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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
DRAFT EIR NO. 604 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2005071102 
 
 

1.0 PUBLIC NOTICE 
 
The County of Orange, Integrated Waste Management Department (IWMD) submitted the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed RELOOC Strategic Plan – Frank R. 
Bowerman Implementation Project to the State Clearinghouse (SCH) on January 23, 2006.  A 
Notice of Completion (NOC) was posted at the SCH and a Notice of Availability (NOA) was 
posted at the Orange County Clerk Office on January 24, 2006.  The NOC and NOA for the DEIR 
are provided in Attachment A.  The NOA was advertised in the Orange County Register and in the 
Irvine World News; the record of publications are also provided in Attachment A.  The NOA 
was sent to interested individuals, and federal, state and local agencies.  The distribution list for the 
DEIR is provided in Attachment B.  The public review period for the DEIR was 45 days (January 
24, 2006 through March 9, 2006).  The DEIR was made available for public review at the following 
locations:   
 
• Integrated Waste Management Department 

320 North Flower Street, Suite 400 
Santa Ana, CA 

 

• California State University, Fullerton 
Library Document Section 
Fullerton 

 
• Orange County Public Library 

31495 El Camino Real 
San Juan Capistrano 

 

• Orange County Public Library 
14361 Yale Avenue 
Irvine 

 
• Orange County Public Library 

33841 Niguel Road 
Dan Point 

 

• Orange County Public Library 
242 Avenida Del Mar 
San Clemente 

 
• Orange County Public Library 

One Civic Center Circle 
Brea 

 

• Orange County Public Library 
30341 Crown Valley Parkway 
Laguna Niguel 

 
• Orange County Public Library 

4512 Sandburg Way 
Irvine 

 

• University of California, Irvine 
Main Library, Government Publications Microfilms 
Irvine 

 
 
In addition, copies of the DEIR were also available for purchase either as a hard copy or on CDs.   
 
2.0 SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE 

PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS FOR THE DRAFT EIR 
 
Written comments on the DEIR received during the public review period are included in this 
Section.  Responses to these comments are provided following each comment letter.  When a 
comment is made by multiple parties, the response is provided the first time the comment is 
made and all later similar comments are referred back to that response. 
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The format of the responses to all the comments is based on a unique letter and number code for 
each comment.  The letter and number immediately following the letter refer to an individual 
agency, business, group, organization or member of the general public comment letter. The 
number at the end of the code refers to a specific comment within the individual letter.  
Therefore, each comment has a unique code assignment.  For example, comment F1-1 is the first 
comment in letter F1. 
 
Section 15204(a) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines indicates that 
“When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental 
issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith 
effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”  Some of the comments received on the DEIR for 
the RELOOC Strategic Plan – Frank R. Bowerman Landfill Implementation Project raised issues 
which are not environmental issues or provided comments or opinions on the project unrelated to 
specific environmental issues.  The responses to comments on the DEIR specifically focus on 
those comments that relate to potentially significant environmental issues, consistent with the 
requirements of Section 15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. 
 
Written comments on the DEIR for the proposed RELOOC Strategic Plan – Frank R. Bowerman 
Landfill Implementation Project were received from the following: 
 
2.1 WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES 
 
F1 United States Fish and Wildlife Service/California Department of Fish and Game 

(March 24, 2006).   
 
2.2 WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM STATE AGENCIES 
 
S1 State of California Department of Transportation - District 12 (March 6, 2006). 
S2  California Integrated Waste Management Board (March 9, 2006).   
S3 State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (March 10, 2006).  
 
Note: California Department of Fish and Game comments are addressed in the joint Letter 

F1.   
 
2.3 WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM REGIONAL AND LOCAL 

AGENCIES 
 
R1 County of Orange Resources & Development Management Department (February 28, 

2006). 
R2 City of Irvine (March 7, 2006).   
R3 South Coast Air Quality Management District (March 9, 2006). 
R4 County of Orange Health Care Agency (March 9, 2006).     
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2.4 WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM BUSINESSES, GROUPS AND 
ORGANIZATIONS 

 
B1 North Irvine Villages Association (March 3, 2006).  
B2 Orange County Great Park (March 7, 2006).  
B3 Irvine Unified School District Construction and Facilities (April 10, 2006).   
 
2.5  LATE COMMENT LETTERS 
 
It should be noted that there were two comment letters submitted after March 9, 2006 end of the 
45 day review period.  The first late comment letter was a joint letter from the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game.  The second late comment 
letter was from the Irvine Unified School District Construction and Facilities.  Because the 
comment letters submitted by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and California 
Department of Fish and the Irvine Unified School District Construction and Facilities raised new 
issues regarding the proposed project, they were included in Section 2.1 and 2.4 (above) and 
were provided with responses.    
 
 
 



 
             

FEDERAL AGENCIES  
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F1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE UNITED STATES FISH AND 
WILDLIFE SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
DATED RECEIVED MARCH 24, 2006 

 
 
F1-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
F1-2 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
F1-3 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
F1-4  Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
F1-5 Comment noted and acknowledged.  It should be noted that, the comment uses the phrase 

“Sensitive species observed on the site include …” note that these sightings do not 
necessarily occur within the phased project limits of disturbance, but on the property and 
immediately adjacent areas.        

 
F1-6 Comment noted.  An amendment to the NCCP/HCP will be required.   
 
F1-7 Comment acknowledged.  IWMD will continue to work with both USFWS and CDFG to 

ensure that IWMD provides mitigation for the lost functions and values of the 
wetland/riparian community, consistent with resource agency requirements and 
conditions presented in Section 404 Corps Permit and 1602 CDFG Streambed Alteration 
Agreement and meet the regulatory standards for the applicable state and/or federal 
regulatory program. 

 
F1-8 The NCCP/HCP states that “Covered Habitats” are habitat types protected by the 

NCCP/HCP in a manner comparable to the protection of CSS.  The NCCP/HCP furthers 
states that “Covered Habitats” include oak woodlands among other plant communities.  
Chaparral is a covered habitat in the coastal subarea only, not in the Central where the 
FRB Landfill is located.  In addition, the impact to chaparral does not trigger or exceed 
the thresholds defined on page 5.8-20 of the DEIR as provided below.   
 
“The project has a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies or regulations or by the 
CDFG or the USFWS.”  Thresholds of significance are defined to provide a measure of 
significance and whether mitigation is warranted if exceeded.   
 
The Department does not have chaparral listed as a sensitive habitat type as referenced in 
the comment and no mitigation has been contemplated, based upon thresholds established 
and consequently discussion of ratios is not necessary.    

 
The 1.17 acre of coast live oak woodland is a “Covered Habitat” and is located within the 
proposed Phase X area outside areas authorized by the NCCP to be impacted.  Mitigation 
to this “Covered Habitat” is more thoroughly addressed in the NCCP Major Amendment.  
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Mitigation Measure B-5 provides some flexibility to incorporate certain measures 
relevant to this project identified in the Major Amendment and Mitigated Negative 
Declaration documents.  As discussed in the Major Amendment, and a part of the pre-
mitigation strategy, establishment of the “Covered Habitat” will occur in advance of the 
impact, thereby addressing temporal loss and the need to have higher ratios.  The 1.17 
acres of coast live oak woodland restoration (1:1 ratio) will be located within either 
Santiago Canyon Landfill or FRB Landfill.  The Major Amendment concludes for coast 
live oak woodland, “Therefore, replacement “Covered Habitat” acreage is in compliance 
with the provisions of the Major Amendment Criteria which states that no reduction in 
acreage of covered habitats shall occur.” 

 
F1-9 Restoration of the FRB Landfill cap in the Reserve is not a mitigation measure resulting 

from the FRB Master Development Plan and has not been specifically included as such.  
The restoration of the landfill consistent with NCCP/HCP requirements are part of the 
project elements, not as a result of new significant adverse impacts resulting from the 
implementation and operation of the MDP project features.      

 
F1-10 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
F1-11 It is acknowledged that any restoration plans developed to provide consistency with the 

NCCP/HCP Major Amendment or compliance with the State Fish and Game Code 
Section 1600 will be coordinated with the Resource Agencies as suggested. Mitigation 
Measures B-1, B-2, B-5, B-7, B-8 and B-11 all address coordination with the Service and 
the Department.  Restoration plans will include the components itemized in the comment 
as referenced in Measure B-5.  Note that Measure B-1 does identify the sites for 
restoration for coastal sage scrub establishment.  The riparian restoration site is addressed 
through Measure B-2 and clarified more thoroughly with Response to Comment F1-7.   

 
F1-12 Comment noted and acknowledged.  Any additional restoration sites not identified in the 

FEIR will be coordinated with the appropriate resource agency(s) before they are needed 
as specified in the applicable permit or agreement.  This commitment also applies to the 
many-stemmed dudleya relocation site.   

 
F1-13 On page 4-34 of the DEIR, last sentence towards top of the page, “The currently 

proposed end use after landfill closure is a passive regional park.”  Should a more active 
end use be considered, IWMD will work to ensure that the use is consistent with the 
goals of the Special Linkage Area in terms of its functions for wildlife. In addition, 
during the additional operating life of the landfill, impacts on the Special Linkage Area 
will remain substantially as they are today. 

 
F1-14 Comment noted. Refer to response F1-13, above.   
 
F1-15 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
F1-16 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
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S1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - DISTRICT 12 DATED MARCH 6, 
2006 

 
 
S1-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S1-2 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
S1-3 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  



California Integrated Waste Management Board 
 

Margo Reid Brown, Chair 
1001 I Street  Sacramento, California 95814  (916) 341-6000  
Mailing Address:  P. O. Box 4025,  Sacramento, CA 95812-4025 

www.ciwmb.ca.gov 
 
 
 
 
 

California Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
 

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy 
consumption. For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web site at 
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/  

Arnold Schwarzenegger 
Governor 

Alan C. Lloyd, Ph.D. 
Secretary for 

Environmental 
Protection 

 
March 9, 2006 
 
Ms Cymantha Atkinson 
County of Orange - Integrated Waste Management Department 
320 North Flower Street, Suite 400 
Santa Ana, CA   92703 
 
Subject:  SCH No. 2005071102:  Draft Environmental Impact Report for Regional Landfill 

Option for Orange County (RELOOC) Strategic Plan – Frank R. Bowerman Landfill 
Implementation (Solid Waste Facilities Permit No. 30-AB-0360) Orange County 

 
Dear Ms Atkinson: 
 
Thank you for allowing the California Integrated Waste Management Board’s (Board) staff to 
provide comments for this proposed project and for your agency’s consideration of these 
comments as part of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process. 
 
Board staff has reviewed the environmental document cited above and offers the following 
project description, analysis and our recommendations for the proposed project based on our 
understanding of the project.  If the Board’s project description varies substantially from the 
project as understood by the Lead Agency, Board staff requests incorporation of any significant 
differences in the Final Environmental Impact Report. 
 
PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The Regional Landfill Option for Orange County is a long range strategic planning program 
initiated by the County of Orange Integrated Waste Management Department.  The purpose of 
Regional Landfill Option for Orange County is to assess the County’s existing disposal system 
capabilities and develop viable short and long term solid waste disposal options for the County.  
As part of the endeavor, the County is considering a number of short-term improvements to 
existing municipal solid waste landfills operated by the Integrated Waste Management 
Department. 
 
