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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
DRAFT EIR NO. 588 
SCH No. 2004011055 

 
 

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 – Olinda Alpha 
Landfill Implementation Project to the State Clearinghouse (SCH) on June 16, 2004.  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 June 17, 2004.  The NOC and NOA for the DEIR are provided in 
Attachment A.  The NOA was advertised in the Orange County Register; the record of publication 
is 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 (June 17, 2004 through August 2, 2004).  The DEIR was 
made available for public review at the following locations:   
 
• Orange County Public Library, Brea Branch, 1 Civic Center Circle, Brea, CA 92821. 
• Orange County Public Library, Irvine/Heritage Park Regional, 14361 Yale Avenue, Irvine, 

CA 92604. 
• Orange County Public Library, Irvine/University Park, 4512 Sandburg Way, Irvine, CA 

92612. 
• Orange County Public Library, San Clemente Branch, 242 Avenida Del Mar, San Clemente, 

CA 92672. 
• Orange County Public Library, San Juan Capistrano Regional, 31495 El Camino Real, San 

Juan Capistrano, CA 92675. 
• UCI Main Library, Science Library, Receiving Dock, Building 520, Irvine, CA 92697 
• Orange County Public Library, Laguna Niguel Branch, 30341 Crown Valley Parkway, 

Laguna Niguel, CA 92677. 
• California State Library Fullerton, Library/Document Section, 800 N. State College Blvd., 

Fullerton, CA 92831-3599. 
• Orange County Library, Dana Point Branch, 33841 Niguel Road, Dana Point, CA 92629. 
• IWMD Office, 320 North Flower Street, Suite 400, Santa Ana, CA 92703. 
 
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 S1-1 is the first 
comment in letter S1. 
 
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 – Olinda Alpha 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. 
 
The written comments received on the DEIR included letters and e-mails.  Written comments on 
the DEIR for the proposed RELOOC Strategic Plan – Olinda Alpha Landfill Implementation 
Project were received from the following: 
 
2.1 WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES 
 
F1 United States Army Corps of Engineers - Los Angeles District (e-mail, June 29, 

2004). 
F2 United States Fish and Wildlife Service/California Department of Fish and Game 

(August 2, 2004).   
 
2.2 WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM STATE AGENCIES 
 
S1 State of California Department of Transportation - District 12 (June 24, 2004). 
S2 Southern California Association of Governments (July 7, 2004).  
S3 California Department of Toxic Substance Control (July 30, 2004).   
S4 Wildlife Corridor Conservation Authority (August 2, 2004). 
S5 California Department of Parks and Recreation (July 30, 2004).    
S6  California Integrated Waste Management Board (July 30, 2004).   
S7 State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (August 3, 2004).  
 
Note: California Department of Fish and Game comments are addressed in the joint Letter 

F2.   
 
2.3 WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM REGIONAL AND LOCAL 

AGENCIES 
 
R1 City of Lake Forest (July 26, 2004). 
R2 County of Orange Health Care Agency (August 2, 2004).  
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R3 City of Brea (August 2, 2004).   
R4 City of Anaheim (August 4, 2004).    
R5  City of Fullerton (July 29, 2004).   
 
2.4 WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM BUSINESSES, GROUPS AND 

ORGANIZATIONS 
 
B1 Hills for Everyone (July 31, 2004).  
 
2.5 WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM MEMBERS OF THE GENERAL 

PUBLIC  
 
P1 Warren Collier (e-mail, June 29, 2004). 
 It should be noted that the following people submitted a letter the identical to letter 

P1; copies of those letters are provided in Attachment C.   
            

Jodi Savino Nicole Scheriber Karen Hopkins Natalie Vallejo 
Won Yu Danny Scheriber Keith Davidson  
MW Kim Monica Enrique Debbie Lindblom  
Robert Kay Andra Cullen Johnathon T. Boyce  
Michael Ajemian Co Huynh Warren LaRose  
Brad Byrnes  Alison Bergquist Kathy Steinke  
Siska Utama Kim Byrnes  D Dapkus  
Laura Piroutek Dorothy Akerblom Bonnie Diplock  
Mary Jane Piroutek Sherry Beth Mooney  
Gary Piroutek Joy Dean Jaimee Hubert  
Martha Piroutek Lisa Alford Tamara Martin  
Alyse Adams Demetrio Alford Josh Hubert  
HD Foley Tina Johnson Barbara Grattan  
Carol Heyer  Zeena Adal Barbara Arczynski   
Mark Jasperson Wylie Strohl  George Pascarzi  

 
P2 Jayanthi Iyengar (e-mail, July 18, 2004).   

It should be noted that the following people submitted the identical letter as letter P2; 
copies of those letters are provided in Attachment D.   

   
Ramon & Cynthia 
Valdez 

Jack & Marianne 
Keating 

Dr. & Mrs. Gary 
Piroutek 

Tina Johnson 

Anthony Cardinale William Holtzen Al Bertulli Shannon Cronin 
Andra Cullen  Robert Lawton Gwen Murray Art Hutton 
Jim Dower Donald Parker Rebecca Vargas  

  
P3 Tammy Martinez (e-mail, July 19, 2004).   
P4 Teresa B. Daxon (e-mail, July 19, 2004).   
P5  Melanie Schlotterbeck (July 28, 2004).   

It should be noted that the following people submitted the identical comment letter as 
letter P5; copies of those letters are provided in Attachment E.  
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Mr/Mrs Fredric 
Feldman 

Richard/Mowita 
Kennedy  

Gary/Arleen 
Dalgleish  

Roger Van 
Oppens  

Peter/Opal Kurtz Michael Slavich Piroutek family D Long 
Carol Flanders Fredard Roman Claudia Muneo Holly McKnight 
Martha Chambers Mr/Mrs Rodney Todd Claudia Bushaw Laura Joseph 
Maurice Scott Sung Baik Jacqueline Harrison Pam Lopez 
Janet/Mark Zeko Ann Summers Steve Willis Tony Bell 
Ted/Lauren Bryan Eugene/Becky Williams David Ascencio Crystal Romez 
David Villancio-Wolter E Brandt Rob/Leslie Urich Mary Clark 
Karl Reitz Amy Marshall Kevin Bush John/Jeanne Back 
Mary Beth Carpenter Verelyn Prestage Howard McCart James Albert 
Cheryl/Joe Mendoza Sue/Dick Knirk Mike/Lorie April Margee Hills 
Sandra Schmidth Luanne Collins Carol Cartwell Donna Eisenberg 
Keith Bowden Roy/Frances Hanks Greg Herr Linda Acosta 
Ralph/Pat Richardson Stella Causland Dana Riser Triner & Schultz 
Gale Hallsmann Kathleen Martin Jessie Palisin Harold Green 
Greg/Joanne Tagliaferri Reed/Arlene Johnson Eileen Falkner Gayle Catalde 
Amy Jarnufowski Leo Burke Kelley Smith Mary Glaser 
Pat Wright John/Antoinette Palazzo Elmer/Grace Chech Kristen Rowland 
Sandra/Russ  
Bahlenhorst  

