date: 2020
Days and Hours of Open to the Public: Monday and Tuesday/7:00 a.m.-5:00 p.m.;
Wednesday-Saturday/7:00 a.m.-4:00 p.m.; closed holidays.
¢ Days and Hours of Cover and Compaction Operations: Monday through
Saturday/6:00 a.m.-6:00 p.m.

Southeast Corner Modj ﬁcatwn

The Coastal Zoné Boundary on the landfill was redefined in recent years. As a result, it was
discovered that approximately two years of waste was placed above the 400-foot elevation in the
Coastal Zone. In order to correct this inconsistency, the southeast comer of the landfill would be
modified to allow all of the waste above the 400-foot elevation in the Coastal Zone to be removed
and relocated to ap area that is within the proposed landfill expansion area. The estimated volume
of material to be relocated within the landfill as a result of this modification is approximately
720,000 cubic yards.

[~ CIWMB ROLE AS A RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

The CIWMB will be a Responsible Agency for the environmental review of this proposed project,
and for concurrence on the SWFP revision. The CIWMB operates in cooperation with local :
govemment to assure protection of the public health, safety and the environment from the
potentially detrimental effects of improper solid waste management. The CIWMB concurs in the
issuance, or revision of a SWFP with Local Enforcement Agencics (LEAS) to assure that a solid

| waste facility operates in 2 manner consistent with all applicable laws and regulations.

CIWMB CEQA REVIEW

As a Responsible Agency under CEQA, CIWMB ERS staff's review and comments on an ED are
intended to assist the Lead Agency in developing an ED that will be as complete and adequate as
possible for use by the Lead Agency and all Responsible Agencies. ERS staffs comments are
intended ta help decision-makers 1) identify potential impacts from proposed projects;

DEIR LP Tajigussf 4244001 SLTRI214.doc
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2) determine whether auy such impacts are significant; and 3) ascertain whether significant
impacts can be mitigated to a levcl of insignificance in compliance with the CEQA statutes and
guidelines.

When evaluating the adequacy of an ED for purposes of SWFP conciurence, ERS staff must
compare the design and operation of the facility as described in the proposed SWFP with the
project as described and evaluated in the ED.

When performing the initial review of 8 CEQA document, such as a DEIR or Negative Declaration
during the circulation process, the first analysis ERS staff must make is to evaluate whether or not
the proposed CEQA document clearly describes all phases of the project and assesses all potential
primary and secondary impacts to the environment and/or public health and safety that could occur
if the project is implemented.

When the proposed SWFP is received by the CIWMB along with the citation of evidence of
CEQA compliance by the LEA, the second analysis performed by ERS staff is to evajuate whether
or not the CEQA evaluation in the cited ED supports the requested specifications, revisions, and/or
conditions of the proposed SWFP. For instance, does the ED clearly describe and assess the
potential air quality, water quality, geological impacts, traffic, noise, dust, vector and other health
and safety impacts that can be associated with the proposed solid waste facility or changes in
design and/or operation? When this type of informatlon is included and addressed in the ED, the
SWFP concurrence process is greatly facilitated.

After comparison of the cited CEQA document with the proposed SWFP, ERS staff makes a
recommendation to the CIWMB regarding the adequacy of the CEQA document for CIWMB
SWFP concurrence purposes. The Board members of CIWMB make the final determination of the

9 adequacy of the CEQA documeént for SWFP concumence.

RS STAFF QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

ERS staff has reviewed the DEIR and offer the following comments or items to include or address
in the FEIR. As indicated by the following questions and comments, ERS staff will need
clarifying information in order to complete our review of this document as a Responsible Agency.
Responsc to Board Comments

The Lead Agency must provide a copy of its responses to the Board’s comments at least ten days

before certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report. Refer to Public Resources Code (PRC),
Section 21092.5(a).

DEIR LF Tajiguask42AA001SLTRI214.doe




12/14/2001 18:38 91634163693 CIWMB RCTS BRANCH PAGE 85

December 14, 2001

Kathy Kefauver

Santa Barbara Public Works, Solid Waste and Utilitles Division
Tajiguas Landfill

Page§

Regulatory Compliance

6 ] ERS staff believes that the Lead Agency should indicate and include a comment regarding the
' status of compliance with the requirements on page 1-26, Section 1.7.2.1 Salid Waste
Management as related to the Tajiguas Landfill and proposed expansion in the Final EIR.

L.
[“Onsite Water and Wastewater

Page 2-28 of the DEIR, Section 2.6.1 Water and Section 2.6.2 Sewage and Wastewater Disposal
)'U discuss these issues. The Final EIR should include a discussion of the state and/or local regulatory
requirements of both onsite water and wastewater disposal and how the facility will comply with
those provisions.

.—

Closure Plan

Please be advised that the CIWMB has prepared draft solid waste regulations that may require the
preliminary closure plan to be approved prior to the issuante of arevised SWFP.

[Site Capacity and Estimated Closure Date

Itis the understanding of ERS staff that the project is primarily intended to provide additional
.waste disposal capacity at Tajiguas Landfill and extend the estimated closure date of the Tajiguas
Landfill by an additional 15 years over that contained the current SWFP (November 18, 1999). In
\,,'% the event that the portion of the proposed project that includes modifying the southeast corner of
the landfill is not deemed necessary and therefore is not performed, it is understood that the
fandfill would have an additional air space capacity of approximately 720,000 cubic yards
available. However, CEQA analysis of environmental impacts has not been performed for traffic
volumes, maximum daily tonnages, or estimated landfill closure beyond the 15-year extension -
analyzed in the DEIR. Accordingly, in the future, any request to revise any of these parameters
L above those stated in the DEIR would likely require additional environmental review and analysis,

“Total Permitted Area
Please note that the proposed area of disturbance for the perimeter access road and drainage
system improvements located on the county owned Baron Ranch will need to be added to the
\,_-q Tajiguas Landfill permitted landfill boundary, On page 2-21, second paragraph, line 6 of the
DEIR the acreage of this area of disturbance is indicated to be 5 acres, On figure 2-7, this same
area is indicated to be 3 acres in the legend for the figure. On Table 2-2 this same area is listed as
containing § acres under the heading Borrow Axeas, Other Disturbance. Please rectify these
Linconsistcncies in the FEIR.
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rClimate, Rainfall and Leachate Production

On page 3.3-3 of the DEIR, in Section 3.3.2.1.1. Climate, it is indicated that rainfall averapes
between 16-29 inches per year depending on elevation. The DEIR also states “Year-to-year
variations can be significant. Annual precipitation in any given month or year may range from less
than one-third to much more than the average rainfall.” It should be indicated in the Final EIR
how the facility has coped with leachate production in very high rainfall events as well as very
high rainfall years. Please explain what back-up provisions are being proposed/provided in the
event of excessive leachate caused by high rainfall events/years.

.

‘Mitigah'on Measures

Traffic

On page 3.10-15 of the DEIR, Mitigation Measure TRAF-1, states, “A permanent stop sign and
speed dots shall be installed and maintained at the landfill exit to Highway 101.” Please indicate
what agency is responsible for installing the stop sign and speed dots. Is the location of the stop
sign and speed dots on County owned right of way, Landfill owned right of way, or in right of way
owned by CalTrans or some other entity? Please include documentation that demonstrates that the
entity responsible for the right of way where the stop sign and speed dots are to be located arc in
Lagreement to the installation and maintenance of them.

—On page 3.10-15 of the DEIR it states that the Solid Waste Utilities District (SWUD) “shall
designate petsonnel to monitor and implement traffic safety measures. Implementation of this
measure shall be reported to the LEA on an annual basis.” Please explain how the LEA would

A
\?—‘ have authority over traffic control items installed in a right of way. Again, as indicated above,

P,|3

please describe what other entities would be involved in the implementation of this mitigation
measure due to their jurisdiction over the affected right of way.

[4ir Quality

Page 3.11-30, AQ-3, h,, includes “Monitoring PM10 at the landfill boundary.” Please explain 1f
this monitoring plan has been reviewed and approved by the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution
Control District (SBCAPCD) or other responsible agency regarding air quality issues, Will air
quality monitoring reports be submitted to the SBCAPCD for their review and approval? What
other responsible agencies will receive these air quality monitoring reports?