The proposed project site is located in unincorporated Orange County near the City of Irvine; the 
property address is 11002 Bee Canyon Access Road.   
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The landfill is currently open Monday through Saturday from 7:00 AM to 4:00 PM for all 
commercial customers and from 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM for transfer trucks.  Only MSW from 
commercial haulers and self-haul vehicles operating under commercial status is accepted at this 
landfill.  Hazardous material is not accepted at this landfill.  The peak elevation is 1100 feet 
above mean sea level.  The peak permitted tonnage is 8,500 tons per day and 10,625 tons per day 
for up to 36 days per calendar year. 
 
The proposed project may require that additional buildings and structures be constructed at the 
landfill and will require the relocation of the existing entrance facilities, scales/scale house, 
landfill gas control facilities and other landfill support facilities in later phases of development. 
 

Frank R. Bowerman Landfill 
Current Entitlements 

and 
Proposed Entitlements 

 

 Current Entitlements Proposed Project Entitlements 

Permitted Area 725 Acres 725 Acres 
Permitted Disposal Area 341 Acres 534 Acres 
Remaining Capacity 44.6 MM tons as of 6/30/05 130 MM cu yds6 
Maximum Elevation 1,100 ft above MSL 1,350 ft above MSL4 
Maximum Depth Below 
Ground Surface NA NA 

Estimated Closure Date 2022 2053 
Peak Daily Tonnage 8,5001 tons per day 11,5003 tons per day 
Peak Daily Vehicle  22202 22202 
Facility Operating 
Hours 7 days per week/24 hours per day 7 days per week/24 hours per day 

Days and Hours for 
Receipt of Waste – 
Commercial Haulers 

7:00 AM to 4:00 PM 
Monday through Saturday 

7:00 AM to 4:00 PM5 

Monday through Saturday 

Days and Hours for 
Receipt of Waste - 
Transfer Trucks 

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM  
Monday through Saturday 

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM5  
Monday through Saturday 

Approved Alternative 
Daily Cover 

Geosynthetic Blankets (tarps) 
Processed Green Material 

Geosynthetic Blankets (tarps) 
Processed Green Material 

Types if Material 
Accepted Non-hazardous MSW Non-hazardous MSW 
 

1. Except for 36 days per year that 10,625 tons per day is allowed 
2. 1110 round trips/vehicles entering the landfill on a daily basis – NOT enforced by the Local Enforcement Agency 
3. Annual daily average of 8,500 tons per day, an alternative would increase annual daily average tonnage to 11,500 with the closure of 

Olinda Alpha 
4. Not including approximately 4 feet of final cover 
5. IWMD is considering changing the hours for receipt of waste to 6:00 AM to 4:00 PM with - transfer trucks received from 6:00 AM to 

7:00 AM 
6. Over current permitted capacity 
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There are 9 areas of significant impact to health, safety and the environment, through mitigation 
measures, 6 will be reduced to a level of less than significant. 
 
Mitigated to a level of less than significant 
 

• Geology and Soils 
• Hydrology and Water Quality 
• Surface Water Hydrology 
• Transportation 
• Cultural and Scientific Resources 
• Hazards and Risk of Upset 

 
Not mitigated to a level of less than significant – Requiring a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations  
 

• Air Quality (Fugitive Dust, NOx and VOC) and Cumulative Impacts 
• Biological Resources (Wetlands) 
• Aesthetics (Visual) 

 
BOARD STAFF’S COMMENTS 
 
As a Responsible Agency for Solid Waste Facilities Permit concurrence, Board staff will conduct 
an environmental analysis for this project, using the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
developed by the Lead Agency, in accordance with Title 14, California Code of Regulations (14 
CCR), Section 15096.  To assist in our review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
Solid Waste Facilities Permit concurrence purposes, Board staff request that the following 
comments and questions be considered and addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Report. 
 
For clarity and convenience, questions and comments that Board staff is seeking a specific 
response to will be italicized so the reader can more easily locate and respond to them. Board 
staff will also make statements that in their opinion are fact, if those statements are incorrect or 
unclear please notify Board staff.  By the environmental document not specifically prohibiting an 
action or activity that does not give tacit approval to perform that action or activity. 
 
Landfill Buildings 
 
Any buildings to be constructed or sited above buried waste or within 1000 feet of buried waste 
must comply with Title 27 California Code of Regulations (27CCR) Section 21190.  If there are 
any questions regarding Section 21190 contact Mike Wochnick, Supervisor – Remediation, 
Closure and Technical Services Branch, at 916.341.6318. 
 
Hours of Operation 
 
Currently the Solid Waste Facilities Permit allows receipt of waste from commercial haulers 
from 7:00 AM until 4:00 PM Monday through Saturday and transfer trucks from 4:00 PM until 
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5:00 PM.  The environmental document indicates that the operator is considering changing the 
hours of operation to 6:00 AM to 4:00 PM.  Under what circumstance would this change occur?  
Will the change be permanent or will it fluctuate due to seasonal changes or some other 
circumstance? 
 
Peak Elevation  
 
The proposed peak elevation of the landfill will not exceed 1354 feet above mean sea level 
including waste and final cover.  If the landfill will exceed this elevation please discuss in the 
final environmental document. 
 
Tonnages 
 
The proposed peak or maximum daily tonnage for disposal is 11,500 tons per day, limited to an 
annual daily average for disposal of 8,500 tons per day.  Is this annual daily average based on a 
six day week or a seven day week?  Does this annual daily average include tonnages for 
emergencies where the landfill might accept in excess of the maximum daily tonnage for say 
forest fires, slides, earthquakes or other natural or manmade disasters? 
 
Under the Settlement Agreement with the City of Irvine, Board staff estimates that Frank R. 
Bowerman Landfill can accept an annual daily average of 8200 tons per day.  Is this agreement 
going to be renegotiated to a higher level of say 8500 tons per day annual average or is the 
operator going to standby the 1.75 percent annual increase?  If the operator is going to stand by 
the annual 1.75 percent increase Board staff estimates that it will not reach an annual daily 
tonnage of 8500 tons per day until 2009. 
 
All material that passes over the scale and/or enters the landfill must be analyzed for in the 
environmental document.  The Board as a Responsible Agency is concerned with the landfill’s 
ability to handle and process all materials that are delivered to the landfill for disposal, 
beneficial use, recycling for other uses or processes. 
 
Please indicate in the Final Environmental Impact Report the peak or maximum daily tonnages 
of the other materials that might be accepted as daily cover, alternative daily cover, recycling, 
for beneficial uses, etcetera.  Remember the peak number of vehicles entering the landfill also 
must include those vehicles that bring these other materials as well as those for landfill workers, 
construction workers and visitors. 
 
The Solid Waste Facilities Permit should be written in such a manner that the peak municipal 
solid waste tonnage is listed as well as separate listings or categories for other materials. 
 
As an example: 
 
Permitted Tons per Operating Day              12,000   total tons per day 
 Non-Hazardous – General     8,000   tons per day 
 Other (asphalt, processed green waste and tires)  4,000   tons per day 
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Alternative Daily Cover 
 
Only geosynthetic blankets and processed green waste are approved for use as alternative daily 
cover at this site.  Use of any other types of alternative daily covers approved by the Board must 
be discussed in the environmental document including site specific impacts and appropriateness 
of the proposed alternative daily cover to the specific environment. 
 
Types of Material Received and Material Processing 
 
Board staff’s understanding it that Frank R. Bowerman Landfill will only receive the same waste 
stream as currently receiving; non-hazardous commercial and residential waste, non hazardous 
industrial waste and construction and demolition wastes destined for direct disposal. 
 
The environment document states that the landfill does not handle compostable material.  In the 
same paragraph it is stated that the landfill receives tree and lawn clippings, leaves and brush, 
food wastes, all compostable.  Please resolve this discrepancy in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
The Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring Program should also indicate that agencies designated to 
enforce mitigation measures in the Environmental Impact Report have reviewed the Mitigation 
Reporting or Monitoring Program and agreed that they have the authority and means to accomplish 
the designated enforcement responsibilities. 
 
Statement of Overriding Considerations 
 
Significant impacts after mitigation to the environment have been identified in the area of Air 
Quality, Biological Resources and Aesthetics.  Please forward the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for Air Quality to the Board prior to its adoption by the approving agency. 
 
BOARD CEQA REVIEW 
 
As a Responsible Agency under CEQA, Board staff’s comments on environmental documents 
are intended to assist the Lead Agency in developing an environmental document that will be as 
complete and adequate as possible for use by the Lead Agency and all Responsible Agencies. 
 
Board staff’s comments are intended to help decision-makers 1) identify potential impacts from 
proposed projects; 2) determine whether any such impacts are significant; and 3) ascertain 
whether significant impacts can be mitigated to a level of insignificance in compliance with the 
CEQA statutes and guidelines. 
 
When performing the initial review of a CEQA document such as a Draft Environmental Impact 
Report or Negative Declaration during the circulation process, the first analysis the Board staff 
must make, is to evaluate whether or not the proposed CEQA document clearly describes all 
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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 proposed project is implemented. 
 
When evaluating the adequacy of an environmental document for purposes of SWFP 
concurrence, Board 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 environmental document cited 
for CEQA compliance in the proposed SWFP. 
 
In order for Board staff to evaluate and recommend whether or not the environmental document 
is adequate for use in the Board’s permitting process, the proposed project must be described in 
sufficient detail for Board staff to understand and evaluate the proposed project, potential 
environmental impacts, proposed mitigation measures, and findings as presented by the Lead 
Agency. 
 
When the proposed SWFP is received by the Board along with the citation of evidence of CEQA 
compliance by the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA), the second analysis performed by Board 
staff is to evaluate whether or not the CEQA evaluation in the cited environmental document 
supports the requested specifications, revisions, and/or conditions of the proposed SWFP.  For 
instance, does the environmental document 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 information is included and addressed in the environmental 
document, the SWFP concurrence process is greatly facilitated. 
 
After comparison of the cited CEQA document with the proposed SWFP, Board staff makes a 
recommendation to the Board regarding the adequacy of the CEQA document for the Board’s 
SWFP concurrence purposes.  The Board members make the final determination of the adequacy 
of the CEQA document for SWFP concurrence as well as whether or not to concur in issuance of 
the SWFP. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
The Board staff thanks the Lead Agency for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report and hopes that this comment letter will be useful to the Lead 
Agency in carrying out their responsibilities in the CEQA process.  
 
The Board staff requests copies of any subsequent environmental documents including, the Final 
Environmental Impact Report, the Report of Facility Information/Joint Technical Document, any 
Statements of Overriding Consideration, copies of public notices, and any Notices of 
Determination for this project. 
 
Please refer to 14 CCR, § 15094(d) that states:  “If the project requires discretionary 
approval from any state agency, the local lead agency shall also, within five working days of 
this approval, file a copy of the notice of determination with OPR [State Clearinghouse].” 
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The Board staff requests that the Lead Agency provide a copy of its responses to the Board’s 
comments at least ten days before certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report.  Refer to 
PRC § 21092.5(a). 
 
If the document is certified during a public hearing, Board staff request ten days advance notice 
of this hearing.  If the document is certified without a public hearing, Board staff requests ten 
days advance notification of the date of the certification and project approval by the decision-
making body. 
 