Markus/Nicole        
Seitz 

Steve/Janeen 
Henderson  

R. Stephen 
Simons 

Charles/Donna Austin John Barlass M Tuttobene Barry Friedman 
Duke Shea Craig King William Mudden Paul/Kay Madore 
Denise Fasheh Sandra Ewer Susan Espinosa Alice Buckles 
The McMillians Michelle Niro Hooper Family Betty Elsing 
Georgia Baumeister Daniel Fehner Jack Coldran P. Allen 
Carl/Betty Hillquist Ed Reed Daniel Alvarez Allen Quirk 
Gloria Carter Mike Lowe Gregory Woodard Eric/Anna Head 
Joanne Lusk Charles Hunter Diane Weifenbach Harold Ehlers 
Eloise Krivosheia Diane Taylor Ian Strachan Norma Allen 
Karin Staddon Ron/Joyce Ulshafer Kerry Aiederich Elizabeth Strahan 
Mr/Mrs Harry Miller Rick/Ann Marshall JS West Carol Horvath 
Mr/Mrs Larry Shannon Robert Caldwell Denise Calhoun Gloria Schlaepfer 
Joe Beattie Lenore Anrick Troy Mattisson Teresa Stuart 
Craig Kamansky Carl Watts Troy/Pam Bellomy Tim McCallister 
Malvin Rygh Lynn Greene Nick Arnold Lionel Soto 
Frances Read Virginia Grantham Kathleen Jardin Marian Sussman 
Linda Pomeroy Linda/Eric Chapman David This Ms I Spiegl 
Matt Arno Hal/Maureen Clark T Schumacher Brian Helms 
Anne Noonan Mary/John Blaydes Cindy Luna Gary Riehle 
Lori Diaz Mr/Mrs Craig Baker Henry Beers Susan Grlesbach 
James/Janet Green Mr/Mrs Blazek Ed Schumann Eric Parra 
Christopher/Doris 
Geoghegan 

James/Margaret Mc 
Millian 

Bridgette/Robert 
Pinsky 

Marjorie 
Townsend 

J Stack Evelyn Zucker Dirk/Tricia Darling Rod/Kris St. Clair 
Doug Buck Ron Daley Dick/Peggy Heard Elhe Crutchfield 
Leanna Bremer Jean Chung Christie Russell Diana Johnson 
Paul/Vicki  Brewer Kate Johnson David Elliot Eric Johnson 
Louis Ragni Ellen Mossey J O'Brien Dave Pebley 
Heidi Zimmerman Jack Rider Marsha Lombard Veronica Fewol 
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Michelle Feamster  Gary/Kathryn Hancock Lori Rush David Norris 
Eric Eichinger Michelle/Cliff Owens Denise Eastlin Trish Hocking 
Leslie Maul Marilyn Lasker Smita Shah Tom Adamski 
David/Erin Wright Kathryn Branman Kellie Tripp Wendy Baker 
Melissa Clifford Milt/Jean O'Connell Armando Esparza Mark Strom 
Jane O'Brien Glenn/Nancy Goldstein Mark Bartholome Chris Jamison 
Herbert Ertel Don/Karen Bettencourt Mildred Crow Charlie Glancy 
Tom Dunford Ralph Jakwerth Pauline Rogers Peter Eymert 
Ginger Krelle Athrur King Dorothy Lamb  

 
P6 Ralph Heimann (e-mail, August 1, 2004).   
P7 Tina Johnson (e-mail, August 2, 2004).  
P8 David Villancio-Wolter (e-mail, August 2, 2004).   
P9 Keith E. Fullington (e-mail, August 3, 2004).   
P10  R. Dean Whinery B. (July 31, 2004).   
P11 Jim Dower (e-mail, July 18, 2004). 
P12  Art Hutton (e-mail, July 18, 2004). 
P13 William Holtzen (e-mail, July 18, 2004). 
P14 Andra Cullen (e-mail, July 19, 2004) 
P15 Al Bertulli (e-mail, July 19, 2004). 
P16 Dr. and Mrs. Gary M. Piroutek (e-mail, July 19, 2004).  
P17 Jack and Marianne Keating (e-mail, July 20, 2004).   
P18  Cynthia and Ramon Valdez (e-mail, July 21, 2004).   
P19 Rebecca Vargas (e-mail, July 22, 2004).   
P20  Gogi Berger (August 2, 2004). 
P21  Robert E. Zlotnik (August 2, 2004).   
P22 Miles Bush (August 6, 2004). 
 
It should be noted that there were 93 comment letters submitted after August 2, 2004 end of the 
45 day review period.  These late comment letters included two from local agencies and 91 from 
members of the general public.  Because the comment letters submitted by the City of Anaheim 
and the City of Fullerton raised new issues of concern regarding the proposed project, they were 
included in Section 2.3 (above) and were provided with responses.  The other 91 comment letters 
raised issues of concern that were previously addressed by other comment letters and were not 
provided with separate responses.  These 91 late comment letters were received from the parties 
listed below and copies of these comments are included in Attachment F. 
 