"MITIGATION REPORTING OR ITORING PRO P

Mitigation measures have been includ?:d in the ED, which are considered necessary to offset
potential environmental impacts. This is a determination that was made by the Lead Agency. The
operator and the Lead Agency should consider the following information:

Public Resources Code, Section 21081.6, states that the Lead Agency should submit a MRMP at.
the time of local adoption of the Environmental Impact Report or Mitigated Negative Declaration.

DEIRLF Tajiguacid2AAQ01SLTR1214.doe
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This should identify the environmental impacts associated with the proposed project, identify
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less than significant level, identify agencies responsible
for ensuring the implementation of the propesed mitigations, and specify a monitoring/tracking
mechanism, The MRMP is also required to be made a condition of project approval,

Section 21081.6 (b) also requires that "A public agency shall provide the measures to mitigate or
avoid significant effects on the environment are fully enforceable through permit conditions,
agreements, or other measures.”

The MRMP should also indicate that agencies designated to enforee mitigation measures in the
MND have reviewed the MRMP and agreed that they have the authority and means to accomplish

Lth: designated enforcement responsibilities.

SUMMARY
ERS staff thanks the Lead Agency for the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIR.

ERS staff requests copies of any subsequent énvironmental documents including, copies of public
notices, and any Notices of Determination (NODs) for this project. If the document is adopted
during a public hearing ERS staff request a ten-day advance notice of this meeting. If the *
document is adopted without a public hearing, CIWMB staff request a ten-day advance
notification of the date of the adoption and project approval by the decision-making body.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (916) 341-6730.

Sincerely,

Steven L. Hooper
Environmental Review Section
Permmits Branch

Permitting and Enforcement Division
CIWMB

[ Secott Morgan
State Clearinghouse
P.0. Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

Sue O'Leary, Supervisor
Environmental Review Section
Permitting and Enforcement Division
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California Integrated Waste Management Board

Suzanne Hambleton, Supervisor

Permitting and Inspection Branch, Region 3
Permitting and Enforcement Division
California Integrated Waste Management Board

Willy Jenkins

Permitting and Inspection Branch, Region 3
Permitting and Enforcement Division )
California Integrated Waste Management Board
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Document 12
California Integrated Waste Management Board
December 14, 2001
Response to Comments

Response 12-1
Comment noted.

Response 12-2
Comment noted.

Response 12-3
Comment noted.

Response 12-4
Comment noted. A copy of the Final EIR, with these responses, will be sent to the California

Integrated Waste Management Board at least 10 days prior to Final EIR certification.

Response 12-5 :
The Tajiguas Landfill currently is in compliance with all permits listed in the Draft EIR. N

notices of non-compliance have been received.

Response 12-6
Onsite water is available to the existing Landfill and would continue to be available to the

proposed Landfill expansion as explained in Draft EIR Section 3.3. The County of Santa
Barbara Environmental Health Services (EHS) regulates sewage and wastewater disposal. The
method and design of the system would be subject to review and approval by EHS. The EHS
would ensure compliance with applicable codes.

Response 12-7
Comment noted.

Response 12-8
Comment noted.

Response 12-9
The County acknowledges that the 5 acres of disturbance for the perimeter access road and

drainage system improvements on the County-owned Baron Ranch will need to be added to the
Tajiguas landfill permitted boundary. This would be accomplished as part of the Solid Waste
Facility Permit process with the LEA and CIWMB.

The legend on Draft EIR Figure 2-7 has been changed to reflect these 5 acres. See Revised
Figure 2-7 in Final EIR Section 4.4.

Final EIR, July 2002 doc. 12-1 Tajiguas Landfill Expansion



Response 12-10 :
Through a recent land exchange with Aera Energy, the Tajiguas Landfill has acquired water
tanks on the western ridge of Cafiada de la Pila. The total capacity for storage of water and
leachate collected from the GLCRS is 680,000 gallons. Prior to each rainy season, the tanks are
drained, in preparation for an increase in pumping and water volumes during the winter. In the
past, these tanks have provided adequate capacity for water and leachate that has been pumped
from the GLCRS.

Response 12-11

The stop sign will be located within Caltrans right-of-way. The SWUD will coordinate with
Caltrans for installation and maintenance of the sign. The speed dots will be located north of the
stop sign, within the Tajiguas Landfill access road, which is a Santa Barbara County
right-of-way. Mitigation Measure TRAF-1 in Final EIR Section 4.2.2 has been modified to
clarify that the County will install the stop sign and speed dots.

Response 12-12
The authority to enforce this condition will be changed from the LEA to Santa Barbara County
Public Works. See Mitigation Measure TRAF-1 in Final EIR Section 4.2.2.

Response 12-13

This suggestion of revising Mitigation Measure AQ-3 has been accepted. The dust-monitoring
plan will be developed and submitted to the LEA and the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution
Control District (APCD) for approval. The APCD, rather than the LEA, would regulate
monitoring for PMjg. All other parameters listed in mitigation measure AQ-3 may be overseen
by the APCD in addition to the LEA. The RWQCB will be omitted from the Plan Requirements
and Timing and will be replaced by the APCD. Revised Mitigation Measure AQ-3 is provided
in Final EIR Section 4.2.2 and Final EIR Table 1-2. '

Response 12-14
Comment noted. The Mitigation Reporting and Monitoring Program (MRMP) is included as
Final EIR Appendix C.

Response 12-15
Comment noted. The public notices and Notice of Determination are in Appendix B of this
Final EIR, which will be sent to the California Integrated Waste Management Board.

Final EIR, July 2002 doc. 12-2 Tajiguas Landfill Expansion




From Martin Potter to 916-323-3018

STATE OF CALIFORNIA.-THE RESOURCES AGENCY.

at 12/14/01 1:19 PM

Governor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
Bouth Coast Region

4949 Viewridge Avenus

closr Hex (77
Sar,Disgo. Celforis ”‘“‘ EGEDYE [N e e
FAX (858) 4674239 C;
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December 14, 2001

STATE CLEARING HOUSE

Kathy Kefauver, Project Planiier

County of Santa Barbara Pubfic Works Dept., Sofid Waste and Utilities Division
109 East Victoria Street

Santa Barbara, CA 83101 -

Draft Environmental Impact Report for
the Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Project
SCH # 1998041003, Santa Barbara County

Dear Ms. Kefauver,

The Department of Fish and Game (Department), has reviewed the Draft
Environmental impact Report (DEIR) for impacts to biological resources. The Santa Barbara
County Public Works Department (County) proposes to expand the capacity of the Tajiguas
landfilt (landfill), to provide a 15-year capacity. The landfill is located about 26 miles west of
Santa Barbara, and about % mile from the Pacific Ocean, north of Highway 101, in Santa
Barbara County. Without, expansion, it is anticipated the landfill would reach permitted
capacity by 2005 or 2006. The proposed project would result in the disturbance of 71 acres of
native habitats, primarily chaparral scrub and non-native grasslands, This disturbance would
include the removal of 100-150 mature coast live oak trees. Sensitive animal species
potentially impacted by the project include the Federally Threatened California red-legged frog
(CLRF; Rana aurora draytonii) and the State Special Concem Species San Diego desert
woodrat (Neoloma lepida infermedia). Several sensitive plant species, including the Federal
and State Endangered Gaviota tarplant (Hemizonia increscens ssp. villosa), have the potential
to occur on the project site, although no listed plants species were detected during plant
surveys, Mitigation measures are proposed to mitigate the loss of habitats, incliding an oak
tree replacement program, pre-project surveys and relocation measures for sensitive plants
and desert woodrat, and a Department-approved CRLF management plan.

The following statements and comments have been prepared pursuant to the
Department's authosity as Trustee Agency with jurisdiction over natural resources affected by
the project (CEQA Guidelines §15386).