If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at 916.341.6728 or email 
at rseamans@ciwmb.ca.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Raymond M. Seamans 
Permitting and Inspection Branch, Region 4 
     Environmental Review 
Permitting and Enforcement Division 
California Integrated Waste Management Board 
 
cc: Tadese Gebre-Hawariat 

Permitting and Inspection Branch, Region 4 
 Permitting and Enforcement Division 
 California Integrated Waste Management Board 
 
 Suzanne Hambleton, Supervisor 

Permitting and Inspection Branch, Region 4 
 Permitting and Enforcement Division 
 California Integrated Waste Management Board 
 
 Patricia Henshaw 

County of Orange Health Care Agency 
Environmental Health Division 
1241 East Dyer Road, Suite 120 
Santa Ana, CA   92705-5611 
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S2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED 
WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD DATED MARCH 9, 2006 

 
 
S2-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S2-2 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
S2-3 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
S2-4 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
S2-5 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S2-6 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S2-7 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S2-8 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S2-9 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S2-10 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S2-11 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
S2-12 Existing and future buildings on the landfill property comply or will comply with 27 

CCR, Section 21190. 
 
S2-13 The operator, IWMD, is not proposing a change to the operating hours at this time.  

Should circumstances in the future require a change in the operating hours, necessary 
approvals will be pursued.  The Joint Technical Document Amendment to be submitted 
for the project will propose to maintain the existing operating hours. 

 
S2-14 Comment noted.  The height of the FRB Landfill would be increased from its current 

permitted level of 1,100 feet AMSL to about 1,350 feet AMSL or a net vertical increase of 
approximately 250 feet.    

  
S2-15 The annual daily average of 8,500 tpd is based on a six-day week.  The annual daily 

average does account for periodic high tonnage days which exceed 8,500 tpd.  However, 
accommodation of significant tonnage increase due to natural or manmade disasters are 
not included in the peak or annual daily average rate.  

 
S2-16 IWMD plans to negotiate a mutually acceptable agreement with Irvine that will guide the 

relationship between the City and the department. The existing Settlement Agreement 
was entered into by the City and the County to resolve former litigation, and it is not 
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necessarily the appropriate legal mechanism to memorialize future terms and conditions.  
IWMD intends to work towards consensus on an agreement that will guide the 
relationship of IWMD and the City, and address the City’s interests regarding the 
expansion of the FRB Landfill.  While the mitigation measures set forth in the EIR fully 
address the project’s identified impacts, the agreement has the ability to provide for 
additional responses to the City’s concerns in a mutually acceptable manner. 

 
S2-17  The traffic and associated air quality and noise analysis for the EIR considered impacts of 

an increase in existing (calendar year 2004) truck traffic due to an increase in high 
tonnage for MSW; assuming exempt material traffic remained the same.  The future 
traffic generation of 1,053 one-way truck trips analyzed for the proposed project would 
support a total of 12,975 tpd of both MSW and exempt materials.  Since the total tonnage 
analyzed for the proposed project is to address an 8 percent increase in high tonnage days 
and the annual average tonnage is not changing significantly from existing operations, 
IWMD is able to handle and process all materials delivered to the site. 

 
S2-18 As presented in Response S2-17, the traffic and associated air and noise analysis is based 

on an analysis of 1,053 one-way truck trips which support 12,975 tpd of total materials 
brought to the site.  At the annual average 8,500 tpd of general MSW, a tonnage of 4,475 
tpd of non-MSW exempt material would be supported by the EIR traffic, air and noise 
analysis.  On peak days of 11,500 tpd of general MSW, 1,475 tpd of non-MSW exempt 
material would be supported by the EIR traffic, air and noise analysis.  The mix of 
general MSW and exempt waste varies from day to day but is not projected to exceed a 
peak or maximum total of 12,975 tpd. 

 
 The projection for the truck trips and employee vehicles is conservative enough to 

account for intermittent trips by construction workers and visitors.   
 
S2-19 The following permitted tonnage limits are proposed for the project:   
 
 Permitted Total Tons per Operating Day          12,975 tpd    total 
 Non-Hazardous-General MSW 8,500 tpd  (annual average) 
           11,500 tpd  (peak) 
 Exempt Materials (asphalt, PGM, soil) 1,475 tpd  (at general MSW peak) 

                                                                      4,475 tpd   (at general MSW annual 
average) 

 
S2-20 The currently approved geosynthetic and processed green waste alternative daily covers 

(ADCs) for the site are the only ADCs proposed at this time.  If in the future, an ADC 
technology becomes available that is easier to use, more economical or can increase 
refuse density, proper approvals from the CIWMB, RWQCB and LEA for use of that 
ADC will be pursued by the IWMD. 

 
S2-21 Statement is correct. 
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S2-22 The reference to compostable material in Section 4.4.3 of the Draft EIR relates to 
compostable material defined in the California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 
17850, as “any organic material that when accumulated will become active compost as 
defined in 14 CCR, Section 17852 (a)(1).”  Although the FRB Landfill accepts municipal 
solid waste that is compostable such as tree and lawn clippings, leaves and brush and 
food wastes, the handling of that material would not require special handling or 
necessitate the development of an Odor Impact Minimization Plan required in 14 CCR, 
Section 17850 (requested in CIWMB NOP comment letter dated August 11, 2005) 
beyond the odor control measures included in the existing permit document (Joint 
Technical Document) for the site.  The statement in Section 4.4.3 of the Draft EIR that 
indicates that the site does not handle compostable material will be revised and clarified 
by reference as follows: 

 
“The FRB Landfill does not handle compostable material defined in 14 CCR, Section 
17850 as “any organic material that when accumulated will become active compost as 
defined in 14 CCR, Section 17852 (a)(1).” 

 
S2-23 Comment noted.  The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will identify 

appropriate agencies that will be responsible for enforcing the project mitigation 
measures.  The IWMD will coordinate with these agencies to ensure they have the 
authority and means to comply with their obligations.   

 
S2-24 A Statement of Overriding Considerations will be prepared as part of the Final EIR.  The 

Statement of Overriding Considerations will be sent to the Board when the document 
becomes available for public release.   

 
S2-25 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S2-26 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S2-27 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S2-28 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S2-29 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S2-30 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S2-31 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S2-32 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S2-33 Comments noted.  Copies of the requested documents will be provided to CIWMB staff. 
 
S2-34 Comment noted.  The Notice of Determination will be filed with both the County Clerk 

and the State Clearinghouse within five working days of certification of the Final EIR.    
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S2-35 Comment noted.  The IWMD will provide responses to the Board staff’s comments ten 

(10) days prior to certification of the Final EIR.   
 
S2-36 Comment noted.  The IWMD will provide notice of the public hearing.   
 
S2-37 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
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S3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH DATED MARCH 10, 
2006 

 
 
S3-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S3-2 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
S3-3 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
S3-4 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
 



 
 

REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES 
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R1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY OF ORANGE 
RESOURCES AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT DATED 
FEBRUARY 28, 2006 

 
 
R1-1 Comment noted.  Refer to responses to comments R1-2 to R1-9 below.   
 
R1-2 The FRB Landfill has a permitted closure date of 2022.  However, a major landslide 

which occurred in 2002 has effectively reduced the permitted closure date and remaining 
disposal area for the site.  Therefore, the decrease in remaining available air space has, in 
effect, reduced the projected site life to 2014.   

 
R1-3 Comment noted.  The IWMD will obtain a County Property Permit from RDMD prior to 

any geotechnical remediation activities within the Limestone Canyon & Whiting Ranch 
Wilderness Park.  

 
R1-4 Comment noted.  The second paragraph on page 5.9-1 of the DEIR is corrected by 

reference to read: “Limestone Canyon & Whiting Ranch Wilderness Park” instead of 
“Limestone Canyon Regional Park.”   

 
The third paragraph on page 5.9-1 of the DEIR is corrected by reference to read: 
“Limestone Canyon & Whiting Ranch Wilderness Park” instead of “Limestone Canyon 
Regional Park.”   

 
The fourth paragraph on page 5.9-1 of the DEIR is corrected by reference to read: 
“Limestone Canyon & Whiting Ranch Wilderness Park” instead of “Limestone Canyon 
Regional Park.”   
 

R1-5 Comment noted.  A copy of Figure 5.9-1 is attached, following the last page of the 
responses to comments letter R1, as an information item.    

 
R1-6 Comment noted.  The first paragraph on page 5.9-19 of the DEIR is corrected by 

reference to read: “Limestone Canyon & Whiting Ranch Wilderness Park” instead of 
“Limestone Canyon Regional Park.”   

 
R1-7 The DEIR includes an analysis of views from Limestone Canyon & Whiting Ranch 

Wilderness Park.  Existing views of the landfill from Limestone Canyon & Whiting 
Ranch Wilderness Park are described in Section 5.9.1.1 (Existing Views), third paragraph 
on page 5.9-1 of the DEIR, which states:  

 
“From elevated areas north and northeast of the landfill in the southwest part of 
Limestone Canyon & Whiting Ranch Wilderness Park the existing landfilling operations 
are visible including refuse deposition, application of daily cover, waste hauling vehicles, 
and operations equipment including compactors, bulldozers, and earthmovers.”   
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Views of the proposed landfill from Limestone Canyon & Whiting Ranch Wilderness 
Park are described in Section 5.9.4.6 (Views from Other Locations) on page 5.9-19 of the 
DEIR, which states: 

 
“As described earlier, the landfill is visible from the southwest part of Limestone Canyon 
& Whiting Ranch Wilderness Park that is on Loma Ridge at an elevation above the 
landfill.  Views from the park of the landfill also include extensive areas of the 
surrounding communities and developed land uses in these communities described earlier 
in this section.  The proposed landfill will be below Loma Ridge and will obscure some 
of the lower elevations of the Santiago Hills, but would not substantially change the 
views of the surrounding urban area.  Therefore, implementation of the proposed landfill 
expansion would not result in adverse visual impacts from Limestone Canyon & Whiting 
Ranch Wilderness Park.”   

 
R1-8 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment R1-7, above.      
 
R1-9 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
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R2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CITY OF IRVINE DATED MARCH 
7, 2006 

 
 
R2-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
R2-2 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
R2-3 IWMD plans to negotiate a mutually acceptable agreement with Irvine that will guide the 

relationship between the City and the department. The existing Settlement Agreement 
was entered into by the City and the County to resolve former litigation, and it is not 
necessarily the appropriate legal mechanism to memorialize future terms and conditions.  
IWMD intends to work towards consensus on an agreement that will guide the 
relationship of IWMD and the City, and address the City’s interests regarding the 
expansion of the FRB Landfill.  While the mitigation measures set forth in the EIR fully 
address the project’s identified impacts, the agreement has the ability to provide for 
additional responses to the City’s concerns in a mutually acceptable manner. 

 
R2-4 Comment noted.  The Orange County Great Park comment letter is identified as comment 

letter B2 (discussed later in this report).    
 
R2-5 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
R2-6 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment R2-7, below.   
 
R2-7 In compliance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (c), IWMD selected a range of 

potential alternatives to the proposed project that could feasibly accomplish most of the 
project objectives and could avoid or substantially lesson one or more of the significant 
effects.  Potential environmental impacts associated with the alternatives to the proposed 
project are discussed in Sections 9.2, 9.3, 9.4, and 9.5 of the DEIR.     