Glen and Ethel Hall (August 3, 2004).   Lionel Soto (August 5, 2004). 
J O'Brien (August 3, 2004). Marian Sussman (August 5, 2004). 
Marsha Lombard (August 3, 2004). Hal/Maureen Clark (August 5, 2004). 
Lori Rush (August 3, 2004). Milt/Jean O'Connell (August 5, 2004). 
Denise Eastlin (August 3, 2004). Gary Riehle (August 5, 2004). 
Smita Shah (August 3, 2004). Carol Horvath (August 5, 2004). 
Kellie Tripp (August 3, 2004). Miles Bush (August 6, 2004).   
Armando Esparza (August 3, 2004). Susan Grlesbach (August 6, 2004). 
Mark Bartholome (August 3, 2004). Eric Parra (August 6, 2004). 
Mildred Crow (August 3, 2004). Trish Hocking (August 6, 2004). 
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Mark Strom (August 3, 2004). Rod/Kris St. Clair (August 6, 2004). 
Tom Adamski (August 3, 2004). Elhe Crutchfield (August 6, 2004). 
Linda Acosta (August 3, 2004). Diana Johnson (August 6, 2004). 
D Long (August 3, 2004). Eric Johnson (August 6, 2004). 
Holly McKnight (August 3, 2004). Gary E. J. Kain (August 9, 2004).   
Laura Joseph (August 3, 2004). Al Bertulli (August 9, 2004).   
Pam Lopez (August 3, 2004). Dave Pebley (August 9, 2004). 
Carol Knobbe (August 3, 2004). Veronica Fewol (August 9, 2004). 
Gary/Arleen Dalgleish (August 3, 2004). Michelle Feamster (August 9, 2004). 
Mary Clark (August 3, 2004). Marjorie Townsend (August 9, 2004). 
John/Jeanne Back (August 3, 2004). Harold Sintov (August 9, 2004). 
James Albert (August 3, 2004). Tom Dunford (August 10, 2004).  
Margee Hills (August 3, 2004). Ralph Jakwerth (August 11, 2004).  
Donna Eisenberg (August 3, 2004). Pauline Rogers (August 11, 2004). 
Roger Van Oppens (August 3, 2004). Peter Eymert (August 11, 2004). 
Triner & Schultz (August 3, 2004). Ginger Krelle (August 11, 2004). 
Harold Green (August 3, 2004). Athrur King (August 13, 2004). 
Gayle Catalde (August 3, 2004). Dorothy Lamb (August 13, 2004). 
Mary Glaser (August 3, 2004). Shannon Cronin (e-mail, August 16, 2004).   
Steve/Janeen Henderson (August 4, 2004). Jeff Denchfield (August 19, 2004). 
R. Stephen Simons (August 4, 2004). Katherine Gomez (August 19, 2004). 
Barry Friedman (August 4, 2004). Barbara Cote (August 20, 2004). 
Paul/Kay Madore (August 4, 2004). Linda Sargent (August 23, 2004).   
Dirk/Tricia Darling (August 4, 2004). Teresa Townsend (August 23, 2004). 
Betty Elsing (August 4, 2004). Janet Johnson (August 24, 2004). 
P. Allen (August 4, 2004). Michael Green (August 26, 2004). 
Allen Quirk (August 4, 2004). Patricia Schwind (August 27, 2004). 
Eric/Anna Head (August 4, 2004). Jan Taylor (August 30, 2004). 
Harold Ehlers (August 4, 2004). Sharon Farrell (August 30, 2004).   
Norma Allen (August 4, 2004). Nancy/Jim Novak September 1, 2004).  
Elizabeth Strahan (August 4, 2004). Paul/Nita Causey (September 2, 2004). 
Carol Horvath (August 5, 2004). Stan Raskovic (September 8, 2004).   
Gloria Schlaepfer (August 5, 2004). Lester Anderson (September 9, 2004).  
Teresa Stuart (August 5, 2004). Kim Jensen (September 13, 2004). 
Tim McCallister (August 5, 2004). Gwen Murray (e-mail, September 14, 2004).   

 
Phli, Shirley & Janine Hooper (September 27, 
2004).   
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FEDERAL AGENCIES 
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F1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE UNITED STATES ARMY CORPS 
OF ENGINEERS - LOS ANGELES DISTRICT DATED JUNE 29, 2004 

 
 
F1-1 During the field review of the project site, an assessment was conducted to determine the 

presence of potential jurisdictional waters of the U.S.  It was concluded that the project 
site did not contain any jurisdictional areas.  Therefore, no impacts are anticipated to 
occur to resources within the jurisdiction of the Corps.  

 
F1-2 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
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F2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE UNITED STATES FISH AND 
WILDLIFE SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
DATED AUGUST 2, 2004 

 
 
F2-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
F2-2 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
F2-3 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
F2-4 The replacement ratios identified in the DEIR are proposed.  The final replacement ratios 

will be established in consultation with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).  Because the 
proposed project will not begin until the year 2013, it is IWMD’s intention to provide 
pre-mitigation for the biological impacts that would occur with the implementation of the 
proposed landfill expansion.  IWMD will coordinate with USFWS/CDFG regarding pre-
mitigation opportunities.   

 
F2-5 Refer to response to comment F2-4, above.  Mitigation for the significant adverse 

biological impacts of the proposed project were described in Section 5.12-12 in the 
DEIR.  With the implementation of those mitigation measures, no avoidable significant 
adverse impacts to biological resources would remain after mitigation.   

 
F2-6 As stated in mitigation measure B-1, the Integrated Waste Management Department 

(IWMD) shall prepare and submit a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP) to the CDFG for review and approval.  As stated in mitigation measures B-2, 
the IWMD shall prepare and submit a Coastal Sage Scrub Mitigation Plan (CSSMP), to 
the CDFG for review and approval.  With the implementation of mitigation measures B-1 
and B-2, included in Section 5.12.12 of the DEIR, no significant adverse impacts to 
biological resources would remain after mitigation and, therefore, no further mitigation 
would be required. 

 
F2-7 The 33-acre expansion area is part of the existing landfill property and is within the 

Puente-Chino Hills wildlife corridor.  To determine the impacts to wildlife movement, 
the area surrounding the landfill expansion area must be considered.  Immediately to the 
west is the active landfill, which creates conditions largely unsuitable for wildlife 
movement.  Because of the existing landfilling activities, east-west wildlife movement is 
highly restricted in that area.  Currently, east-west wildlife movement is occurring north 
of the landfill property, where fewer constraints to movement are present. The proposed 
eastern expansion of the landfill will shift landfilling activities a maximum of 440 feet 
directly east.  Therefore, the landfill expansion is not expected to further reduce east-west 
wildlife movement. 

 
The east border of the proposed expansion area is on the west-facing side of an existing 
ridgeline.  Currently, any north-south wildlife movement in the vicinity of the expansion 
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area would be following this geographic feature, and would fall outside of the direct 
impact area for the proposed expansion.  If wildlife were directly using the habitat within 
the expansion area for movement, there is abundant open space to the immediate east in 
Chino Hills State Park that would provide opportunities for continuing the north-south 
movement.  Therefore, general north-south wildlife movement patterns in the vicinity of 
the expansion area are not anticipated to be directly impacted by the proposed project. 
 