From Martin Potter at 12/14/01 1:19 PM

to 916-323-3018

Ms. Kathy Kefauver
December 14, 2001
Page 2

impacts to Sensitive Biological Resources

The Department generally agrees with the scope and intent of proposed mitigation
measures, and recommends their full implementation. We offer the following additional
recommendations:

rCalifornia red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) - With respect to the screening of the
proposed intake pipe, the 3 ft. cube screen box needs to be kept clean to maintain low water
velocities across all screens. Assuming the screen box will be completely submerged during

A pumping activities, the wetted surface area of the box should be designed based on pump
ﬁ rates and targeted water velocities across the screens. Screen dimensions should be set by
; the size of frog larvae. ' '

[~ Gaviota tarplant (Hemizonia increscens ssp. villosa) - Pre-project surveys should be conducted
?{’)_ during the months when this plant is flowering sufficiently to allow its detection. Generally, this
' : period begins in late May and lasts through the Summer.

i

[~ Alternatives

i
H

It was unclear to the Department how the closure of the Foxen Canyon landfill would

: affect the operation and projected closure date for Tajiguas. Specifically, it was not clear to us

. i ifthe projected capacity attainment date for Tajiguas of 2005 or 2006 included additional

\5 { waste from the Santa Ynez Valley resulting from the Foxen Canyon landfill closure. The
Foxen Canyon landfill is projected to close in 2003. If the projected closure date for Tajiguas
included Santa Ynez Valley waste, then an alternative to dispose of Santa Ynez Valley waste
at the Santa Maria facility, instead of Tajiguas, should extend the projected life of the Tajiguas
landfili beyond 2005/2006. The DEIR should include this analysis, and we request the County
provide clarification on this issue.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comment. é|ease provide the Department a
copy of tha tevised DND. Questions regarding this letter and further coordination on these
issties should be directed to Mr. Martin Potter, Wildlife Biologist, at (805) 640-3677.

Sincerely,

Ms, Morgan Wehtje
. Environmental Specialist V

Pg 003/004
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Ms. Kathy Kefauver
December 14, 2001
Page 3

ce:  Mr, Martin Potter
‘ Department of Fish and Game
Ojai, California :

Mr. Maurice Cardenas
Department of Fish and Game !
Ojai, California '

Ms. Mary Meyer
Department of Fish and Game
Ojai, California

Mr. Scott Morgan
State Clearinghouse
Sacramento, California




Document 13
California Department of Fish and Game
December 14, 2001 -
Response to Comments

Response 13-1
Comment noted. These requirements have been added to Mitigation Measure BIO-8 in Final

EIR Section 4.2.2.

Response 13-2
Comment noted. This requirement have been added to Mitigation Measure BIO-1 in Final EIR

Section 4.2.2 and Table 1-2.

Response 13-3
The Tajiguas Landfill is expected to reach capacity in 2005. The current Solid Waste Facilities

Permit for Foxen Canyon identifies that the Foxen Canyon Landfill is expected to reach capacity
in 2006. The Final Supplemental EIR to 90-EIR-14 that reviewed the conversion of Foxen ”
Canyon from a landfill to a transfer station (97-SD-02) stated that the capacity of the Foxen
Canyon Landfill would be reached between the years 0fi2004 and 2007 (Santa Barbara County,
1997b). The Foxen Canyon Landfill is scheduled to become a transfer station for the Santa Ynez
Valley when its capacity is reached. :

The Foxen Canyon Landfill weekly operation has been reduced from seven days of operation to
five days. A portion of the waste from the Santa Ynez Valley is currently being direct-hauled to
Tajiguas Landfill.

The amount of waste generated by the Santa Ynez Valley is relatively small compared to waste
generated by the South Coast. The City of Santa Barbara alone produces approximately

50 percent of the waste delivered to Tajiguas. Transferring waste from the Santa Ynez Valley to
Santa Maria would, therefore, result in less than one additional year of life for the Tajiguas
Landfill because the waste from Santa Ynez represents a small portion of the entire waste stream.
Because this alternative would not provide capacity to extend the life of the Landfill for a
significant amount of time, and because it would be necessary to formulate agreements with the
City of Santa Maria, this alternative is not feasible. The commenter is referred to Draft EIR
Section 4.2.1.3 for a discussion of Tajiguas waste in the Santa Maria Landfill.

Final EIR, July 2002 doc. 13-1 Tajiguas Landfill Expansion







Winston H. Hickox
Secretary for
Environmental
Protection

W

Califomia Integrated Waste Management Board

Linda Moulton-Patterson, Chair
1001 I Street ® Sacramento, California 95814  (916) 341-6000
Mailing Address: P. O. Box 4025, Sacramento, CA 95812-4025

. Gy Davis
www.ciwmb.ca.gov o

December 19, 2001

Ms. Lisa Sloan . ..
Santa Barbara County Public
Health Department
225 Camino Del Remedio
Santa Barbara, California 93110

Review of Environmental Impact Report (EIR), Landfill Slope Stability Issues, Tajiguas Sanitary Landfill, H
Santa Barbara Csuaty, FacHity No. 42-AA-0015

Dear Ms. Sloan:

In response to your request, the California Integrated Waste Manag, Board (Board) Closure and Technical
Services Section staff have reviewed portions of the EIR for Tajiguas Landfill (release date October 12, 2001)
pertinent to the landfill slope stability. Specifically, Board staff reviewed the following portions of the EIR:

e  Volume I: pages 3.2-27 t0 3.2-34 and pages 3.7-2t0 3.7-24.

e Volume Il (Technical Studies): 9/01 Slope Stabnlnty Evaluanon ( GeoLogic Associates, September, 2001),
and Slope Stability Analysis (Hush A ptember 17, 2001).

As a result of our review, we have concluded that the slope stability analyses included in the EIR are consistent with
the analyses submitted for Board review in 1999 (Board staff had concurred with the proposed landfill slope

and supporting slope stability analyses in our letter of July 2, 1999). Consequently, Board staff’
considers the slope stablllty analyses lncluded in the EIR as adequate and in conformance with all applicable slope
stability standards under regul. ined in Title 27, California Code of Regulations.

Should you have any questions Eonceming this matter, please call me at (916) 341-6318 or Mr. Peter Janicki of my
staff at (916) 341-6315.

Smcerel:@ /

Mich 1 B w hainl M.
Closure and Technical Services Section
Permitting and Enforcement Division

-~

ces Mr. Michael LeBrun
Central Coust Regional Water Quality Control Board
81 Higuera Street, Suite 200
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-0397

Mr. Chris Wilson

County of Santa Barbara Public Works Department
123 East Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, Catifornia 93101

California Environmental Protection Agency
<+ Printed on Recycled Paper

Tha energy challenge facing Califomia is real. Every Califorian needs to take immediate action to reduce eriergy consumption. For
a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web site at hup://www ciwmb.ca.govr,







Document 14
‘ California Integrated Waste Management Board
December 14, 2001
Response to Comments

Response 14-1
Comment noted.

Final EIR, July 2002 doc. 14-1 Tajiguas Landfill Expansion






Q\-‘/ California Regional Water Quality Control Board
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: Central Coast Region s
Wiaston H. Hickox Gray Davis
Secretary for Internet Address: http:/fwww.swreb ca govirwgchd Governor
Environmental 81 Higuera Street, Suite 200, San Luis Obispo, California 93401-5411
Prosection Phane (805) 549-3147 » FAX (305) 5430397
December 18, 2001 CEETVED
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Ms. Kathy Kefauver "
Solid Waste and Utilities Division DEC 19 20
Couanty of Santa Barbara
109 East Victoria Street

TAIN:
oissose O3
BT Jp———— corv 10 3

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Dear Ms. Kefauver:

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, TAJIGUAS LANDFILL, SANTA BARBARA
COUNTY

Regional Board staff reviewed the October 2001, Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the

A proposed Tajiguas Landfill expansion. Since the mission of our agency is water quality protection our

ﬁ review is focused on potential impacts to water quality and related sections (i.e geology and seismic
Lhazards). Overall, the report is well prepared in terms of addressing water quality related impacts.

However, we do have some comments pertaining to the landfill description poﬁion of the report. These
comments are not meant to be exhaustive but are meant to clarify our position in relation to these items.