 
 The use of alternative waste management technologies was included in Section 9.6 

(Alternatives Considered but Rejected) of the DEIR.  However, the use of alternative 
waste management technologies was rejected as an alternative for further consideration, 
as this alternative would be infeasible and would not meet the basic project objectives.  It 
should be noted that alternative technologies are reviewed in the RELOOC Strategic Plan 
updates but, at this time, are not economically feasible due to the volume of waste 
handled by the Orange County Waste System.  The following alternative technologies 
were evaluated in the RELOOC Feasibility Study (report dated December, 2001): 

 
o Bio-refining (the transformation of organic material to bio-fuels and bio-chemicals). 
o Bio-diesel (the conversion of cooking oils to diesel fuel). 
o Composting (the conversion of MSW for a soil additive). 
o Anaerobic digestions (the conversion of organics to fuel gas, and fiber and liquid for 

a soil additive). 
o Fixation (the chemical transformation of waste into inert construction products). 
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o Gasification (the thermal breakdown of waste to synthetic gas, ash, and water). 
o Kinetic disintegration (the breakdown of waste by sound waves into aggregate and 

other products). 
o Plasma Arc and is not feasible given existing technology (the thermal 

transformation of waste to gases and stable products) and the unique air quality 
conditions and standards for the Southern California air basin. 

o Pyrolysis (the thermal breakdown of waste in the absence of oxygen to gas, liquids, 
and solid products). 

o Waste-to-energy (combustion of MSW, either mass-burn or RDF, for the creation of 
steam and electricity. 

 
These technologies were researched and, with the exception of composting technologies, 
there was only one full scale, reference plant processing MSW in North America for any of 
the alternative technologies researched.  That was an anaerobic digestion plant in 
Newmarket, Ontario which is designed to process 650 TPD.  Therefore, while these 
technologies hold promise for the future, their application for use in Orange County at this 
time is speculative given the exclusivity of the technology application in the United States.  
Most of these alternative technologies have only been tested on small scale pilot projects 
which would not be applicable to the waste volume to be handled for the FRB Landfill or 
other Orange County landfills.  Technologies resulting in more efficient use of the available 
capacity at the landfills continue to be studied, but as an adjunct to capacity needs not as an 
alternative to the proposed FRB Landfill project.   

 
 In addition to the evaluation that occurred in the report dated December 2001, IWMD 

also updated the RELOOC Strategic Plan in September 2005.  The 2005 report focused 
on those technologies with the highest potential for application within the landfill system.  
The technologies further studied included the following:  

 
o Aerobic Digestion 
o Gasification 
o Plasma Arc  
o Pyrolysis 
o Hydrolysis (new technology not previously evaluated which is the breakdown of 

organic materials through use of water).   
 
 R2-8 Comment noted.  Table 5.1-1 on page 5.1-3 of the DEIR is corrected by reference to 

read: “Planning Area 1” instead of “Planning Area 2.”   
 
R2-9 Comment noted.  Figure 5.9-1 has been revised to reflect recent annexation of Planning 

Area 1.  A copy of Figure 5.9-1 is attached, following the last page of the responses to 
comments letter R1.      

 
R2-10 The existing noise is the same with or without the project and an additional column with 

the same dB numbers would not be necessary.   The existing noise level is for 2005. The 
project would not occur until sometime in the future, thus any noise associated with 
“project” activities is not happening in the present. Therefore the “existing” noise level is 
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presented in the table, irrespective of any future activity including “the project.”  It 
should be noted that due to the distance and the landform shielding the development 
south of the 241 and east of the 133, no  noise measurements nor any noise modeling was 
conducted in that area.  In addition, the CEQA analysis is to be based on the existing 
condition which includes landfill operations and that the noise levels based on non-
operation are addressed in the no project discussion. 
 
The noise analysis for the future planned residential land uses was performed for 
construction and operational noise and is discussed in Sections 5.7.4.1 and 5.7.4.2 of the 
DEIR.  The following excerpt is from Section 5.7.4.1 (Construction Noise).  

 
“At a distance of 1,600 feet (the approximate distance from the construction activity to 
the nearest existing or planned residential land use), the noise level from construction 
activity would be approximately 59 dBA Leq/L50.  Attenuation due to soft ground effects 
and atmospheric absorption would reduce these noise levels by approximately 4.5 dB and 
1.5 dB, respectively, yielding 53 dBA Leq/L50.  This noise level is within the noise limits 
permitted by City of Irvine regulations.  Also, this noise level would not substantially 
increase the ambient noise level either permanently, temporarily or intermittently in 
noise-sensitive locations.  Project construction activity would not cause an adverse 
environmental impact.  To be conservative, the noise analysis prepared by URS 
Corporation did not take account for additional attenuating circumstances where 
intervening terrain between the construction/refuse activity and the nearest planned 
residences acts as a noise barrier providing an additional 5 dB noise reduction.  This 
would be the case for much of the activity at the FRB Landfill.  Thus, the noise level 
from on-site FRB Landfill activities at the nearest existing or planned residential land use 
would typically be approximately 48 dBA L50 or less.” 

 
The construction noise sources are also considered part of normal operations on the 
landfill site.  The flare station is another noise source which is also discussed in the 
DEIR.  The following excerpt is from Section 5.7.4.2 (Operational Noise).  

 
“An additional on-site operational noise source is the flaring station. Based on the ST-2 
measurements, the overall noise from the flaring station is 62 dBA Leq/L50 at a distance of 
100 feet.  This noise level would reduce to 38 dBA Leq/L50 at a distance of 1,600 feet 
away, without accounting for soft ground propagation, atmospheric absorption or 
landform shielding.  Thus, flare noise would likely be inaudible at any off-site location 
and is an insignificant noise source.” 

 
Thus, any noise-sensitive development (e.g., residential) more than 1,600 feet from the 
on-site landfill activity would not be adversely impacted by the proposed project. 
 
As indicated in the noise analysis in Section 5.7.4.4, the proposed project would not make 
a significant difference in noise levels during the hours of 6:00 A.M. to 7:00 A.M. 
Therefore, the proposed project itself would not perceptibly increase noise levels. 

 
R2-11 The noise analysis did address the future post-closure condition versus the project 

expansion/extension and found no substantive noise exposure difference except on Bee 
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Canyon Access Road itself as discussed in Section 5.7.4.3 (Off-Site Project Related 
Traffic Noise) of the DEIR.     

 
R2-12 This land is part of the Major Amendment currently being reviewed by the Nature 

Reserve of Orange County (NROC).  If approved, this land will be part of the NCCP.  
 
R2-13 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment R2-10, above.   
 
R2-14 The photograph of View 7 was taken from the paved edge of SR 241.  There is a knoll 

between SR 241 and points to the southwest.  This knoll blocks views of the current 
landfill from nearby points to the south, except from locations at the top of the knoll.  The 
area south of Viewpoint 7 is planned for medium density residential.  As this area has 
topographic relief, it would undergo grading during residential development.  As the final 
grades are not known at this time, it is not possible to provide a visual simulation that 
would be representative of views from future residences. 

 
R2-15 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
R2-16 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
R2-17 The EIR acknowledges that views of Loma Ridge will be partially blocked from some 

locations in existing and proposed residential neighborhoods and public areas in north 
Irvine that currently have views of this ridge.  However, views of the ridge from most 
locations within existing neighborhoods and parks are currently blocked by near-by 
existing residential buildings, and landscaping, including trees.  These locations have no 
view of the ridgeline and will have no view of the proposed landfill expansion because of 
the intervening features.  Locations in residential developments or parks at the edges 
closest to the landfill have the greatest likelihood of having current views of the ridge, but 
in most cases views from these locations are blocked by street trees and/or buildings in 
adjacent developments.   

 
Visual simulations that show views across open areas planned for future development 
show a “worst case” of landfill blockage of Loma Ridge.  This is because once these 
areas are developed, structures and landscaping will block most views of the ridge and 
landfill.  This is the case for Visual Simulations 1B, 2B and 3B.  A worst-case condition 
at closure (in 2053) was also assumed for the visual simulations which does not account 
for anticipated settlement of up to 50 feet (most of which will occur in the first five years 
after closure).  It should also be noted that the visual simulations provided in the DEIR do 
not capture the entire view that a person would see from the given location as the eye 
moves across the distant landscape.  Therefore, a viewer at these locations would see a 
larger segment of the unobstructed ridge than is shown in the simulations due to the 
limitations of the photo width.  More representative Figures R2-1 through R2-4] (Figures 
are attached following the last page of the responses to comments letter R2, as an 
information item) show panoramic views of Visual Simulations 2 and 3 taking into 
account landfill settlement and landscape blending with adjacent hillside landscape.  
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Much more of Loma Ridge is visible in Figures R2-1 through R2-4 taking into account a 
more panoramic view and the effects of landfill settlement.  
 
Figure R2-5 (following the last page of the responses to comments letter R2, as an 
information item) shows general areas in undeveloped Irvine that could potentially have 
existing views along Loma Ridge blocked by the proposed landfill expansion (a mid-
point along the ridge was taken for the figure).  Most of the affected areas are planned for 
future development.  This figure is based on existing topographical mapping and does not 
account for the structures and landscaping/trees in future development that would block 
views of both Loma Ridge and the landfill.  Also, as stated on page 5.9-11 sensitive 
viewers are considered those that have a view from either a residential use or from a park.  
Views from other land uses are not considered sensitive.  As shown on this figure, most 
areas closest to the landfill do not have views of the landfill because of intervening 
topography.  More distant areas such as the location of Visual Simulation 4B in the DEIR 
have current views of the ridge that would not be blocked by the proposed landfill 
expansion.  

 
It is not feasible to reconfigure the landfill to provide a more natural-appearing profile.  Such 
reconfiguration would result in a loss of landfill capacity that would conflict with the 
RELOOC Strategic Plan goal/objective to maximize capacity of the existing landfills, 
including the FRB Landfill. 

 
R2-18 Comment noted.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations will be prepared as part of 

the Final EIR.      
 
R2-19 Comment noted.  The following text will be added to the EIR. 
 

Section 5.9.1.9, following the third paragraph: 
 

“The City of Irvine General Plan, Land Use Element identifies Sand Canyon Avenue, 
Jeffrey Road, and Culver Drive as Natural Character Scenic Highways with Major Views 
of the Lomas de Santiago ridgeline.” 

 
Section 5.9.3, first paragraph would be changed as follows: 

 
“To determine the visual impacts related to the proposed landfill expansion, sensitive 
viewers who would have views of the expansion areas of the landfill property were 
identified.  These sensitive viewers include viewers from existing and planned residential 
and park uses, and viewers from City-designated scenic highways.” 

 
Section 5.9.4.8, the second paragraph would be revised as follows: 

 
“There are no state- or County-designated scenic highways in the immediate vicinity of 
the landfill.  Santiago Canyon Road north and east of the landfill is designated by the 
County of Orange as a scenic viewscape corridor.  However, there would be no views of 
the proposed landfill from this road, as the Santiago Hills including Loma Ridge would 
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block views of the landfill.  Therefore, there would be no visual impacts related to the 
scenic viewscape corridor of Santiago Canyon Road associated with implementation of 
the proposed landfill expansion.  The City of Irvine General Plan, Land Use Element 
identifies Sand Canyon Avenue, Jeffrey Road, and Culver Drive as Natural Character 
Scenic Highways with Major Views of the Lomas de Santiago ridgeline.  Therefore, 
users of these roads would be considered sensitive viewers to visual changes.  Views of 
part of Loma Ridge from points along these roads would be blocked by the proposed 
landfill expansion.  As described previously for visual simulations 1, 2 and 3, impacts to 
views of Loma Ridge would be considered adverse and significant.  There would be no 
impact related to resources within a state scenic highway because Sand Canyon Avenue, 
Jeffrey Road, and Culver Drive are City of Irvine designated scenic highways, rather than 
state designated scenic highways.” 