 

F2-8 As indicated in response F2-7, above, the proposed project would not result in significant 
adverse impacts to wildlife movement.  Therefore, mitigation would not be required.    

  
F2-9 A total of six protocol surveys for California gnatcatcher were conducted by Douglas 

Willick (Permit TE821404-3) and Gilberto Ruiz (Permit TE 840036-2) to determine 
presence/absence of this species within the 33-acre expansion area.  These surveys 
covered an additional 200 feet beyond the 33-acre expansion boundary.  These protocol 
surveys did not reveal the presence of this species in or immediately adjacent to the 
proposed expansion area.  As such, no impacts to CAGN are expected to occur with 
project implementation. 

 
F2-10 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
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STATE AGENCIES 
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S1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - DISTRICT 12 DATED JUNE 24, 2004 

 
 
S1-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S1-2 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
S1-3 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
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S2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS DATED JULY 7, 2004 

 
 
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.  
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S3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL DATED JULY 30, 2004 

 
 
S3-1 The Olinda Alpha Landfill, as noted in the DEIR and in the comment, is a Class III 

landfill permitted for disposal of non-hazardous MSW.    As indicated in the DEIR page 
1-1, Section 1.1.3.1 (Operations), solid waste landfilling operations have occurred at the 
Olinda site since 1960.  The landfill is only permitted to accept Class III solid waste 
materials and has never operated as a hazardous waste landfill.  The Olinda Alpha 
Landfill is operated by IWMD in compliance with permits issued by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board – Santa Ana Region, South Coast Air Quality Management 
District and the County of Orange Health Care Agency/Local Enforcement Agency with 
the concurrence of the California Integrated Waste Management Board.  With the 
proposed expansion, the Olinda Alpha Landfill will continue to operate as a Class III 
solid waste landfill.  The landfill will not accept hazardous waste materials. 

 
S3-2 The Olinda Alpha Landfill is not located on a contaminated hazardous waste site, nor is 

the site included on any federal, state, regional or local regulatory agency list as a 
contaminated hazardous waste site. 

 
S3-3 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments S3-1 and S3-2, above, and S3-10, 

below.   
 
S3-4 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments S3-and S3-2, above, and S3-10, 

below.   
 
S3-5 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments S3-1 and S3-2, above, and S3-10, 

below.   
 
S3-6 As indicated in the DEIR, page 1-1, Section 1.1.2 Project Location, the Olinda Alpha 

Landfill is surrounded by open space to the north and northwest, the Firestone Boy Scout 
Reservation to the north and northeast,  Chino Hills State Park to the east and southeast, 
Olinda Ranch housing development to the south, and the future (i.e., approved not yet 
constructed) Tonner Hills housing development to the southwest.  The Brea Green 
Recycling Facility (i.e., green waste recycling facility) is located immediately south of 
the landfill entrance.  There are no contaminated properties or hazardous waste sites 
located immediately adjacent to the Olinda Alpha Landfill. 

 
S3-7 The proposed project does not include the demolition of any buildings or structures that 

could contain asbestos or lead-based paints. 
 
S3-8 Dirt being disposed at Orange County solid waste landfills is screened daily by landfill 

Waste Inspectors (WI), who regularly inspect the dirt stockpile areas.  The WI's survey 
the dirt piles for petroleum or chemical odors (i.e., fuels/solvents/pesticides/chemicals) 
and for unusual discoloration (i.e., petroleum/metals/chemicals). Soil samples from 
suspect dirt piles may be field-tested with a portable "hydrocarbon vapor tester" to 
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determine the presence of flammable vapors, which would indicate whether or not the 
dirt pile was contaminated with a fuel or solvent. If a dirt pile is suspected of being 
contaminated with any hazardous or toxic material or substance; then the WI will attempt 
to identify the transporter in order to determine where the dirt came from and the identity 
of the generator. Acceptance of dirt loads from the generator will be stopped. The WI 
will then relay this information to an IWMD Materials Regulation Specialist (MRS), who 
will contact the generator and determine if the dirt is acceptable or not. If the 
transporter/generator cannot be identified, then the disposition of the contaminated soil 
becomes the responsibility of the landfill. Determination of the acceptability for disposal 
of suspect soil is made by an MRS who visits the site where the soil is being generated 
and inspects the soils in much the same way as the WI. Additionally, the MRS will direct 
the generator in the taking of soil samples under a "Chain of Custody" to be analyzed by 
an appropriate test method. In determining if the soil is acceptable, IWMD follows 
guidelines and limitations set forth by California EPA/DTSC and the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board – Santa Ana Region. Also, various County and city 
departments may direct generators of soils which are suspected of contamination, to 
contact an MRS directly. The MRS will determine the acceptability for landfill disposal 
of those soils using procedures similar to those mentioned above.  As a result of existing 
procedures, soils are properly sampled and disposed of in accordance with appropriate 
practices. 

  
S3-9 Health risk assessments for both stationary and mobile sources were included in the 

DEIR, Section 5.6 Air Quality.  The stationary and mobile source health risk assessments 
determined that the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts to human 
health. 

 
S3-10 The Olinda Alpha Landfill operation does not and will not generate hazardous waste.  

However, if hazardous materials are brought to the landfill, they are removed and 
temporarily stored on-site.  As stated in the DEIR, page 4-21, Section 4.5.5 Waste 
Composition, the Olinda Alpha Landfill operation has an existing hazardous materials 
screening program.  This hazardous materials screening program includes monitoring 
refuse loads for hazardous materials by an inspector as each load is unloaded at the 
working face.  The program also involves the random selection of commercial refuse 
vehicles at the scale house, which are then directed to a designated area for waste load 
inspection.  Refuse is then spread from the load out in the designated load-checking area 
and visually inspected for hazardous materials.  Vehicles identified as carrying prohibited 
wastes (i.e., hazardous materials, liquid wastes and other non-Class III wastes) are turned 
away.  Hazardous materials that are segregated from the wastes through the load-check 
program or are found at the landfill working face are collected and stored temporarily at 
an on-site hazardous materials storage area.  The hazardous waste storage area is 
specifically designed for hazardous waste storage and has secondary containment.  This 
hazardous waste storage area is operated by Clean Harbors, under contract to IWMD.  
Hazardous wastes are stored on-site for a maximum of 90 days and are transported to a 
licensed treatment facility.  The storage and removal of hazardous wastes at the project 
site is undertaken in compliance with Title 22 regulations.  IWMD will continue to 
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comply with all pertinent federal, state and local regulations for the temporary storage 
and removal of hazardous materials.  