) {Section 2.9.2 Composite Liner System — On page 2-43 the report states * The SWRCB Resolution 93-
i 62 also allows, where and engineering analysis shows, and the RWQCB finds, that side slopes are too
{ steep to permit construction of a stable composite liner, then and alternative design which is not a
. composite system, but includes a synthetic liner at least 60-mils thick (or 80-mils thick if it is HDPE),
may be used.” The intent of SWRCB Resolution 93-62 is to accommodate canyon style landfills with
. slopes that exceed 2:1 prior to development where slope grading to achieve 2:1 or flatter slopes would be
H impractical, because of very hard rock or limited space. We do not consider this condition to be
; applicable at Tajiguas Landfill.

e

8%

Section 2.9.2 Composite Liner System — Please be aware that this Regional Board does not approve of
the use of geocomposite drainage layers over bottom liners. A typical bottom liner leachate drainage
‘5-3 layer approved by this Region, consist of sands or gravels with permeabilities of no less than 1X10-3 and
very low fines content (typically <10%), However, we will ider use of geocomposites on side slopes
with appropriate justification,

As discussed with staff from the Solid Waste and Utilities Division, we are anticipating your permit
application sometime early next year. Please be aware that a permit revision will not be considered
before the Regional Board until the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been adopted,

‘Q Additionally, the revised Waste Discharge Requirements may incorporate mitigation measures beyond
6" | those contained in the FEIR.

California Environntental Protection Agency

ﬁ . Recycled Paper

Ms. Kathy Kefauver 2 December 18, 2001

We appreciate the opportunity to review the DEIR.- If you have any questions or need assistance, please
contact David Athey at (805) 542-4644 or Michac] LeBrun at (805) 542-4645.

Sincerely,

! Roger W. Briggs
Executive Officer

f Noclof) B s

File: SAICB\LDU\Landfifls\PERMITTED SITES\Tajiguasileners\DrafiEIR Review.doc

California Environmental Protection Agency
Q Recycled Paper







: Document 15
. California Regional Water Quality Control Board
December 18, 2001
Response to Comments

Response 15-1 -
Comment noted. No specific response is required.

Response 15-2 ,
Comment noted. A membrane-only liner system design is not proposed for the project. The

liner system would be designed in compliance with RWQCB requirements.

Response 15-3
Comment noted. Project design would include a gravel Leachate Collection and Recovery

System (LCRS) on the floor of the lined cell. Geocomposite drainage layers are not proposed
over the over bottom liner. The final liner design will however, comply with the typical liner
design approved by the RWQCB.

Response 15-4
Comment noted. A copy of the Final EIR, which includes responses to all comments, will be

sent to the RWQCB.

Final EIR, July 2002 doc. 15-1 Tajiguas Landfill Expansion
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Environmental Health Services

Santa Barbara County

225 Camino Del Remedio « Santa Barbara, CA %110
B05/681-4900 ¢ FAX BOS/6814701

Roger Hwroux, MPA frector
Tary Brown, NEBA Assistont Drec:for
Ettiot Schulman, MO, MPH Heolth Officer/Medical Drector

December 14, 2001

Kathy Kefauver

Solid Waste and Utilities Division
109 E. Victoria Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Dear Ms. Kefauver,
Subject:

~Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Project
Draft Environmental Inpact Report 01-EIR-5

Environmental Health Services has reviewed the Environmental Impact Report for the
Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Project released on October 12, 2001. The project would
provide 15 years of additional waste disposal capacity, and analyzes both a Front
Canyon and Back Canyon Configuration at project level. The existing landfill is
expected to reach its current permitted capacity in 2005. The proposed expansion
would service the waste disposal needs of southem Santa Barbara County and the
Santa Ynez and Cuyama Valleys until 2020.

Comments from this office as the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) are intended to assist
the Lead Agency by raising issues which need to be included in the environmental
document. These comments are provided to assist you in preparing a document
adequate for use by the LEA in issuing the Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) for the
proposed landfill. The following comments are submitted for your consideration in
finalizing the draft EIR:
1. Page 1-26 Section 1.7.2.1 The discussion regarding the conflicts between AB 938
and the previous CoSWMP requirements needs further clarification. In Santa
Barbara County, a CIWMP was submitted to the CIWMB in June of 1898, and was
|(o"‘ subsequently approved. In addition, expansion of the Tajiguas Landfill was
identified in the Countywide Siting Element issued in March 1998, superceding the
requirements of AB 2296 adopted in October 1990,
12 [2. Page 1-40 Table 1-2, Section 3.4 First line needs comection from m-change
sedimentation basin” to in-channel sedimentation basin,
3. Page 2-11 Figure 2-4, Correct acreage of offsite disturbance to 5 acres from 3
acres,
b4 4. Page 2-11 anure 2-4, Include figure for total acreage of disturbance as indicated on
l Table 2-2, identifying the total 259 acres for the Front Canyon on the site plan.

5. Page 2-19 Figure 2-7, Correct acreage of offsite disturbance to 5 acres from 3
acres.

Healthi ies through hip and science 1
CAD and Setting fauv\Local Settings\Temp\EIRComl.doc

December 14, 2001
Kathy Kefauver

l"'{' [6. Page 2-19 Figure 2-7, Include figure for total acreage of disturbance as indicated on
Table 2-2, identifying the total 260 acres for the Back Canyon on the site plan,
-1 [7. Page 2-28 On-site water system will require permit from Environmental Health
Services under County Ordinance No. 4181.
. Page 2-28 Section 2.6.2 The proposed on-site sewage disposal system will require
a permit from Environmental Health Services under County Ordinance No. 4356.

9. Page 2-31 Table 2-3 Should be simplified for clarification. Remove the designations
for Normal and Beyond Normal Operations, and remove the Monday-Saturday and
Monday-Sunday rows. Fourth column first and second rows should read 6 PM to 8

|94 PM. Last column first and second rows and under Sunday should read 24 hours.
Footnote No. 2 should add statement that these hours are necessary for activities
beyond normal operations. And the third footnote should state that portable lighting
is provided to personnel responding to special occurrences after dark.
0.Page 3.1-11 Table 3.1-3 Make corrections to this table reflective of the cumulative
Ib'l" impacts as described in the text of the document.
1.Page 3.2-34 GEO-1 Responsibility for monitoring the stability aspects of the
construction of the landfill would be the responsibility of the Solid Waste & Utilities
lb’“ Division rather than the LEA as provided in the California Code of Title 27 Section

21145

2.Page 3.3-62 WR-1 The SWUD and the RWAQCB rather than the LEA should be

responsible for monitoring the construction of dewatering drainage systems.

13. Page 3.6-18 The southeast corner modification (SECM) portion of the project will
cause greater impact to the environment than leaving the waste in place. Buried
waste produces anaerobic conditions and methane gas. When the waste is
exposed to the atmosphere, an explosive gas mixture is created. A source of heat
such as the movement of heavy equipment could initiate combustion. The negative
pressure created by the operation of a gas collection system would then draw’
oxygen down into the waste mass. This process may cause a long-lasting
underground landfilt fire. Such a fire would create odor nuisance and stability
problems resulting in safety hazards. Therefore, the LEA questions the need for the
SECM excavation and suggests that the best mitigation measure for such an activity
would be to eliminate the SECM excavation from the landfill expansion project.

14 Page 3.6-21 NUI-2 As written, this measure requires all 12 bird control measures
listed be implemented. While an enhanced bird control program may be indicated,
the LEA may not find it necessary to require all 12 bird control measures

| concurrently. The word extermination should be replaced with depredation.

ol 5 gs Pages 3.8-5, -7, -9, Figures .3.8-2, -3, 4 Key maps indicate the proposed west

"2l g

W
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borrow area as the existing landfill.
6.Page 3.10-15 TRAF-1 and TRAF-2 Maintenance of a traffic control sign and
observance of traffic laws are more appropriately overseen by the California
Highway Patrol and Cal-Trans agencies. -
LI'7.P:age> 3.11-29 AQ-1 Emissions from heavy equipment would be regulated by the Air

bl

|Vn Pollution Control District (APCD) or the California Air Resources Board rather than
§ by the LEA.
[thit ities through hif hip and science. 2
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December 14, 2001
Kathy Kefauver

18.Page 3.11-30 AQ-3 Monitoring for PM10 should be regulated by the APCD rather
|b‘“' than the LEA. All other parameters listed in this measure may be overseen by the -
APCD in addition to the LEA.
19.Page 3.12-16 HS-3 Landfill gas monitoring involves the LFG collection system, the
T8 onsite structures and the landfill perimeter. The latter two elements are overseen by
Ib the LEA. However, requirements to monitor the LFG collection system fall under the
purview of the APCD.
20.Page 3.12-16 HS-4 Requirements to monitor the landfill cap for fissures and cracks
"’-)0.; fall under the purview of the APCD. The LEA inspects the landfill monthly, and
i. . would also require repairs should such a problem be noted.
21.Page 3.12-17 HS-6 Occurrence of hazardous wastes must also be reported to the
al Department of Toxic Substances Control and/or the Protection Services Division of
g the County Fire Department.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (805) 681-4942.