 
Section 5.9.6, the first paragraph will be revised as follows: 

 
“Mitigation measure AS-1 requires that the landfill expansion areas be vegetated with 
native CSS species occurring in adjacent areas to assist in blending the expanded landfill 
with surrounding undeveloped hills.  With implementation of this measure, the 
appearance of the expanded landfill will be as shown in the visual simulations on Figure 
5.9-4.  However, as described earlier for visual simulations 1, 2, and 3, and points along 
Canyon Avenue, Jeffrey Road, and Culver Drive, which are City-designated scenic 
highways, the adverse visual impacts of the proposed expansion would be significant 
even with implementation of mitigation measure AS-1.  This is because the proposed 
landfill expansion would obstruct part of the Santiago Hills and Loma Ridge, which are 
scenic resources, from view points 1, 2, and 3 and points along the City-designated 
highways.  Also, these views would change from an undeveloped curvilinear ridgeline to 
that of a large, man-made form that highly contrasts with the adjacent rolling hills.”   

 
R2-20 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment R2-19, above. 
 
R2-21 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
R2-22 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
R2-23  To date, no specific acreage for the future passive regional park on the FRB Landfill 

property has been designated.  No specific uses for this park, other than its identification 
as a passive use regional park following closure of the landfill, has been identified at this 
time.  Therefore, it is not known what amenities and activities might be provided at this 
park in the future and when this park will be implemented.  The extension of the landfill 
operations from 2022 to approximately 2053 would delay this planned park use; 
however, because this park is not currently programmed and specific funding is not 
identified, this is not considered a significant adverse impact and no mitigation is 
necessary.  No development approvals or future growth have relied on the accessibility 
and availability of this end use. 
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R2-24 The IWMD continues to implement water quality protection measures for their 
operations with on-site controls for stormwater and sediment discharges downstream of 
the landfill.  These water quality protection measures will ensure that residential 
communities in the City of Irvine are not impacted by stormwater or sediment discharges 
from current and future landfill operations.  Treatment control BMPs are currently 
implemented on-site as part of the IWMD Industrial NPDES General Permit for 
Stormwater Discharges Associated with Industrial Activities (CAS #000001) for 
discharges to downstream Bee Canyon Wash.  Any surface water which drains into 
Hick’s Canyon Wash is not from the active landfill waste footprint area.  However, 
proper BMPs will be implemented for any areas subject to activities associated with the 
landfill.  The monitoring and performance of these BMPs is reported annually to the 
RWQCB as part of the site-specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and 
Monitoring and Reporting Requirements (M&RP), for the landfill.  IWMD will continue 
to coordinate with RDMD to comply with requirements of the County’s Drainage Area 
Management Plan (DAMP).  Section 5.4.4.3 of the Draft EIR, last paragraph will be 
revised to reflect the above as follows: 

 
“The FRB Landfill will continue to comply with its industrial and construction NPDES 
permit requirements including implementation of a SWPPP and employment of BMPs.  
Annual reports will continue to be submitted to the RWQCB and will be updated as the 
landfill development progresses.  In addition to ongoing compliance with industrial and 
construction NPDES permit requirements, IWMD will continue to coordinate with 
RDMD on compliance with municipal NPDES permit requirements of the County’s 
Drainage Area Management Plan and associated Water Quality Management Plan, as 
necessary, for full implementation of the MDP.” 

 
R2-25  The on-site treatment control systems at the FRB Landfill are a Continuous Deflection 

System and a system of multiple basins.  The primary treatment control is the 
downstream Bee Canyon Retarding Basin just north of the 241 Toll Road. 

 
R2-26  Pollutants of concern and Clean Water Act Section 303(d) Impairment of Receiving 

Waters would be evaluated as part of a Water Quality Management Plan in compliance 
with the County’s Drainage Area Management Plan, as required by RDMD. 

 
R2-27  A specific Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) prepared under the County’s 

Drainage Area Management Plan (DAMP) has not been required for the landfill; 
however, IWMD will coordinate with RDMD on WQMP requirements for future 
operations.  The site continues to employ treatment control BMP’s under a SWPPP and 
M&RP in compliance with the site’s NPDES General Industrial Permit which generally 
follows the intent of the DAMP WQMP. 

 
R2-28  Currently the landfill operations and activities are covered under its General Industrial 

Permit for large grading projects which are conducted by third-party contractors.  The site 
has submitted an NOI for the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges 
Associated with Industrial Activities (Facility WDID 8 30S005261).  Under Section E.7 
of the General Permit, the regulated party is covered for its primary activity (landfilling) 
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and related activities, including construction, as long as BMPs appropriate for the various 
activities are used and monitored.  According to Section E.7 of the General Permit 
No. CAS000001:   

 
Facility operators that operate facilities with co-located industrial activities (facilities 
that have industrial activities that meet more than one of the descriptions in 
Attachment 1) that are contiguous to one another are authorized to file a single NOI to 
comply with the General Permit.  Storm water discharges and authorized non-storm 
water discharges from the co-located industrial activities are authorized if the SWPPP 
and Monitoring Program addresses each co-located industrial activity. 
 
Following consultation with the RWQCB, in order to avoid unnecessary overlap in the 
General Permit requirements, the IWMD is allowed to apply, and has applied, for 
coverage under the Industrial General Permit for its primary activity (landfilling sanitary 
wastes).  At its discretion, and as an additional measure of compliance, the County 
IWMD may request the Contractor to apply for coverage under the NPDES Construction 
General Permit.  The County would then require the Contractor to obtain an NPDES 
permit for construction activities which include the preparation of a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), submittal of a Notice of Intent (NOI) and the 
issuance of a Water Discharge Identification (WDID) number.   

 
Copies of the General Industrial Permit for the landfill facility are available on-site for 
review.  

 
R2-29  Mitigation Measure T-1 of the DEIR includes a discussion of the intersection LOS before 

and after implementation of T-1.  Mitigation Measure T-1 improves the A.M. peak hour 
LOS of Sand Canyon Avenue at Trabuco Road in 2030 with the proposed project from an 
unacceptable LOS E to an acceptable LOS D.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure T-1 
mitigates the significant adverse traffic impact at Sand Canyon Avenue/Trabuco Road in 
2030 to below a level of significance.  No additional mitigation measures at Sand Canyon 
Avenue/Trabuco Road are necessary. 
  
Signalized intersections can be analyzed using either the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM) methodology or the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology.  The 
HCM methodology determines the LOS for a signalized intersection based on the average 
control delay per vehicle.  The ICU methodology determines the LOS for a signalized 
intersection based on the capacity of the intersection.  The City of Irvine has adopted the 
ICU methodology to determine the LOS for a signalized intersection as outlined in the 
City of Irvine Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines.  Therefore, the intersection of Sand 
Canyon Avenue/Trabuco Road does not need an additional intersection analysis based on 
the HCM methodology.  It should be noted that the County of Orange also uses the ICU 
methodology when analyzing signalized intersections.   
 

R2-30 Mitigation Measure T-2 of the DEIR includes a discussion of the intersection LOS before 
and after implementation of T-2.  Mitigation Measure T-2 improves the A.M. peak hour 
LOS of Jeffrey Road at Walnut Avenue in 2030 with the proposed project from an 



RELOOC Strategic Plan – Frank R. Bowerman Landfill Implementation EIR  

F:\PROJ-ENV\FRB MDP EIR\Final EIR\Reponses to Comments\Final RTC.doc Page 51 
May 16, 2006 

unacceptable LOS E to an acceptable LOS D.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure T-2 
mitigates the significant adverse traffic impact at Jeffrey Road/Walnut Avenue in 2030 to 
below a level of significance.  No additional mitigation measures for Jeffrey Road/ 
Walnut Avenue are necessary.   

  
Signalized intersections can be analyzed using either the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM) methodology or the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology.  The 
HCM methodology determines the LOS for a signalized intersection based on the average 
control delay per vehicle.  The ICU methodology determines the LOS for a signalized 
intersection based on the capacity of the intersection.  The City of Irvine has adopted the 
ICU methodology to determine the LOS for a signalized intersection as outlined in the 
City of Irvine Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines.  Therefore, the intersection of Jeffrey 
Road/Walnut Avenue does not need an additional intersection based on the HCM 
methodology.  It should be noted that the County of Orange also uses the ICU 
methodology when analyzing signalized intersections.   
 

R2-31  The traffic analysis for the DEIR analyzed the traffic conditions for both years 2025 and 
2030 at Sand Canyon Avenue/Trabuco Road and at Jeffrey Road/Walnut Avenue because 
implementation of the proposed project would create a significant adverse traffic impact 
at these two intersections in 2030.  As discussed in Section 1.1.3, the landfill is currently 
permitted to close in 2022.  As discussed in Section 1.1.4, the proposed project would 
extend the permitted closure date of 2022 to approximately 2053.  In affect, any 
significant adverse traffic impact occurring in 2030 because of the implementation of the 
proposed project may occur as early as 2022, which would result in a significant adverse 
traffic impact for potentially eight years.   

 
As shown in Section 8.2 of the Traffic Study (P&D Consultants 2005) for the DEIR, the 
implementation of the proposed project would create a significant adverse traffic impact 
at the intersection of Jeffrey Road/Walnut Avenue in 2025 during the A.M. peak hour.  
Coincidently, Mitigation Measure T-2 as discussed on page 5.5-39 of the DEIR would 
also apply to Jeffrey Road/Walnut Avenue in 2025.  The Traffic Study for the DEIR can 
be found in Appendix F to the DEIR. Even though the 2025 analysis was not required, 
the 2025 analysis provided a timeframe when to implement the mitigation measures.  
Therefore, the 2025 analysis is appropriate.   

  
R2-32  The proposed project would generate 162 daily trips in 2010 and 2,300 daily trips in 

2030.  These daily trips would indicate that the proposed project was exempt from a CMP 
Traffic Analysis.  A CMP Traffic Analysis would be required when a project would 
generate 2,400 daily trips without direct access to a CMP highway.  The landfill does not 
have direct access to a CMP highway because the closest CMP highway is Irvine 
Boulevard. 

 
However, the proposed project would generate 346 daily PCE trips in 2010 and 4,911 
daily PCE trips in 2030.  These daily PCE trips would indicate that the proposed project 
would require a CMP Traffic Analysis.   
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The second paragraph of Section 5.5.4.4 (Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
Traffic Analysis) on page 5.5-37 of the DEIR is corrected by reference to read:   

 
“A CMP Traffic Analysis is required when a proposed project generates more than 2,400 
daily trips or more than 1,600 daily trips with direct access to a CMP Highway.  The 
CMP Highways in the vicinity of the FRB Landfill are I-5, I-405, SR 133 and Irvine 
Boulevard.  Therefore, the FRB Landfill does not have direct access to a CMP Highway.  
The proposed project would result in an additional 346 daily PCE trips in 2010 and 4,911 
daily PCE trips in 2030.  The daily trips generated in 2010 would be less than the 
minimum 2,400 daily trips required for a CMP Traffic Analysis.  Therefore, a CMP 
Traffic Analysis is not required for the proposed project for year 2010.  The daily trips 
generated in 2030 would be greater than the minimum 2,400 daily trips required for a 
CMP Traffic Analysis.  Therefore, a CMP Traffic Analysis is required for the proposed 
project for year 2030. 