 
S3-11 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S3-10. 
 
S3-12 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S3-10. 
 
S3-13 Hazardous waste treatment would not occur as part of the proposed project. 
  
S3-14 IWMD will coordinate with the California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(RWQCB) – Santa Ana Region to revise the existing National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit and Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for the 
Olinda Alpha Landfill in accordance with Federal and State requirements for the 
protection of water quality. 

 
S3-15 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments S3-1 and S3-2.  Demolition would not 

occur as part of the proposed project. 
 
S3-16 Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
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S4 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE WILDLIFE CORRIDOR 
CONSERVATION AUTHORITY DATED AUGUST 2, 2004 

 
 
S4-1 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S4-12, below, regarding establishment 

of a mitigation fund. 
 
S4-2 Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S4-3 The Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) for Orange County is a 

countywide plan that addresses source reduction and recycling throughout the County, at 
all sources of waste generation.  The Orange County SRRE was approved in 1995 and is 
available for review at IWMD’s main office.  The SRRE goals and objectives cited on 
page 5.1-7 in the DEIR are the most relevant to the landfills in Orange County, including 
the Olinda Alpha Landfill, and implementation measures to achieve those goals are 
included in the Orange County SRRE.  Waste reduction programs are already in place 
throughout Orange County and the current waste diversion rate is 42 percent as noted on 
page 5.1-7.  However, even with a higher diversion rate, there will still be a need for 
landfill capacity in Orange County into the future.  In addition to the SRRE for Orange 
County, all cities in California participate in source reduction, recycling, composting and 
waste reduction programs in order to increase their diversion rates.  The proposed landfill 
expansion at Olinda Alpha Landfill will be needed, even with higher diversion rates, as 
explained in detail in Section 4.3 (History and Evolution of the Proposed Project) in the 
DEIR. 

 
S4-4 Refer to Section 5.11.4 (Potential Impacts) in the DEIR that indicates that the proposed 

project will not result in significant adverse impacts related to recreation resources.  
Specifically, Section 5.11 discusses the planned passive use of a regional park on the 
Olinda Alpha Landfill site after termination of landfilling. 

 
The County of Orange Resources and Development Management Department/Harbors, 
Beaches and Parks (RDMD/HBP) provides administrative, planning and operational 
services for the County regional recreation facilities system, including regional parks.  
Funding for RDMD/HBP is provided primarily from a percentage of property tax 
revenues dedicated to the regional recreation system.  RDMD/HBP Capital Project funds 
are allocated within its Five-Year Capital Plan and annual HBP Fund budget.  
RDMD/HBP capital funding is very limited at this time and for the foreseeable future due 
to reductions in prior levels of RDMD/HBP annual property tax funding by actions of the 
state Legislature:  by $4.5 million in 1992, by $4.0 million in 1996 (for 20 years), both 
amounts also increasing each year by county property assessed valuation increases, and 
in adopting the State’s FY 2004/05 budget, by an added $3.6 million for each of the next 
two fiscal years.  These losses of previous annual funding levels have resulted in capital 
project funding being limited almost exclusively to the availability of grant funding from 
non-County sources.        
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The Five-Year Capital Plan is updated annually.  County regional park programs and 
construction of other potential recreational improvements are identified and budgeted 
annually according to this Five-Year Capital Plan.  Olinda Alpha Landfill is currently 
designated on the County Master Plan of Regional Recreational Facilities as a proposed 
regional park.  The Five-Year Capital Plan is presented to the County Executive Office 
for approval as part of the County’s annual budget and financial planning process.  The 
Olinda Alpha Landfill does not appear in the current (or any past) HBP Five-Year Capital 
Plan for the dual reasons that it will not be available for conversion to a regional park 
within the next five years and that there is no capital funding currently available for the 
creation of a new regional park. 

 
County regional parks are designed for passive, open space use; in contrast, urban 
community parks provide for active recreational uses.  If the needs assessment for a 
regional park indicates that active recreational programs and facilities are needed over 
and above those traditionally provided by the County regional park system, the local 
municipality park and recreational planning authority (e.g. city) and its processes may be 
afforded the opportunity to use a part of a County regional park for local recreation 
purposes if the city is interested in funding and implementing such facilities/programs.  
The primary goal of the County Regional Recreational Park programs is to accommodate 
Orange County’s regional recreational needs. 

 
As examples, the County has provided rent-free leased land to cities for active 
community uses within regional parklands (e.g. Mile Square Park in Fountain Valley and 
Yorba Regional Park in Yorba Linda), with these local municipalities providing the 
capital project expense, programming and operations of these facilities. 

 
The IWMD will begin preparation of a Final Closure and Post-Closure Maintenance Plan 
approximately five years prior to the cessation of waste acceptance at Olinda Alpha 
Landfill.  These documents will be submitted to the CIWMB two years prior to the 
planned landfill closure as required per CCR, Title 27.  The Closure Plan, indicating final 
end use, must be approved by regulatory agencies prior to initiation of landfill closure 
activities.  During the five-year period prior to the last date of waste acceptance, the 
RDMD/HBP will consider including the Olinda Regional Park in its Five-Year Capital 
Plan, subject to available funding and other competing needs.  If funded, the process will 
involve a needs analysis for regional, and as appropriate, local uses undertaken in 
cooperation with adjacent cities and interest groups.  A definitive cost study will also be 
conducted as part of this process once the proposed uses are established. 

 
No specific uses for this park, other than its identification as a passive use regional park, 
have 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.  
Section 5.11 in the DEIR indicates that the extension of the landfill operations from 2013 
to approximately 2021 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.  It should be noted that a 
variety of recreational opportunities for the public are already available near the Olinda 
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Alpha Landfill including the Chino Hills State Park, the County of Orange Carbon 
Canyon Regional Park, as well as community and neighborhood parks.  Additionally, the 
City of Brea has approved a new sports park, to be located near the intersection of 
Valencia Avenue and Birch Street.  This new sports park is being funded with $9.4 
million provided by the County to the City of Brea according to the Memorandum of 
Understanding between the County and the City. 