Sincerely,
Lisa Sloan
Senior Environmental Health Specialist
cc.  Steve Hooper, CIWMB David Athey, RWQCB
Willy Jenkins, CIWMB Imelda Cragin, SWUD
Mark Tautrim, SWUD Vijaya Jamalakamaya, APCD
Kate Sulka, PSD
Haalthiet. mities through # hip and science. 3
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Document 16
Santa Barbara County
Public Health Department
December 14, 2001
Response to Comments

Response 16-1
Comment noted. Draft EIR Section 1.7.2.1, second paragraph (page 1-26), has been rewritten to

clarify the discussion regarding the conflicts between AB 939 and the previous CoOSWMP
requirements. The revised text is provided in Final EIR Section 4.1.

Response 16-2
Comment noted. Draft EIR Table 1-2 has been changed to reflect “in-channel sedimentation

basin.” See Final EIR Table 1-2.

Response 16-3 ’
Comment noted. The legend on Draft EIR Figure 2-4 has been changed to reflect 5 acres. See

Revised Figure 2-4 in Final EIR Section 4.4.

Response 16-4
Comment noted. The total acreage of disturbance for the Front Canyon is 259 acres. This has

been included on Draft EIR Figure 2-4. See Revised Figure 2-4 in Final EIR Section 4.4.

Response 16-5 .
Comment noted. The legend on Draft EIR Figure 2-7 has been changed to reflect 5 acres. See

Revised Figure 2-7 in Final EIR Section 4.4.

Response 16-6
Comment noted. The total acreage of disturbance for the Back Canyon is 260 acres. This has

been included on Draft EIR Figure 2-7. See Revised Figure 2-7 in Final EIR Section 4.4.

Response 16-7
Comment noted. Draft EIR Section 1.7.1, third paragraph (page 1-24), has been revised to note

that the onsite water system permit and an onsite sewage disposal system permit will be obtained
from Environmental Health Services, under County Ordinance No. 4181 and No. 4356,
respectively. See Final EIR Section 4.1 for this text revision.

Response 16-8
Comment noted. See Response 16-7.

Response 16-9 '
Comment noted. Draft EIR Table 2-3 has been simplified as suggested. See Revised Table 2-3

in Final EIR Section 4.3.
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Response 16-10 '
Comment noted. Draft EIR Table 3.1-3 has been changed to reflect the cumulative impacts

described in the Draft EIR. See Revised Table 3.1-3 in Final EIR Section 4.3.

Response 16-11
Comment noted. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 (page 3.2-24) Monitoring in the Draft EIR has

been revised to show that monitoring the stability aspects of landfill construction would be the
responsibility of SWUD. See revised Mitigation Measure GEO-1 in Final EIR Section 4.2.2.

Response 16-12 _
Comment noted. Mitigation Measure WR-1, Monitoring, in the Draft EIR (page 3.3-62) has

been revised to show that SWUD and the RWQCB, rather than the LEA, are responsible for
monitoring the installation of the dewatering and drainage systems. See revised Mitigation
Measure WR-1 in Final EIR Section 4.2.2.

Response 16-13
Comment noted. The LEA suggests that the southeast corner modification excavation be

eliminated from the Tajiguas Landfill expansion project. Modification of the southeast corner is
inconsistent with the Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Plan and
the California Coastal Act.

Response 16-14
Comment noted. Mitigation Measure NUI-2, f(12), in the Draft EIR has been revised from

“extermination” to “depredation.” See revised Mitigation Measure NUI-2 in Final EIR
Section 4.2.2 and Final EIR Table 1.2.

Response 16-15 _
Comment noted. Draft EIR Figures 3.8-2, 3.8-3 and 3.8-5 have been revised to reflect the

correct existing landfill and borrow area boundaries. See Revised Figures 3.8-2, 3.8-3, 3.8-4 in
Final EIR Section 4.4.

Response 16-16
Comment noted. Mitigation Measure TRAF-1 (page 3.10-15) in the Draft EIR has been revised

to reflect that the California Highway Patrol will oversee the enforcement of traffic laws. See
revised Mitigation Measure TRAF-1 in Final EIR Section 4.2.2.

Mitigation Measure TRAF-2 (page 3.10-15) in the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect that
Caltrans will maintain the traffic control sign. See revised Mitigation Measure TRAF-2 in Final
EIR Section 4.2.2.

Response 16-17
Comment noted. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (page 3.11-29) in the Draft EIR has been revised to

reflect that emissions from heavy equipment will be regulated by the APCD or the CARB. See
revised Mitigation Measure AQ-1 in Final EIR Section 4.2.2.
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Response 16-18 .

Comment noted. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (page 3.11-30) in the Draft EIR has been revised to
reflect that monitoring for PMo will be regulated by the APCD and that all other parameters
listed may be overseen by the APCD, in addition to the LEA. See revised Mitigation Measure
AQ-3 in Final EIR Section 4.2.2.

Response 16-19 :

Comment noted. Mitigation Measure HS-3 in the Draft EIR (page 3.12-16) has been revised to
note that the LFG collection system will be monitored by the APCD, while the LEA will monitor
the onsite structures and the landfill perimeter. See revised Mitigation Measure HS-3 in Final
EIR Section 4.2.2.

Response 16-20

Comment noted. Mitigation Measure HS-4 in the Draft EIR (page 3.12-16) has been revised to
note that the APCD will monitor the landfill cap for fissures and cracks. The LEA will inspect
the landfill monthly and will require repairs, as needed. See revised Mitigation Measure HS-4 in
Final EIR Section 4.2.2.

Response 16-21

Comment noted. Mitigation Measure HS-6 in the Draft EIR (page 3.12-17) has been revised to
include notification of occurrences of hazardous waste to the Department of Toxic Substances
Control and/or the Protection Services Division of the County Fire Department. See revised
Mitigation Measure HS-6 in Final EIR Section 4.2.2.
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Kathy Kefauver, Solid Waste and Utilities Division
Santa Barbara County Public Works Department

109 East Victoria Street DEC 14z
! Santa Barbara, CA 93101
. ” =3 OYH .
SUBJECT:  Comments on Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Praject DEIR i it =

Dear Ms. Kefauver:

The City of Santa Barbara appreéiates the opportunity to comment on this important document and
project. City Community Development and Public Works Department staff have reviewed the Draft

Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Praject, and offer the
following comments:

-

f Southeast Corner Waste Relocation

The project proposes moving approximately 720,000 cubic yards (two years of South Coast waste) that
was placed above the 400 foot elevation limit (above mean sea level) within the Coastal Zone to the
new landfill expansion area, because it is not consistent with agricultural zoning and would require 2
Coastal permit. Section 3 ofithe DEIR identifies numerous environmental impacts associated with this
waste relocation, including impacts involving geology, water resources, biological resources, nuisances
(odors, litter, dust, vectors, birds), future land use, noise, traffic, air quality, and health and safety. The
Section 4 Alternatives analysis (p. 4-81) states: “Alternatives to this activity are to dispose of the
excavated waste oﬁ%ne at another in-County or out-of-County landfill or leave the waste in place at
Tajiguas. " The ensuing discussion does not provide analysis of leaving the waste in place. Since this
option would appear to have the potential to avoid all of the above-identified imipacts as well as
conserve landfill capacity, the EIR should include a comparative analysis of environmental impacts
and discuss the feasibility of pursuing a zone change and Coastal permit for this option. The discussion

should also clarify the specific timing and location of the recent Coastal Zone boundary refinement
referenced.

e

Alternatives to the Project

The DEIR contains inconsistent statements about the feasibility of various alternatives and their
capabilities in meeting project objectives. It is recommended that this analysis be clarified as to which
alternatives are considered infeasible and for what reasons (i.e., time constraints, economic,
environmental, legal, social, jurisdictional, and/or technological factors), and which alternatives would
not meet project objectives and why. Given the limited remaining time to establish additional landfil

s

Kathy Kefauver, Comnty SWUD
Tajiguas Landfill Expansion DEIR
December 10, 2001
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capacity, this analysis and clarification will be an important basis for making CEQA findings in
association with a project decision.