 
Orange County has established LOS E or better as the acceptable LOS for road segments 
and intersections on a CMP Highway System (CMPHS).  Any road segment or 
intersection operating at LOS F was considered to be deficient. 

 
A significant adverse traffic impact would occur on a CMPHS if implementation of the 
proposed project would result in one or more of the following: 

 
• The road segment to operate at an unacceptable LOS, and an increase of the daily 

V/C ratio of greater than 0.03. 
• The intersection to operate at an unacceptable LOS, and an increase in the ICU of 

greater than 0.03. 
 

As shown in Section 5.5.4.2, all road segments and intersections on the CMPHS operate 
at an acceptable LOS D or better.  Therefore, implementation of the proposed project 
would create no significant adverse impacts to the CMPHS and would be in compliance 
with the CMP performance standards.” 

  
R2-33  The second paragraph under Section 5.5.3.5 on page 5.5-11 of the DEIR is corrected by 

reference to read:   
 

“Approximately 13 percent of the waste hauling trucks travel on Portola Parkway west of 
Jeffrey Road, approximately 15 percent on Irvine Boulevard east of Sand Canyon 
Avenue, approximately 15 percent on Jeffrey Road and approximately 50 percent on 
Sand Canyon Avenue between I-5 and Irvine Boulevard.  Based on the waste hauling 
truck traffic counts, approximately five percent of the trucks travel on Sand Canyon 
Avenue south of I-5.  Therefore, the intersections on Sand Canyon Avenue south of I-5 
were not included in the study area.”  
 
The above paragraph represents a portion of the hauling truck usage on local roadways 
and segment.  To view all roadways and segment trip distribution percentages for truck 
usage, please refer to Figure 2.5-1 of the Traffic Study (P&D Consultants 2005) for the 
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DEIR.  As shown in Figure 2.5-1 of the Traffic Study, the trip distribution percentages 
total 100 percent.  The Traffic Study for the DEIR can be found in Appendix F to the 
DEIR. 

  
R2-34  The traffic analysis for DEIR did not analyze the traffic impacts on I-5 and I-405 because 

the landfill trip generation on I-5 and I-405 was below the threshold of significance.  The 
threshold of significance on a freeway segment is three percent of the generalized 
freeway capacity of 80,000 daily vehicles, which is 2,400 daily vehicles.  As shown on 
Figures 2.5-1 and 2.5-2 of the Traffic Study (P&D Consultants 2005) for the DEIR, the 
landfill would generate the highest freeway traffic volumes on I-5 north of Jeffrey Road 
with 40 percent of the waste hauling trucks and 35 percent of the employee trips.  Based 
on these trip distribution percentages, the landfill would generate 133 daily PCE trips in 
2010 and 1,955 daily PCE trips in 2030.  The daily PCE trips on I-5 north of Jeffrey Road 
in 2010 and 2030 are below the threshold of significance.  The Traffic Study for the 
DEIR can be found in Appendix F to the DEIR.  In addition, Caltrans has reviewed the 
DEIR and has no comments regarding truck usage and associated impacts on I-5 and I-
405 (refer to comment letter S1).    

  
 Refer to Section 5.5.4.1 and 5.5.4.2 of the DEIR for traffic impacts to the local roads. 
 
R2-35 As discussed in Responses R2-29 through R2-34, Section 5.5 (Transportation and 

Circulation) of the DEIR adequately analyses the worst case significant environmental 
impacts to transportation and circulation that would result from the long-term 
development and operation of the project, and provides mitigation measures that reduce 
these significant impacts to a less than significant level.  No further mitigation is 
required.   

 
IWMD plans to negotiate a mutually acceptable agreement with Irvine that will guide the 
relationship between the City and the department. The existing Settlement Agreement 
was entered into by the City and the County to resolve former litigation, and it is not 
necessarily the appropriate legal mechanism to memorialize future terms and conditions. 
IWMD intends to work towards consensus on an agreement that will guide the 
relationship of IWMD and the city, and address the City’s interests regarding the 
expansion of the FRB Landfill.  While the mitigation measures set forth in the EIR fully 
address the project’s identified impacts, the agreement has the ability to provide for 
additional responses to the City’s concerns in a mutually acceptable manner. 
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R3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY 
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT DATED MARCH 9, 2006 

 
 
R3-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
R3-2 Comment noted.  The IWMD will provide South Coast Air Quality Management District 

(SCAQMD) with written responses to their comments ten (10) days prior to certification 
of the Final EIR.   

 
R3-3 The IWMD chose the EPA’s NONROAD model emission factors to calculate 

construction equipment emissions because this would pose a worst-case/conservative 
scenario.  In addition, it is not specifically known what type of equipment and fuel would 
be used in the future.  It is well-known that California diesel fuel is cleaner than the rest 
of the country and would emit less pollutant than the non-California fuel, hence, using 
NONROAD emission factors should result in higher equipment emissions estimates and 
would be considered a worst-case scenario.  Although it appears that the construction 
equipment factors are based on engine model year, they are not.  The NONROAD model 
provides emission factors according to horsepower categories and is not specific to 
engine model year.  The engine model year data presented in the tables is to replicate the 
equipment currently used by the IWMD at the landfill as to minimize confusion during 
the estimation of emissions and to ensure approximately the same horsepower is used to 
estimate emissions.  It was not intended to specifically identify the exact engine model 
year of the equipment that will be used in the future as this is currently unknown.  The 
engine model year will be removed from the Final EIR, so it does not confuse the reader.  
The discrepancy in daily emissions listed for the 17 scrapers compared to those listed for 
the 33 scrapers is due to a typo/error in the table pertaining to the Annual numbers.  The 
lb/day emission rates are actually the lb/hr emission rates for the annual construction 
emissions from the 17 scrapers and the rates should be 620.8 lb/day).  This error will be 
corrected and revised in the Final EIR. 

 
R3-4 The air quality analysis was conservative and does not show any impacts above 10 in a 

million at any receptors.  In addition, the LST method typically only applies to project 
less than five acres.  As stated in Appendix C - Mass Rate LST Look-up Table, “The mass 
rate look-up tables were developed for each source receptor area (SRA) and can be used 
on a voluntary basis by public agencies to determine whether or not a project may 
generate significant adverse localized air quality impacts.  The LST mass rate look-up 
tables only apply to projects that are less than or equal to five acres.”  Therefore, this 
method does not apply since the proposed project is much larger.  

 
R3-5 Comment noted.  The IWMD concurs with SCAQMD comment and the CO hotspots 

analysis will be reanalyzed.  These changes will be reflected in the Final EIR.  
 
R3-6 Comment noted.  The IWMD concurs with SCAQMD comment and the CO hotspots 

analysis will be reanalyzed.  These changes will be reflected in the Final EIR. 
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R3-7 Comment noted.  The IWMD concurs with SCAQMD comment and the CO hotspots 
analysis will be reanalyzed.  These changes will be reflected in the Final EIR. 

  
R3-8 Comment noted.  The IWMD concurs with SCAQMD comment and the CO hotspots 

analysis will be reanalyzed using the 2030 default fleet mix and traffic data for year 2030.  
These modified results will be presented in the Final EIR. 

 
R3-9 The intersections were chosen based on the worst level-of-service among all intersections 

potentially affected by the proposed project.  The Final EIR will include a description on 
how the intersections were chosen for CO hotspots modeling.   

 
R3-10 Since the flare exhaust stacks are all located at a centralized location, it was modeled as 

one single stack using the merged stacks method recommended by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  The EPA method provides dispersion 
modeling guidance such as exhaust release parameters and emission rates when merging 
stacks that are located near each other.  This method is considered to be conservative 
(i.e., worst-case scenario) in terms of the predicted impacts associated with flare 
emissions.  Therefore, modeling the flares as a single source would not be necessary if 
the worse case scenario (merged flare stack model) concluded that no significant impacts 
would occur.   

 
R3-11 Comment noted.  This is a typo/error in the model input (2.46 feet equals 0.75 meters).  It 

should be noted that exhaust plume rise and dispersion are based on exhaust flow rate and 
stack diameter.  Using a smaller exhaust diameter would result in localized impact.  The 
concentrations would be higher at nearby receptors and is considered more conservative.  
This error will be corrected and revised results will be presented in the Final EIR.  

 
R3-12 It was presumed that the toxic air contaminants from combustion byproducts of the flares 

are integrated into the destruction efficiency of the flares during combustion of landfill 
gas.  Therefore, only the criteria pollutants (i.e., NOx, CO, etc.) from combustion 
byproducts are discussed in the DEIR.    

  
R3-13 There are no green waste/wood chipping and grinding operations at the FRB Landfill.   
 
R3-14 The IWMD has considered the suggested mitigation measures and will implement an 

addition mitigation measure (AQ-3)in the Final EIR to reduce facility emissions during 
project operations.   In addition, IWMD will continue to comply with SCAQMD 
mandatory regulations and requirements for Class III landfills in the South Coast Air 
Basin. 

 
AQ-3 Implementation of the following measures will help reduce NOx and PM10 

emissions during operational activities: 
 

• The IWMD shall purchase four, single engine, articulating dump trucks in 
fiscal year 2006/2007 to replace four, twin engine scrapers.  The trucks will 
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meet United States EPA Tier 3 emissions standards.  In addition, IWMD will 
purchase one excavator.   

 
• The IWMD shall routinely train employees in efficient scheduling and load 

management to eliminate unnecessary queue and idling of trucks with the 
landfill. 

 
• Continue to be proactive in notifying truck drivers of the designated truck 

route.   
 

• Make sure signage at the exit of the landfill indicating the turn direction to 
follow the designated truck route to the freeway is visible to all truck drivers.  

 
• Continue to monitor wind speed and direction through the landfill’s on-site 

weather station.  
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R4 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY OF ORANGE HEALTH 
CARE AGENCY DATED MARCH 9, 2006 

 
 
R4-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
R4-2 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
R4-3 Comment noted.  No response necessary.   
 
R4-4 The IWMD plans to address the projected soil shortage at the site by increasing the 

waste-to-soil ratio, utilizing more efficient new ADCs (as they become available), 
accepting soil free of charge when sufficient area for stockpiling becomes available 
and/or by importing soil prior to the projected shortfall (currently projected by 2041).  
Soil availability and demand will be monitored by the IWMD and, if necessary, a soil 
importation program will be developed and analyzed for CEQA compliance closer to the 
time a shortage is anticipated.  The status of soil availability will be reported during every 
5-Year Solid Waste Facility Permit Review for the site.  
 

R4-5 The proposed project is to maintain the currently permitted 8,500 tpd refuse inflow rate 
as an annual average.  A peak refuse inflow rate of 11,500 tpd is proposed for high 
tonnage days similar to the currently permitted 10,625 tpd high tonnage limit.  IWMD is 
able to maintain compliance with State Minimum Standards under the currently permitted 
8,500 tpd annual average and the 10,625 tpd high tonnage levels of operation with 
existing on-site equipment.  An increase of 8 percent for the periodic high tonnage level 
of 11,500 tpd can be handled with existing on-site equipment.  However, for purposes of 
a worst case environmental impact analysis in EIR 604, estimates were developed for a 
continuous operation of 11,500 tpd.  The traffic analysis assumed an increase in 
personnel of seven persons and the Air Quality/Energy analyses assumed an additional 
three pieces of equipment for a continuous 11,500 tpd worst case operation.  Sections 
1.1.4.4 and 4.3.6 will be changed from referencing “up to six pieces of equipment” to 
“three pieces of equipment.” 
 