 
Section 5.11 in the DEIR also indicates that implementation of three trails in the area 
would be delayed if the landfill operations continue to approximately 2021.  These trails 
are currently conceptual alignments, as shown on Figure 5.11-2 in the DEIR.  There was 
a printing error in the DEIR and some copies may not have included Figure 5.11-2.  A 
copy of that figure is attached, following the last page of the responses to comments letter 
S4, as an information item.  As shown in Figure 5.11-2, the proposed Tres Hermanos 
Trail will be predominately aligned through the landfill property, connecting to the 
Tonner Ridge Trail to the southwest and the proposed Chino Hills Trail to the northeast.  
Because this trail is predominately aligned through the landfill property, and it would not 
be available until the regional park is constructed and operating, the trail implementation 
would also be delayed under the proposed project.  Similarly, implementation of 
segments of the proposed Chino Hills and Diamond Bar Trails would also be delayed, for 
those trail segments on the landfill property.  These trails are shown conceptually on the 
County and City plans and clearly are intended to be implemented concurrently with or 
after the implementation of the regional park use on the landfill property.  Further, delay 
in the implementation of these trails would not adversely affect access to other open 
space areas such as Chino Hills State Park and the open space along Tonner Ridge 
because other trails are available in the area.  Therefore, the delay in the implementation 
of these proposed trails/trail segments is not considered to be a significant adverse impact 
of the proposed project.  It should be noted that multi-use trails already exist near the 
Olinda Alpha Landfill, including the North Ridge Trail and Telegraph Canyon Trail in 
Chino Hills State Park. 

 
It is not clear what “Other potential park uses…” are referenced in the last part of this 
comment.  The DEIR clearly indicates that the proposed project would result in delays in the 
implementation of the regional park and three trails/trail segments, but as described in the 
DEIR and above, these impacts are not considered to be significant. 

 
 
S4-5 The nearest location on the North Ridge Trail from which the proposed landfill would be 

visible is approximately 1.5 miles from the landfill.  The nearest location on the South 
Ridge Trail from which the proposed landfill would be visible is greater than 1.5 miles 
from the landfill.  As stated in the text, the differences between the 1,300 foot and 1,415 
foot elevations would be more difficult to discern from more distant view points than 
those used for the visual simulations.  This is because the landfill would appear as a much 
smaller element in views from more distant locations.  Views of the proposed landfill 
from points on the North Ridge and South Ridge Trails would also include many other 
urbanized uses in the view.  Landfill operations may be visible from points on these trails 
where intervening topography does not obscure the view.  However, operations that could 
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include trucks, trash and daily cover application would be extremely small elements of 
the view and would be difficult to discern because of the distance of the viewer from the 
operations.  Therefore, visual impacts of the expansion from Chino Hills State Park south 
of Carbon Canyon Road would not be considered to be adverse. 

 
As discussed in the DEIR, locations in Chino Hills State Park north of Carbon Canyon 
Road and the Firestone Boy Scout Reservation that have views of current landfill 
operations would continue to have views of operations under the proposed landfill.  
These locations are from elevations where topography does not obstruct the view into the 
landfill.  These views of the operations would be extended for eight years until the 
proposed landfill is closed.  However, the views of operations would be the same as 
currently exist.  Because the quality of the view will not change, the impact would be 
considered less than significant. 

 
S4-6 Mitigation measure AS-1 requires the revision of the existing Landscape Master Plan 

(LMP) to include the proposed landfill expansion.  The LMP includes a phased interim 
landscape plan that requires that slopes be seeded annually as they are constructed.  The 
seed mixes to be applied will introduce vegetation consistent with the final landscape 
plan.  This will provide a similar visual appearance between the interim slopes and the 
ultimate closure slopes.  As described in the EIR, it would take approximately four years 
for vegetation planted on the slopes to reach the level of maturity shown in the visual 
simulations in the EIR.  However, in the first rainy season following seeding, plants will 
germinate and begin to grow.  This rainy period generally occurs during the winter/early 
spring of the year.  As the plants become established, the slopes will change in 
appearance from bare soil to vegetative cover.  This change will be visible in the first 
year following seeding, although there will still be bare ground that is not yet covered by 
vegetation.  As the plants continue to increase in size and number, the cover of the slopes 
will reach the appearance of the visual simulations.  Because the slopes will be seeded 
annually and the view of unvegetated slopes will be temporary, this impact would be less 
than significant. 

 
S4-7 As described in the EIR text, the south edge of each new lift will be constructed from east 

to west across the landfill in a series of cells approximately 18 to 20 feet high.  Each cell 
will be composed of trash that is compacted and covered daily with soil or other 
approved cover material.  This operation activity will be visible from viewpoints south of 
the landfill for approximately two weeks until the cells comprising the south edge of the 
lift are complete across the landfill.  Once the south edge of the lift is complete, 
continuing operations to the north will be hidden behind the front cells (front edge of the 
lift) for about 10 months until the entire lift is complete.  Then work on the next lift 
would begin and operations would be visible for approximately two weeks until they are 
hidden behind the south edge of the new lift.  This same process would continue until 
landfilling is complete.  This procedure screens views of landfill operations from 
viewpoints to the south of the landfill. 
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In locations to the north and east of the landfill where operations would be visible, the 
operations would be seen on a year-round basis because construction of the cells along 
the south edge of each lift would only hide operations from view points to the south. 

 
As described in the text, there are points in Chino Hills State Park where the proposed 
landfill will be visible where the permitted landfill (1,300 foot elevation) would not be 
visible.  Locations above the 1,300 foot elevation in Chino Hills State Park north of 
Carbon Canyon Road that do not currently have views of the landfill operations to the 
west will have views of the proposed 1,415 foot landfill expansion where intervening 
topography does not obscure views.  From these locations, the proposed expansion will 
appear as a narrow band on the horizon line of the existing view.  As the vegetation on 
the slopes become established, the expansion will appear as a ridge in the background of 
the view beyond the hills and ridges closer to the viewer.  As stated previously, 
mitigation measure AS-1 requires that the slopes be vegetated prior to closure as part of 
the interim Landscape Plan.  Views from these elevated locations in the Park include 
existing urbanized uses to the south, southwest and west.  The impact of the proposed 
expansion on these views would not be considered adverse because the proposed 
expansion will be a small, narrow element of the view scene which includes urban 
elements; and will appear to be an open space ridge when the vegetation becomes 
established. 