In addition, even if there is not an alternative technology that could feasibly replace the project landfill
expansion entirely within 3.5 years, some level of these alternative technologies (e.g:, materials
recovery, composting, conversion technologies) may be feasible. As such, alternative technologies
should be applied to the maximum feasible extent at Tajiguas and/or other sites in conjunction with the
fandfill project. The EIR should identify the extent such technologies might reduce significant project
impacts on air quality, transportation/ traffic, bird attraction/water quality , etc. Inclusion of such

>

n-%

technologies should be identified as mitigation measures or refinements to the project. Potential
concurrent environmental benefits of alternative technologies should also be identified, such as
conservation of limited landfill space, local renewable electrical energy generation, replacement of
petrochemical-based fertilizers with compost and organic materials in landscaping and agriculture, and
co-utility and management of locally-generated bio-solids which are increasingly difficult and
expensive to ship out of County.

Environwmentally Superior Alternative

Given that the DEIR identified none of the Altemnatives to the Project to be the Environmentally
Superior Alternative, Section 4.6 of the DEIR should identify and discuss which of the two project
options (Front Canyon or Back Canyon) is considered the environmentally superior option.

Section 1 - Executive Summary

[Pll

Please clarify the ponion of 9.1 million tous associated with the recent benchfill permit.

n‘5 P. -9 South Coast recyclables no longer go the Health Sanitation Services Materials Recovery
» Facility in Santa Maria.

n.b P 1-17 Please explain why greenwaste is included in waste disposal tonnages.
P, 1-50 Residual Class Il air quality impacts should be identified as less than significant on the

n-1

(-3
n4

\. 1‘\0[P. 2-28

impact summuary table.

b

Section 2 - Project Description

P.2-1,-36  Please explain the source and basis for the assumed compactxon rate of 1, 195 pounds

per cubic yard.

o

P.2-22 Inclusion of a visual diagram to accompany discussion of benches and slope discussion

is requested to clarify this information.

Please clarify whether 55 acre-feet per day is the maximum allowable yield of
groundwater usage.




o

2\

o [P. 231

08 E’. 2.54

A

rP. 312

Kathy Kefauver, County SWUD
Tajiguas Landfill Expansion DEIR
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YP. 228

Please clarify whether the new sanitary system refers to a septic system and provide 2
description.

Please include the number of current personnel and estimated personnel to be added in
conjunction with project, as well as the total with the project.

B P.2-34 " This section should include the plan to contro! and sort out large recyclable items from
1 the working face (e.g., cardboard, greenwaste, white goods, carpeting, construction and
demolition debris, etc.).
n,ﬂ‘ P.2-36 Please explain what is meant by compaction performed on a 5:1 working face.
. 2-38 This section should include discussion of other recyclables (i.e., what would become of
§ a rich commercial load containing 98% cardboard) and given a more elevated profile as
n -l part of Section 2.8.5.2 considering the extensive efforts within the county and
jurisdictions utilizing the Tajiguas Landfill to comply with the California Integrated
N ~ Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939).
1 b P.2-40 Please explain the material to be used for the ‘flexible membrane liner’.
L.
P. 2-41 Please explain assumptions aad reference location for calculations used in identifying
n the amount of necessary daily cover for the expansion, and clarify quantity assumed.
|1' The analysis should describe planned use of tarps or other alternative daily cover, and
l. the resultant potential decrease in necessary soil cover tonnages.

Please clarify that the demolished shop materials would be taken to a gualified
construction and demolition recycling facility and not disposed of in the landfill.

P.2-53,-54  Language describing existing operations involving litter, vectors and birds, noise, and
odors should be changed from “would be™ to “are™ throughout these discussions.

Section 3 - Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation

3.1 Introduction

Please explain why there is repeated mention of greenwaste being disposed of at the
Tajiguas Landfill. This appears inconsistent with the extensive efforts in our commu-
nities to recycle greenwaste to keep it out of landfills in accordance with AB 939.

B 3.2 Geology

rP. 3.2-29 Please explain the project impact level conclusion for the analysis that “The results

indicate peak horizontal acceleration at the site would be 0.21 g."

Kathy Kefauver, County SWUD
Tajiguas Landfill Expansion DEIR
December 10, 2001
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P.3.2-30-34 Please clarify how Mitigation Measure GEO-2 would be applied during landfill
2 operations to avoid any significant effects to future overlying facilities.

3.3 Water Resources

P.3.3-42 The discussion of groundwater quality fails to mention the recent DNA study conducted

ﬂ.ﬁ at Arroyo Quemada and its conclusions.
rP. 3.3-49 There should be discussion of the data and study that provided the basis for claims that
nﬂq z Arroyo Quemada’s groundwater is of poor quality due to specified chemicals and
L constituents (i.e., naturally-occurring arsenic).
P.33-57  Please clarify whether leachate collected by the Groundwater Leachate Collection and

"5 Recovery System would be applied as dust control only in those portions of the
n expansion area that overlay liners.

3.6 Nuisances

P.3.6:21 (NUI-2) Has a large mobile netting or cage on wheels, covering the working face and

ﬂ’?-b tall enough for trucks to safely unload, been considered as a potential deterrent to gulls?

-

3.8 Visual Impacts
The redevelopment of the abandoned gas station could be added as a recommended
n«f] mitigation measure to improve the professional appearance of the facility

Please contact Barbara Shelton, Environmental Analyst in the Community Development Department at
564-5470 and/or Stephen Maclntosh, Solid Waste Specialist in the Public Works Department at 897-
1908 with any questions about this letter or if we can otherwise assist in this matter.

gl

Public Works Director

Sincerely,

Bl £ o0

Community Development Director

(73 Gregg Hart, City Council
. Dan Secord, City Council
Maurie McGuire, Planning Commission
Brian B 11, Planning Commissi
James A City Adrini
Peter Wilson, Deputy City Administrator
Nina Johnson, Administrative Analyst
Paul Casey, Assistant Cormnunity Development Director
Bettie Hennon, City Planner
Pat Kelly, City Engineer / Assistant Public Works Director
Homer Smith, Principal Civil Engineer

plan\brs\Tajiguas DEIR letter 1201




Document 17
City of Santa Barbara
December 10, 2001
Response to Comments

Response 17-1
Under current coastal zoning, the Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Plan (LCP) and the

California Coastal Act (Coastal Act), the landfill is not an agricultural use as defined under the
zoning ordinance, and the landfill would be in conflict with goals and LCP policies that protect
and prioritize coastal resources under the LCP and Coastal Act. These priorities include
recreation, agriculture and coastal-dependent development. Findings that a landfill promotes
recreation, agriculture or is a coastal-dependent use could not be made. Therefore, a zoning
change application to develop a new or expand an existing landfill within the Coastal Zone
would likely be denied.

See Response 3-123.

Response 17-2
As stated in Draft EIR Chapter 4.0, the analysis of alternatives is based on the ability of the

alternatives evaluated to meet the objectives of the proposed project and to eliminate or reduce
potentially significant environmental impacts.

Please see Final EIR Chapter 3.0 for a discussion of waste processing technologies.

Response 17-3 :
The Draft EIR has identified and addressed the potential impacts of both the Front Canyon

configuration and Back Canyon configuration at the project level (see the analysis of various
topical areas in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0). The two configurations are the "proposed project” rather
than "alternatives" in this EIR. Because there are tradeoffs in comparing the impacts of the two
potential configurations, it will be a decision of the Board of Supervisors to determine which
configuration it prefers. Such considerations may include, but are not limited to, specific types
of environmental, engineering and economic factors. Because the EIR is a disclosure document,
the impacts of the two configurations have been disclosed. It is not the purpose of the EIR to
determine which impacts are more important or deserve greater consideration. The EIR
discloses the impacts, and the decision-makers will consider both impacts and policies in
choosing to approve or deny the project and, in this case, to choose either the Front Canyon or
Back Canyon configuration.

Both the Front Canyon configuration and Back Canyon configuration have been analyzed in this
EIR at a project level. They are not alternatives. The two configurations have been analyzed to
give the decision-makers (County of Santa Barbara Board of Supervisors) flexibility to choose
either configuration, but not both configurations. The impact analysis in this EIR (the EIR
consists of both the Draft EIR and this Final EIR) determined that both configurations have
similar impacts and similar impact levels. Therefore, neither configuration is considered
environmentally superior to the other.