The first paragraph under Section 1.1.4.4 (Other Project Features) on page 1-6 of the 
DEIR is corrected by reference to read:  
  
“The project may require that additional buildings and structures be constructed at the 
FRB Landfill and will require relocation of existing entrance facilities, scales/scale 
house, LFG control facilities and other landfill support facilities in a later phase of 
development (Phase X to begin filling operations in approximately 2041).  The number of 
employees and equipment at the landfill is not expected to change substantially as a result 
of the proposed project.  However, for purposes of environmental impact analysis, an 
increase in personnel by seven employees and, in equipment use, by three pieces of 
equipment was assumed for a continuous operation at 11,500 TPD.  The proposed project 
is to accept 11,500 TPD on a periodic basis to accommodate high tonnage days and to 
maintain an annual average of 8,500 TPD.  Employees would continue to perform landfill 
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operations including administration, landfill cover operations and other landfill related 
operations.  As part of the proposed project environmental analysis, an evaluation was 
made of changing the landfill operating hours from 7:00 A.M. - 5:00 P.M. to 6:00 A.M. - 
4:00 P.M. in the event IWMD proposes that change in hours in the future.  Appropriate 
approvals for a change in operating hours will be pursued at that time.  The landfill will 
continue to operate six days per week, Monday through Saturday, and will be closed on 
the six major holidays.”    
 
The first paragraph under Section 4.3.4 (Other Project Features) on page 4-15 of the 
DEIR is corrected by reference to read:  
 
“The project may require that additional buildings and structures be constructed at the 
FRB Landfill and will require relocation of existing entrance facilities, scales/scale 
house, LFG control facilities and other landfill support facilities in a later phase of 
development (Phase X to begin filling operations in approximately 2041).  The number of 
employees and equipment at the landfill is not expected to change substantially as a result 
of the proposed project.  However, for purposes of environmental impact analysis, an 
increase in personnel by seven employees and, in equipment use, by three pieces of 
equipment was assumed for a continuous operation at 11,500 TPD.  The proposed project 
is to accept 11,500 TPD on a periodic basis to accommodate high tonnage days and to 
maintain an annual average of 8,500 TPD.  Employees would continue to perform landfill 
operations including administration, landfill cover operations and other landfill related 
operations.  The operating hours and schedule at the FRB Landfill may change in the 
future as a result of the proposed project.  IWMD is considering changing the hours of 
operation at the landfill from 7:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. to 6:00 A.M. to 4:00 P.M. in the event 
IWMD proposes this change in future operating hours, appropriate approvals will be 
pursued at that time.  The site would continue operating six days a week, except for 
holidays (307 days a year).” 

 
R4-6   The RELOOC study (Reference:  RELOOC Feasibility Study Report, Appendix E, 

December, 2001) evaluated the use of heavier compaction equipment to increase refuse 
density (836 compactors vs. 826 compactors).  An increase of 8.7 percent was estimated 
for the replacement of 826 compactors with 836 compactors at the FRB Landfill in 1999 
due to increased power, higher speeds and/or better concentration of compacting stress.  
This increase in compaction due to the heavier compaction equipment would result in an 
increase from 1,333 lb/cy to 1,450 lb/cy refuse density.  In addition, the recent use of a 
Computer Assisted Earthmoving System (CAES) computer in each trash compactor 
reduces voids in the landfill cells as a means of increasing refuse density.  A higher 
refuse density is also expected with a deeper refuse fill (which would not be reflected in a 
field test of a newly developed cell).  The JTD and other operating documents for the 
FRB Landfill will be revised to consistently reflect a 1,450 lb/cy refuse density. 

  
 R4-7 The traffic and associated air quality and noise analysis for the EIR considered impacts of 

an increase in existing (calendar year 2004) truck traffic due to an increase in high 
tonnage for general MSW and assumed that non-MSW exempt material would remain the 
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same, as discussed in Section 5.5.3.4 of the DEIR.  See Response to Comment No. R4-10 
for the baseline (2004) traffic condition assumptions.   

 
Although the 2004 annual average 900 tpd of exempt waste is not expected to increase, 
the daily rate fluctuates from day to day.  As stated in Response to Comment No. R4-10, 
the DEIR traffic analysis assumed truck trips (in 2004) for non-MSW exempt material on 
the 85th percentile day (152 daily truck trips) which corresponded to approximately 1,475 
tpd of non-MSW exempt material. 
 
The future traffic generation of 1,053 one-way truck trips analyzed in the DEIR (see 
Section 5.5.3.4) for the proposed project would support 12,975 tpd of total materials 
brought to the site (11,500 tpd of general MSW and 1,475 tpd of non-MSW exempt 
material).  The amount of general MSW and non-MSW exempt material varies from day 
to day but is not projected to exceed a total amount of 12,975 tpd for the expansion 
project.  The second paragraph  in Section 4.4.2, page 4-17 of the Draft EIR, will be 
revised by reference to read:  

 
“It should be noted that the 8,500 TPD inflow rate is for MSW only.  Approximately 900 
tpd (annual average for 307 days) of exempt waste (asphalt, processed green material, 
and soil) was accepted at the site in 2004 which rate fluctuates from day to day.  For the 
proposed expansion project, the traffic, air and noise analysis evaluated impacts due to 
truck trips supporting a total of 12,975 tpd of total materials (general MSW and non-
MSW exempt material) brought to the site on a given day.  The amount of general MSW 
and non-MSW exempt material will fluctuate on a daily basis but is not projected to 
exceed a total amount of 12,975 tpd.  This would allow for 1,475 tpd of exempt material 
at the MSW peak rate of 11,500 tpd and up to 4,475 tpd at the MSW annual average rate 
of 8,500 tpd.” 

 
R4-8 IWMD prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the proposed FRB LNG 

Facility.  This MND analyzed the potentially significant environmental impacts 
associated with the full buildout and long-term operation of a proposed LNG facility at 
the FRB Landfill.  The MND also included mitigation measures to reduce these 
potentially significant environmental impacts to a less than significant level.  The LEA 
reviewed the MND during the mandatory 30-day public review period.  The MND was 
approved by the IWMD Director on August 10, 2004.  

 
R4-9 There are no changes to existing operations proposed in the project that would affect the 

truck type percentage splits or truck trip distribution for the site. 
 
R4-10 The chart below shows the FRB Landfill truck statistics for year 2004.  As shown in the 

chart, the existing landfill trip generation varied throughout the year 2004 from a low of 
718 truck trips to a high of 1,814 truck trips.  The average truck trips at the landfill in 
2004 were 1,272 truck trips.  Because the daily truck trips for the MSW and non-MSW 
exempt materials varied independently, the truck trips for the 85th percentile day for 
MSW and the 85th percentile day for non-MSW exempt materials were combined 
together and used in the traffic analysis.  This combination of truck trips represented the 
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95th percentile of all combined truck trips at the landfill in 2004.  As discussed in Section 
5.5.3.4 of the DEIR, the landfill in 2004 generated 1,346 daily truck trips for MSW on 
the 85th percentile day and 152 daily truck trips for non-MSW exempt materials on the 
85th percentile day for a total of 1,498 daily truck trips.  For 95 percent of the days in 
2004, the landfill generated less than 1,498 daily truck trips.  For five percent of the days 
in 2004, the landfill generated 1,498 or more daily truck trips. 

 
 FRB LANDFILL TRUCK STATISTICS – 2004 
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1,346 MSW Truck Trips on 4/7/04
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Average Total Truck Trips = 1,272 Truck Trips

718 Total Truck Trips on 11/13/04

1,814 Total Truck Trips on 3/24/04

 
 
R4-11 Comment noted.  No response necessary.   
 
 



 
 

BUSINESSES, GROUPS AND ORGANIZATIONS 
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B1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE NORTH IRVINE VILLAGES 
ASSOCIATION DATED MARCH 3, 2006  

 
 
B1-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
 
B1-2 It should be noted that the vertical and horizontal expansion of the FRB Landfill would 

be implemented in phases and would extend the life of the landfill from its currently 
permitted closure date of 2022 to approximately 2053.    As stated in Section 1.1.1 
(Purpose of the Proposed Project) on page 1-1 of the DEIR, “This environmental impact 
report (EIR) analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with the continued 
operation of the FRB Landfill until closure, estimated to occur in the year 2053.”  CEQA 
analysis is based on comparison to a baseline which is the existing condition, in this case, 
an operating landfill. There is no requirement to assume the absence of the existing 
project. 

 
B1-3 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment B1-4 to B1-18, below. 
 
B1-4 As stated in comment B1-4, “the comparison should rightly be made between the 

proposed extended operation and no operation” to determine the significant adverse 
impacts created by implementation of the proposed project.  However, in accordance with 
the CEQA guidelines, the traffic analysis in the DEIR identified the significant adverse 
traffic impacts created from implementation of the proposed project by comparing the 
proposed project conditions to the no project conditions.  The traffic analysis studied the 
traffic conditions for years 2010 and 2030. 

 
In year 2010, the no project condition was the continuation of the existing landfill permits 
until the permitted closure date of 2022.  The existing landfill permits would allow the 
landfill to accept the daily maximum of 10,625 TPD of MSW while maintaining an 
annual average of 8,500 TPD of MSW.  The proposed project for year 2010 was the 
increase of the daily maximum acceptance of MSW to 11,500 TPD over the permitted 
10,625 TPD, while maintaining an annual average of 8,500 TPD.  Therefore, as discussed 
in Section 5.5.3.4 of the DEIR, the proposed project in 2010 would generate an additional 
346 daily PCE trips because of the increase of the daily maximum acceptance of MSW 
from 10,625 TPD to 11,500 TPD.  The traffic analysis for the DEIR analyzed the traffic 
impacts of the 346 daily PCE trips for year 2010.  As discussed in Section 5.5.4.1 of the 
DEIR, the implementation of the proposed project would create no significant adverse 
traffic impacts for year 2010. 
 
In year 2030, the no project condition assumed that no landfill operations would exist 
because the landfill would be closed in 2022.  The proposed project for year 2030 was to 
permit the landfill to accept the daily maximum of 11,500 TPD of MSW, while 
maintaining an annual average of 8,500 TPD, to the approximate closure date in 2053.  
As discussed in Section 5.5.3.4 of the DEIR, the proposed project would generate 4,911 
daily PCE trips for year 2030.  The traffic analysis for the DEIR analyzed the traffic 
impacts of the 4,911 daily PCE trips for year 2030.  As discussed in Section 5.5.4.2 of the 



RELOOC Strategic Plan – Frank R. Bowerman Landfill Implementation EIR  

F:\PROJ-ENV\FRB MDP EIR\Final EIR\Reponses to Comments\Final RTC.doc Page 80 
May 16, 2006 

DEIR, the traffic analysis for year 2030 identified two significant adverse traffic impacts 
which would be created by implementation of the proposed project.  The significant 
adverse traffic impacts would occur at the intersection of Sand Canyon Avenue at 
Trabuco Road and at the intersection of Jeffrey Road at Walnut Avenue.  However, 
Mitigation Measures T-1 and T-2 listed in Section 5.5.5 of the DEIR would reduce the 
two significant adverse traffic impacts to a level of insignificance. 
 