 
There may also be locations in the Firestone Boy Scout Reservation where the proposed 
landfill will be visible where the permitted landfill (1,300 foot elevation) would not be 
visible.  As described above for locations in Chino Hills State Park, the impact of the 
proposed expansion on these views would not be considered to be adverse because the 
proposed expansion will be a small, narrow element on the horizon of the view scene and 
will appear to be an open space ridge when the vegetation becomes established. 

 
As described earlier in response to comment S4-5, existing views of the operations would 
be extended for eight years until landfilling is terminated.  However, the views of 
operations would be the same as currently exist.  Because the quality of the view will not 
change, the impact would be considered less than significant. 

 
S4-8 SR 55, SR 57 and SR 91 are not identified as scenic routes and generally do not provide 

scenic vistas in the vicinity of the landfill.  At the closest point, the landfill is 1.5 miles 
from SR 57.  It is 5.75 miles from the closest point on SR 91 and 6 miles from SR 55.  
From these distances the landfill will appear as a small part of the overall view scene 
which includes many other urbanized uses.  The Landfill would be even less noticeable 
for motorists traveling at non-rush-hour speeds of approximately 65 miles per hour.  This 
is because the elements in the view change rapidly at this speed.  The landfill would be 
visible for a short period of time before it passes out of the motorists view.  No 
significant aesthetic impacts would occur.   

 
The landfill is a little more than 0.5 mile from the closest point on Lambert Road.  This is 
approximately the same distance from the landfill as view point 1 at the edge of Carbon 
Canyon Road shown in the EIR on Figure 5.8-2.  Carbon Canyon Road becomes Lambert 
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Road at the intersection with Valencia Avenue, approximately 0.25 mile west of view 
point 1.  The appearance of the proposed landfill from Lambert Road and Valencia 
Avenue would be similar in mass and cover color and texture to visual simulation 1B in 
Figure 5.8-4 in the EIR.  The change is visual quality from the permitted 1300 foot height 
shown in visual simulation 1A on Figure 5.8-4 to the proposed height in visual simulation 
1B was found to be less than significant as described in the EIR.  Likewise, the change in 
visual quality between the permitted and proposed heights of the landfill from Lambert 
Road and Valencia Avenue would be less than significant. 

 
In addition, travelers on area roads, with the exception of designated scenic routes, are 
generally considered to be transient viewers and less sensitive to changes in views.  
Therefore, detailed viewshed analyses were not conducted for views from these roads.   

 
S4-9 CEQA requires that environmental impacts be evaluated against existing conditions.  

Since much of the landfill is devoid of native plant communities, there is limited 
dispersion through the site.  Plant communities provide cover for wildlife movement 
which is restricted to the eastern portion of the site and limited.  Vegetative cover is an 
important element along dispersion corridors since it provides escape cover (Jones and 
Stokes 1974).  The landfill is devoid of substantial cover. Expansion of the landfill will 
temporarily restrict the buffer zone, however, upon final closure of the landfill the 
enhanced revegetation projects will increase the value of the buffer.    

 
Section 5.12 in the DEIR clearly indicates that the landfill property is currently not 
conducive to wildlife movement.  The text on page 5.12-11 regarding wildlife movement 
with implementation of the proposed project states “The expansion of the landfill will 
postpone closure and reuse of the property from 2013 to 2021.  After closure of the 
landfill, the site is proposed for conversion to a passive use regional park.  The existing 
conditions at the landfill do not provide suitable habitat or dispersion qualities for 
wildlife movement.  However, it is anticipated that post-closure conditions (i.e. 
hydroseeded slopes and greenbelts) would provide more suitable conditions for wildlife 
movement.  The suitability and value of the planned regional park to wildlife movement 
will depend on the specific park development plan and the recreation uses implemented 
on the site.  In particular, the amount of vegetation restored to natural conditions and the 
degree of recreation use would influence suitability for wildlife movement.”   Therefore, 
the closure delay of the landfill and the implementation of the regional park will not 
affect existing wildlife movement in the area because wildlife do not currently use the 
landfill for movement.  However, after landfill closure, wildlife will benefit from the 
additional movement opportunities when the regional park is functioning.  The delay of 
this benefit is not a significant adverse impact, either for the project or cumulatively, 
because wildlife currently have other movement opportunities in the area and do not 
currently use the landfill site for movement. 

 
S4-10 The cumulative impacts analyses were based, in part, on the findings of environmental 

documents (EDs) for other projects including the City of Brea General Plan and the 
Tonner Hills Planned Community (PC).  As result, the cumulative impacts analyses 
considered the effects of those projects, as documented in those EDs, in conjunction with 
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the impacts of the proposed landfill expansion.  Based on that analysis, the Tonner Hills 
PC will result in a net increase in coastal sage scrub (CSS) and southern arroyo willow 
woodland.  The proposed landfill expansion includes mitigation to address the adverse 
project impacts related to CSS and other plant communities, with those impacts mitigated 
to below a level of significance. Restoration projects are a proven strategy to mitigate 
impacts to existing habitat. Section 5.12.5 of the DEIR addresses assurance at successful 
restoration with the commitment to maintenance and monitoring goals. Therefore, the 
proposed landfill expansion will not contribute to cumulative adverse impacts on 
biological resources after mitigation has been incorporated into the landscape.  No 
remaining unavoidable significant adverse biological resources impacts are identified.  
However, as noted in the discussion in Cumulative Impacts, Section 8.0, page 8-5, the 
potential municipal use of land owned by the City of Industry to the north of the landfill 
could contribute to cumulative impacts on biological resources in this area.  Because the 
proposed landfill expansion includes mitigation to reduce the project related adverse 
impacts on biological resources to below a level of significance, the proposed landfill 
expansion will not contribute to cumulative adverse impacts in this area. 

 
S4-11 Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S4-12 As documented in the DEIR, adverse impacts on surrounding open space are anticipated 

to be limited to visual and lighting impacts which will be mitigated to below a level of 
significance as discussed in Section 5.8 (Aesthetics) in the DEIR.  The impacts of the 
proposed project related to biological resources and recreation and mitigation measures to 
address significant adverse project impacts are identified in the DEIR.  A mitigation fund 
is not proposed or required for the landfill expansion project in the DEIR. 