Final EIR, July 2002 doc. 17-1 Tajiguas Landfill Expansion




Response 17-4 _
As permitted, the Benchfill accounts for 1.5 million tons of the total approximately 9.1 million

tons of solid waste currently permitted at Tajiguas.

Response 17-5
Comment noted. Reference to the Health Sanitation Services Material Recovery Facility in

Santa Maria in Draft EIR Section 1.5.3 (page 1-9) has been removed from the list of facilities
that accept South Coast recyclables.

See Final EIR Section 4.1 for this deletion.

Response 17-6
The Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) issues the Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP). The

SWEP specifies the number of tons per day that are allowed to cross the scales into the Landfill.
In accordance with the existing SWFP for Tajiguas, green waste is tonnage that must cross the
scales and so is “counted” by the LEA as part of the daily tonnage limit, even though it is not
waste. The green waste is ground at the Landfill and either is recycled for compost or other use,
or is used as an approved alternative daily cover (ADC) at the Landfill.

Response 17-7
Comment noted. Draft EIR Table 1-2 has been rewsed to reflect that residual Class 111 air

quality impacts are less than significant. See Final EIR Table 1-2.

Response 17-8
The assumed compaction rate of approximately 1,200 pounds per cubic yard discussed in Draft

'EIR Section 2.8.5.3.1 (page 2-56) is based on site records and Landfill data.

Response 17-9
The typical bench and slope configuration of the existing landfill and proposed expansion is as

shown in Draft EIR Figure 2-14 (page 2-51).

Response 17-10
As stated in Draft EIR Section 2.6.1 — Water (page 2-28), the proposed project would use

approximately 50 to 55 acre-feet of water per year (af/yr), not 55 acre-feet per day as reflected in
the comment. Further, this water use includes surface water as well as groundwater, as described

in Draft EIR Section 3.3.3.2 (page 3.3-58).

As described in Draft EIR Section 3.3.3.3 — Water Use (page 3.3-59), a water use versus water
supply analysis was completed. The results showed a supply excess of 15.5 to 22.5 aflyr. As
further stated in Draft EIR Section 3.3.3.3 (see page 3.3-60), the proposed pro;ect will not exceed
the safe yield of the aquifer.

Response 17-11
The County of Santa Barbara Environmental Health Services (EHS) regulates sewage and

wastewater disposal. The method and design of the Tajiguas system would be subject to review
and approval by EHS, who would ensure compliance with applicable codes.
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Response 17-12

The current number of Landfill personnel is 25. Another three persons would be added with the
project. As stated in Draft EIR Section 2.8.2, there would be an average four to five contract
workers, with occasional peaks of about 20 workers.

Response 17-13 : .
The SWUD relies on curbside recycling and source separation at the Santa Barbara Transfer

Station to remove recyclable items from the waste stream prior to transport to the Landfill for
disposal. Measures are also taken to remove bulky items of value from the working face. These
items include metal items and appliances. This process would continue with the proposed
landfill expansion project.

Response 17-14 :

The working face can be defined as the active area of the Landfill where waste is deposited,
compacted and covered. The 5:1 slope refers to a ratio of 5 feet horizontal to 1 foot vertical.
That is, the slope increases or decreases one foot vertically for every 5 feet of horizontal
distance. The waste is compacted as the slope is constructed.

Response 17-15
Draft EIR Section 2.8.5.2 discusses the load checking program to ensure that prohibited waste

such as liquid wastes, hazardous waste, untreated medical waste, radioactive waste, burning
waste, hot ashes, septic tank pumpings, waste containing more than 50 percent moisture content
and liquid sewage sludge are not landfilled a the site. Most permitted waste that arrives at the
Landfill is landfilled.

See Response 17-13.
Draft EIR Sections 4.4.1 and 4.4.2 discuss recycling efforts that are in effect within the County.

Response 17-16

If a flexible membrane liner is used as part of the final cover system for the Tajiguas Landfill, it
would be a synthetic membrane of high-density polyethylene (HDPE) or similar synthetic
material.

Response 17-17
The amounts of material necessary for daily cover were based on the existing site records and

Landfill data. Alternative daily cover use and assumptions are discussed in Draft EIR
Section 2.8.5.4.

Response 17-18
The materials from demolition of the scalehouse and the maintenance shop would be reused
onsite or recycled through the Santa Barbara Transfer Station, as appropriate.
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Response 17-19

In describing landfill operations, the language “would be” in the Draft EIR relates to the
proposed expansion project. The Landfill operations measures are being implemented during the
normal Landfill operation and would continue to be implemented for the proposed project.

Response 17-20

Comment noted. The reference to disposal of green waste at the Landfill in the bullet item at the
top of Draft EIR page 3.1-2 is incorrect. Green waste processing is correctly described in Draft
EIR Section 2.8.5.3.3.

Response 17-21
See Response 2-18.

Response 17-22 '

Facilities would be designed to avoid impacts presented by soils with high shrink-swell potential.
Currently, the administrative offices are portable trailers, similar to portable classrooms, and are
not on a permanent foundation. This type of solution avoids impacts due to expansive soils.

Response 17-23
See Response 3-40.

Response 17-24 :

Water in the Arroyo Quemada community is derived from the Monterey Formation that typically
yields poor quality water. The water from this formation requires some type of treatment to
remove the constituents that make the water unsuitable for household use (i.e. sulphur). Many
residents of the Arroyo Quemada community truck in potable water for their use (Baca, 2002).

Water quality data from monitoring wells in the Monterey/Alluvium hydrologic unit is presented
in Draft EIR Table 3.3-1. These data indicate naturally high concentrations of sulfate and total
dissolved solids (TDS), which typically exceed drinking water standards. Additional data are
available for the region (Miller & Rapp, 1968) and the Arroyo Quemado area (Clark, 1975) and
indicate the water quality limitations pertaining to use ofithis water for domestic supplies. .

Response 17-25

The leachate collected by the Groundwater Leachate, Collection and Recovery System would
continue to be tested and, as appropriate, used as dust control over lined areas or unlined areas
(e.g., access roads, etc.), based on the results of testing, similar to current practices.

Response 17-26

A large cage or netting is currently under study, and the feasibility of developing this bird
deterrent is being considered as part of existing ongoing operations. If the county concludes that
this technique is feasible, then the technique will be incorporated into the Bird Management Plan
required by Mitigation Measure NUI-2. At this time, however, this technique is infeasible and
speculative.
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Response 17-27

’ Comment noted.

The gas station is not proposed to be removed as part of the proposed project.
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RE: Tajiguas Landfill Expansion Project: Draft EIR, October, 2001
Dear Kathy: ' '

The Santa Barbara County APCD (APCD) staff commends the Solid Waste and Utilities
Division (SWUD) for proactively seeking our comments during the preparation of the
DEIR. We appreciate the opportunity to provide additional comments on the air quality
sections of the public draft environmental impact report (DEIR) for the Tajiguas Landfill

Expansion Project. We hope you will find them helpful in carrying out your mandate
under CEQA.

GENERAL COMMENTS

/The APCD notes the DEIR identifies that the health-based, ambient air quality
standards for NO2 and PM10 will be exceeded and also that the carcinogenic risk
would exceed acceptable levels. The APCD is concerned about these unacceptably
significant air quality impacts. The mitigation measures identified in the DEIR that use
phrases such as "to the extent feasible”, “shall be investigated™ and “shall be
encouraged” are inadequate and unenforceable. Please re-word the measures to be
consistent with Sections 15126.4 and 15370 of the State CEQA Guidelines, Mitigation
measures should focus on effective action and identify specific performance standards
by which the success of the mitigation can be determined.