B1-5 The traffic counts collected on Wednesday, September 14, 2005, were reviewed prior to 
use in the traffic analysis, and the traffic counts did not indicate any anomalies.   

 
As discussed in Section 5.5.1.4, all study road segments and intersections were operating 
at LOS A for existing conditions except for the intersection of SR 133 northbound ramps 
at Irvine Boulevard during the A.M. peak hour, which operated at LOS C.  This 
intersection operated at LOS C because of construction on Irvine Boulevard reducing the 
intersection capacity.  The road segments and intersections operating at LOS A indicate 
that the road segments and intersections experience low traffic volumes in relation to the 
capacity.  Therefore, the additional traffic counts would not generate large fluctuations in 
traffic volumes such that the road segment or intersection would operate at unacceptable 
LOS E or F. 

 
B1-6 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment R2-33 for the clarification regarding the 

waste hauling truck distributions percentages on Jeffrey Road and Sand Canyon Avenue.   
 

IWMD plans to negotiate a mutually acceptable agreement with Irvine that will guide the 
relationship between the City and the department. The existing Settlement Agreement 
was entered into by the City and the County to resolve former litigation, and it is not 
necessarily the appropriate legal mechanism to memorialize future terms and conditions.  
IWMD intends to work towards consensus on an agreement that will guide the 
relationship of IWMD and the City, and address the City’s interests regarding the 
expansion of the FRB Landfill.  While the mitigation measures set forth in the EIR fully 
address the project’s identified impacts, the agreement has the ability to provide for 
additional responses to the City’s concerns in a mutually acceptable manner. 

  
In addition, as discussed in Section 5.5.3.5 of the DEIR, most of the transfer trucks 
traversed on the designated truck route to the landfill based on field observations.  The 
designated truck route to the landfill are I-5, I-405, Sand Canyon Avenue, Portola 
Parkway, and Bee Canyon Access Road as established in the Settlement Agreement 
between Orange County and the City of Irvine.  It should be noted that the County lacks 
authority for traffic enforcement in this area.  However, IWMD has been and will 
continue to be proactive in identifying the designated truck route to truck drivers entering 
and leaving the landfill.      
  
Based on the existing truck distribution, approximately 24 additional waste hauling truck 
trips will traverse on Jeffrey Road in 2010.  After applying a 2.24 PCE factor to the waste 
hauling truck trips and adding the six additional employee trips, a total of 59 
[= 24 x 2.24 + 6] PCE trips will traverse on Jeffrey Road in 2010.  In comparison, 



RELOOC Strategic Plan – Frank R. Bowerman Landfill Implementation EIR  

F:\PROJ-ENV\FRB MDP EIR\Final EIR\Reponses to Comments\Final RTC.doc Page 81 
May 16, 2006 

approximately 79 additional waste hauling truck trips will traverse on Sand Canyon 
Avenue in 2010.  After applying a 2.24 PCE factor to the waste hauling truck trips and 
adding the four additional employee trips, a total 181 [= 79 x 2.24 + 4] PCE trips will 
traverse on Sand Canyon Avenue in 2010.  It should be noted that these 59 PCE trips on  
Jeffrey Road and 180 PCE trips on Sand Canyon Avenue was rounded to the nearest 
hundreds on Figure 5.5-3 of the DEIR. 
 
Based on the existing truck distribution, approximately 316 waste hauling truck trips will 
traverse on Jeffrey Road in 2030.  After applying a 2.24 PCE factor to the waste hauling 
truck trips and adding the 87 employee trips, a total of 795 [= 316 x 2.24 + 87] PCE trips 
will traverse on Jeffrey Road in 2030.  In comparison, approximately 1,053 waste hauling 
truck trips will traverse on Sand Canyon Avenue in 2030.  After applying a 2.24 PCE 
factor to the waste hauling truck trips and adding the 50 employee trips, a total of 2,408 
[= 1,053 x 2.24 + 50] PCE trips will traverse on Sand Canyon Avenue in 2030.  It should 
be noted that these 795 PCE trips on Jeffrey Road and 2,408 PCE trips on Sand Canyon 
Avenue was rounded to the nearest hundreds on Figure 5.5-4 of the DEIR. 

 
B1-7 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment B1-6, above.  
 
B1-8 The ATMS strategies apply the latest traffic control systems to improve traffic flow 

through the intersection.  These traffic control systems include the use of interconnect, 
closed circuit television and communication systems, upgraded traffic signal cabinets, 
controllers and detection systems, and a changeable message board.  A 0.05 credit is 
applied to the ICU at intersections where the ATMS strategies are employed. 
 
For the ATMS strategies to be successful, it is not a prerequisite that the ATMS strategies 
be applied to a series of signalized intersections.  As discussed above, the ATMS 
strategies improve the intersection ICU by 0.05.  However, to improve the average 
control delay through a series of intersections, the intersections can be coordinated 
(synchronized) to reduce the time spent idling at an intersection by adjusting the signal 
timing.  As discussed in Section 5.5.3.7 of the DEIR, the LOS for intersections was 
determined by the intersection ICU and not by the intersection average control delay.  
The intersection ICU is a quantitative ratio that compares the intersection volume to 
capacity.  Therefore, coordinating (synchronizing) the intersections improves the average 
control delay, but does not improve the intersection ICU because the intersection must 
still process the same volume with the same capacity.  No additional mitigation measures 
are required.   

  
B1-9 Comment noted.  Refer to the response to comment B1-6, above.    
 
B1-10 Comment noted.  IWMD is considering changing the hours of operation at the landfill 

from 7:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. to 6:00 A.M. to 4:00 P.M.  Under changed operating hours of 
6:00 A.M. to 4:00 P.M., transfer trucks only are proposed from 6:00 A.M. to 7:00 A.M. 

  
A sensitivity analysis was performed to determine the traffic impacts the proposed project 
would have on the circulation network if the operating hours at the landfill were changed.  
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The landfill currently operates 10 hours a day from 7:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M.  All waste 
hauling trucks can access the landfill between 7:00 A.M. to 4:00 P.M.  However, only 
transfer trucks are allowed between 4:00 P.M. and 5:00 P.M.  This sensitivity analysis 
evaluated the traffic impacts if the landfill changed its operation hours from 6:00 A.M. to 
4:00 P.M.  with transfer trucks only allowed between 6:00 A.M.  to 7:00 A.M.  
 
As indicated in Section 5.5-38, no additional significant adverse traffic impacts would 
occur if the IWMD changed the hours of operation.   

 
B1-11 The potential off-site traffic impacts were evaluated for the future-with-project in 2030 

case and the future-without-project in 2030 case (i.e., FRB Landfill closed).  This was 
presented and discussed in Section 5.7.4.3 and 5.7.4.4 of the DEIR.  Except along Bee 
Canyon Road itself (Receptor #5), the issue of “expansion” versus “extension” is moot, 
there is no audible difference with or without the project (+1 dBA at one receptor, 0 dBA 
at all others). As discussed in Section 5.7.4.1 of the DEIR, the actual sound from the on-
site landfill operations is substantially attenuated by the distance to any sensitive off-site 
receptors resulting in low sound levels with no impact potential and only occasional 
audibility. 

 
B1-12 New or relocated flares would be painted with non-reflective colors, as necessary, so that 

no significant light/glare impacts would occur.  In addition, for each flare, the flame 
would be contained entirely within the stack so that no significant visual impacts would 
occur.  The future relocation of the flares would not result in any significant impacts to 
aesthetics.  No mitigation measures would be required.  The flares will continue to 
operate 24-hours per day to provide for public health and safety. 

  
B1-13 All environmental impacts have been mitigated to below a level of significance as 

described in the DEIR, except those identified otherwise.   Additional issues or concerns 
raised by the City or Home Owner Associations will be part of the ongoing discussion 
with the City to arrive at a mutually satisfactory agreement.  IWMD plans to negotiate a 
mutually acceptable agreement with Irvine that will guide the relationship between the 
City and the department. The existing Settlement Agreement was entered into by the City 
and the County to resolve former litigation, and it is not necessarily the appropriate legal 
mechanism to memorialize future terms and conditions.  IWMD intends to work towards 
consensus on an agreement that will guide the relationship of IWMD and the City, and 
address the City’s interests regarding the expansion of the FRB Landfill.  While the 
mitigation measures set forth in the EIR fully address the project’s identified impacts, the 
agreement has the ability to provide for additional responses to the City’s concerns in a 
mutually acceptable manner.  Additional concerns of homeowners associations may also 
be addressed in that process. Also, refer to response to comment R2-17.    

 
B1-14 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment R2-17.  
  
B1-15 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment R2-17.  
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B1-16 Refer to response to comment R2-17.  Coastal sage scrub (CSS) is the vegetative cover 
on the existing slopes adjacent to the landfill.  Therefore, seeding the interim and final 
slopes of the landfill with this cover, as provided in mitigation measure AS-1, would 
result in an appearance that would blend most effectively with adjacent areas.  It should 
be noted that slopes will have horizontal and vertical drainage channels.  However, 
contouring and vegetation will ultimately screen these channels.  For vertical drains that 
are required in the middle of slope faces, buried down drain pipes may be used rather 
than channels to minimize visibility from off-site locations.  As the CSS reaches maturity 
it will obscure the drainage features as effectively as other types of plants, and it has the 
advantage of blending with the cover on adjacent hills. 

 
B1-17 Comment noted.  The last sentence of the second paragraph on page 5.9-1 of the DEIR is 

corrected by reference to read: “The closest existing and planned residential uses are in 
the City of Irvine south, southwest, and west of the landfill” instead of “The closest 
existing and planned residential uses are in the City of Irvine south and southwest of the 
landfill.” In addition, Figure 5.9-1 has been revised to reflect recent annexation of 
Planning Area 1 (west of the landfill).   

 
B1-18 Comment noted.  IWMD plans to negotiate a mutually acceptable agreement with Irvine 

that will guide the relationship between the City and the department. The existing 
Settlement Agreement was entered into by the City and the County to resolve former 
litigation, and it is not necessarily the appropriate legal mechanism to memorialize future 
terms and conditions.  IWMD intends to work towards consensus on an agreement that 
will guide the relationship of IWMD and the City, and address the City’s interests 
regarding the expansion of the FRB Landfill.  While the mitigation measures set forth in 
the EIR fully address the project’s identified impacts, the agreement has the ability to 
provide for additional responses to the City’s concerns in a mutually acceptable manner. 
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B2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE ORANGE COUNTY GREAT PARK 
DATED MARCH 7, 2006  

 
 
B2-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
 
B2-2 Comments noted.  Refer to responses for comment letter R2.      

 
B2-3 Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
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B3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE IRVINE UNIFIED SCHOOL 
DISTRICT CONSTRUCTION AND FACILITIES DATED APRIL 10, 2006  

 
 
B3-1 Comment noted.  Figures 5.9-1 and 5.9-2 of the DEIR are to scale and will assist you in 

determining how far the FRB Landfill boundary is from the two proposed schools 
referenced in comment letter B3.  In addition, a new figure has been created to assist you 
in determining how far the FRB Landfill boundary is from the two proposed schools and 
is attached (next page) as an information item.   
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