In light of the significance of impacts, the APCD strongly recommends that SWUD
strengthen the project Alternatives Chapter and incorporate additional measures to
reduce air quality impacts to the maximum extent feasible. This may be accomplished
by (a) revising the project description to incorporate operational changes gndlor. (b) by
employing emission control strategies to the proposed and existing emissions sources.
Operational changes could include reducing the use of equipment at the landfill by
increasing waste diversion. Examples include implementing a cqmbination of *pay-as-
you-throw" or variable can rate systems, a materials recovery facility, a composting
program for greer waste and food waste, and a gasification facility. Although these are

Douglis W, Allard Ait Dollution Control Officer
T2 C‘utilim Dtive B-23, Goleta, CA 93117 Fax: 805-961-8801 Phone: 805-961-8600
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described in the Alternatives Chapter, there Is no discussion of a combination of these
methods to use as an environmentally superior alternative. Examples of emission
controls include: upgrading all existing internal combustion (IC) engines to current
State/Federal standards; retrofitting the transfer trucks with alternative fuels such as
CNG, and efectrifying the green waste tub grinder IC engine. In addition, the APCD is
willing to assist SWUD to offset residual emissions through our Innovative Technologies
program (see Comment #11 below), . )

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Page 1-26, Section 1.7 Regulatory Overview. Please note that the APCD has permit

jurisdiction over the landfill gas collection system and possibly the green waste grinder
associated with the operation of the Tajiguas Landfill.

2. Page 1-50, Table 1-2, Air Quality;
e Class | Impacts. .

treated as if the initially generated NO completely converts to NO2.
However, on Page 3.11-20, the text states that the ozone limiting method
was used. Please clarify which method was used to predict the NO2

- » The document states that for modeling purposes, onsite emissions are
v-> \

concentrations.

concentrations will be exceeded. Since, all the other analyses are done
prior to mitigation, and since the project incorporates dust control, we are

* The document states that modeling shows pre-mitigated 24-hour PM10
13-4

unclear about why this is specifically pointed out.

+ The document states that the potential carcinogenic risk (~56 in a million)
would exceed the EPA and CAPCOA significance threshold. Please note
that the significance threshold of 10 excess cancer cases per one million
people is not an EPA or CAPCOA threshold. Rather the Santa Barbara

County APCD Board of Directors adopted this threshold as part of its Air
L Toxic Hot Spots Act (AB-2588) program,

« Class Il impacts: The document states that chronic and non-carcinogenic
health risks are below significance criteria, yet mitigation measures are
required and the residual impacts are significant. Please explain this and
also why the other two Class Hl impacts caused by odor and dust would
also have significant residual impacts.

« Mitigation Measures: Please note our general comment above and
specific comments below.
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3. Page 3.1-3, 2" paragraph, The document lists the proposed project components.
Please add the new 3 MW landfill gas generator IC engine and other equipment that
are not Included in the baseline,

4. Page 3.11-5, Section 3.11.1.2, Ambient Air Quality, 1*! paragraph, last sentence,
The document states that air quality in the SCCAB is significantly affected by transport
of air pollutants from San Francisco Bay Area. We do not think this is relevant to the
project area.

' 5. Page 3.11-13, Section 3.11.3.2. Please indude all the IC engines in the listing of
activities within the maximum emission scenario.

6. Page 3.11-14, 3" full paragraph. Under the listing of onsite sources of average daily.
emissions here and in Section 3.11.3.2.1, the green waste grinder should be included.

r:l. Page 3.11-16, Mobile Source Emissions. The document states that 2001, clean
diesel emission factors were used for calculating emissions from scrapers, dozers and
compactors because this equipment will be upgraded by the Year 2005. This does not
seem to represent a reasonable worst-case scenario if the upgrading has not been
Lmade a requirement of this project. Please indicate how this will be enforced.

8. Page 3.11-26, Section 3.11.3.4.7 Calculation of Health Effects. The document states
that carcinogenic risks have been halved to reduce the 70-year analytical lifetime. The
APCD strongly objects to this methodology. According to OEHHA, any project with a
lifetime greater than 9 years should use the analytical lifetime of 70 years (as such the
potential carcinogenic risk would be ~56 in a million), Please note that ISCST3 does
| not always estimate higher than actual concentrations.

FQTPaqe 3.11-29, Section 3,11.5 Mitigation Measures.

« AQ-1: Please delete "o the extent feasible”. The measures listed all
appear to be feasible.

+ AQ-1.c. Please clarify that the replacement or additional equipment will
be purchased new and that equipment will not be previously used.

»  AQ-1.4d. Please delete, "where applicable” to be consistent with the
statement in the "Plan Requirements and Timing” Section.

* AQ-1.e, Please explain, "shall be minimized". Please identify speclf‘c
performance standards by which the success of the mitigation can be
determined.

e AQ-1.f. Methanol is not readily available in Santa Barbara County.
Please include retrofitting of transfer trucks with CNG engines using the
much-improved technology now available.

Y W
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¢ AQ-2: Please consider that the green waste tub grinder canbe electified.
This would eliminate the complicated restrictions on the hours of use and
the possible need for an APCD permit. The Portable Equipment
Registration for this equipment may not apply since the grinder is fixed
and permanent.

o AQ-4: Please reduce the offsite impact or increase the buffer area that is
owned by the County to mitigate the carcinogemc risk to a less-than-
significant level.

-

"70. Page 4-80, Section 4.6 Environmentally Superior Altemative. The Altematives
Chapter of the DEIR is inadequate. The document discusses several viable
technologies that could efiminate or reduce the environmental impacts of the proposed
project such as composting, a materials recovery facility and gasification and dismisses
these technologies as infeasible without adequate substantiation. The DEIR should
identify project altematives that use a combination of these technologies to select the
Environmentally Superior Alternative.

11. In addition to reducing the project’s emission liability through mitigation measures
AQ-1 and AQ-2 and pollution prevention altematives, the APCD strongly recommends
offsetting the project’s significant emissions to a level of insignificance through the
APCD's Innovative Technology Group programs. At approximately $20,000 per ton of
reduction, controlling agricultural boilers and other sources in the South County can
offset the project’s emissions. The APCD has extensive experience and is willing to
L‘_assis( SWUD in implementing these programs on a 100% pass-through fee basis.

Again, thank you for actively soliciting our comments. Please call Vijaya
Jammalamadaka or me if we can be of further help.

Sincerely,
Vln /‘L.m
Dr. Ron Tan

Senior Air Quality Engineer
Technology and Environmental Assessment

ce:  TEA Project File (County PWD: Tapguas Landfill Expansion)
TEA Chron File
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Document 18
Santa Barbara County
Air Pollution Control District
December 12, 2001
Response to Comments

Response 18-1
Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-3 in the Draft EIR have been revised based on this comment.

See revised Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-3 in Final EIR Section 4.2.2, Final EIR

Table 1.2, and see Responses 18-11, 18-13 and 18-15. As discussed in the referenced responses,
all feasible air quality mitigation measures have been incorporated into this EIR. See

Response 18-13 for a discussion of the potential to convert the County's transfer trucks to use
liquefied natural gas (LNG) rather than diesel, and the potential to use an electric green waste tub
grinder to mitigate air emissions.

The purpose of the proposed project is to provide 15 years of disposal capacity for the residual
solid waste remaining after implementation of the various ongoing waste diversion programs by
the County of Santa Barbara and the cities within the County. As a result of this program, the
County diversion rate has increased from 40 percent in 1998 to 57 percent in 2002. Further, the
County continues to evaluate potential means of diversion and to recommend to the Board of
Supervisors changes in procedures and policies to facilitate implementation of such measures.
The County will continue its program to find additional means to increase the diversion of solid
waste.

See Final EIR Chapter 3.0 for a discussion of waste processing technologies, their current
feasibility under the scope of this EIR, and an overview of:current waste diversion/reduction
programs in place in the Tajiguas Landfill watershed. These programs include an existing
variable can rate system, routing portions of the waste stream through existing materials recovery
facilities (MRFs), and green waste grinding. In addition, as discussed in Final EIR Chapter 3.0,
the County continues to evaluate other opportunities for increasing waste diversion/reduction,
including such technologies as green waste and food waste composting, plus various conversion
technologies, such as gasification. However, as discussed in Final EIR Chapter 3.0, there are
various development and implementation considerations associated with waste processing
technologies, and it is speculative as to whether these technologies could be implemented within
the time frame of the Tajiguas expansion. Therefore, the implementation of one or a
combination of waste processing technologies is not a feasible alternative to the proposed
expansion project. Since waste processing technologies do not represent a feasible alternative to
the proposed project, they cannot be considered an environmentally superior alternative.

Response 18-2
Comment noted. Draft EIR Section 1.7.2.2 has been revised to note that SBCAPCD has permit

jurisdiction over the land