 
S4-13 Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S4-14 Tipping fees at all landfills in the Orange County system are set forth per terms of Waste 

Disposal Agreements (WDA) between the County of Orange and each city and sanitation 
district in the County.  An increase in tipping fees to financially support an environmental 
mitigation fund for the sole purpose of acquiring, restoring and/or maintaining open 
space in the vicinity of the Olinda Alpha Landfill would not be possible until the term of 
the current WDAs expire (2010) and would be subject to negotiation among all WDA 
participants. 

 
S4-15 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S4-12, above. 
 
S4-16 Comments noted.  No response necessary.  Refer to responses S4-4 to S4-10, S4-12 and 

S4-14, above.   



Brea 

La Habra

Fullerton

Placentia

San    Bernardino County

Los Angeles County

Orange County

Brea Dam
Recreation Area
City of Fullerton

Yorba Linda

Orange County

  Lambert Rd

 Lambert   Rd

Br
ea

  B
lv

d

Imperial    Highway

Imperial      Highway

O
ra

ng
e 

 F
w

y 

Birch Street

Central     Ave

                      State College Blvd

A
ss

oc
iat

ed
 Rd

Br
ea

 B
lv

d

K
ra

em
er

   
   

Bl
vd

 

Va
len

cia
 A

ve

Pu
en

te
   

St

           Northwo od Ave

H
ar

bo
n 

 B
lv

d

Imperial Highway

Fa
irm

on
t  B

lvd.

Chino Hills

Be
rr

y 
  S

t

Rose  D
r. Rim

crest Dr.

0 0.5 1 1.5 2

Miles

0 3,000 6,000 9,000 12,000
Feet

Legend
City Boundary

Sphere of Influence

Parks and Recreation Facilties

Parks and Recreation Facilties

Open Space (Chino Hills State Park)

Golf CourseCreeks, Streams, and
Drainage Channels

Civic and Cultural Center
(Includes: City Hall, Curtis Theatre, 
 School District Office, and Library)	

Elementary School
Junior High School

High School

Post Office

Brea Community Center

Major Commercial/Retail Center

Nature/Wilderness Trails Urban Walkway Trails

Proposed Staging Areas/Trail Head

Regional Trail

2

Landscaped Corridors

Potential Future Parks

Activity Nodes

Major Employment Center
(Over 500 employees)

Outside Brea's Planning Area
Staging Areas/Trail Head 

10

Senior Center

(Hiking, equestrian, and mountain biking)

(Hiking only - no equestrian or mountain biking access)

Staging Areas/Trail Head1 (Hiking, equestrian and mountain biking) Equestrian Stables

N

EW

S

  C
ity

 of        Brea         
   

   
                  G

eneral         

   
    

                                    P

l a
n

Radius from
Downtown Brea
1/4 mile five minutes walking distance
1/2 mile ten minutes walking distance

1/2 mile

1/4 mile

Community Trail

Local Trail 
Major Linkage

Neighborhood Linkages

Major Linkage (Downtown Circuit)

Telegraph Trail

South Ridge Trail

North Ridge Trail

Tonner Creek Trail
Olinda Alpha Landfill

Sycam
ore TrailSoquel Spur

Little Canyon 
Trail

Oil Patchloop Trail

Proposed Tre s  H
erm

anos Trail

     
     Trail

Brea Trail (Rail ROW)

 C
ha

nn
el

  T
ra

il

Ca
ny

on

C
hi

no

Hills
Trail

Carbon  Can
yo

n

Trail

Gilm
an Trail

9

4
1

5

7

10

Chino Hills
State Park

Chino Hills
State ParkCarbon Canyon

Regional Park

Ted Craig
Regional Park

Brea
  C

anyon

Ca
rb

on
  C

an
yo

n

Soquel   Canyon

To Craig Regional
Park Trail and Rolling
Hills "Street Trail"

To Hermosa
Trail

To Brea 
Dam Trail

To Santa Ana River

Figure CR-2

Trails Plan

Source:  	 City of Brea, Cotton/Bridges/Associates, RTKL, and Brea Chamber of Commerce; 2002.	

SCSC
RCRC

RCRC

RCRC

Chapter 3: Community Resources

142

90

57

142

142

57

90

57
90

Gilman Peak
(1,685 ft.)

B R E A
GENERAL PLAN

Sh
el

l  
O

il 
 T

ra
i l

4-21

Tonner Ridge Trail

Sonome  Cayon

     Carbon Canyon Roa d

Propose
d D

iamond Bar T
rail

Chino Hills
State Park

0 0.5 1
Miles

0 3,000 6,000
Feet

Legend

Parks

Landfill

Open Space / State Park 

Brea Sphere of Influence

City of Brea

Regional Trail

Community Trail

R E L O O C  S t r a t e g i c  P l a n  -  O l i n d a  A l p h a  L a n d f i l l  I m p l e m e n t a t i o n

Figure 5.11-2
Riding and Hiking Trails in the Vicinity of the Olinda Alpha Landfill

Source: City of Brea General Plan (2003), County of Orange General Plan (2000) and P&D Consultants, Inc. (2004).

NORTH











RELOOC Strategic Plan – Olinda Alpha Landfill Implementation EIR  

F:\PROJ-ENV\Olinda Alpha Landfill EIR\Final EIR\Reponses to Comments\Final RTC.doc Page 45 
October 29, 2004 

S5 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
PARKS AND RECREATION DATED JULY 30, 2004 

 
 
S5-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S5-2 Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S5-3 Refer to response to comment S4-9, earlier in this Responses to Comments Report. 
 
S5-4 As indicated in Section 5.12 in the DEIR, after the implementation of identified 

mitigation measures, the proposed project would not result in any adverse impacts to 
biological resources.   

 
S5-5 Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S5-6 Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S5-7 Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S5-8 Refer to response to comment S5-4, above and comments R3-2 through R3-15,    
 
S5-9 Opinion noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S5-10 Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S5-11 Opinion noted. Refer to page 4-1 in the DEIR which indicates that the proposed project 

would be entirely within the existing boundary of Olinda Alpha Landfill.  No expansion 
of the landfill, outside the existing property boundary, and no acquisition of land outside 
the existing property boundary, is proposed as part of this project.  

 
S5-12 Opinion noted. Refer to Table 1-1 in the DEIR which lists the mitigation measures 

included as part of the proposed landfill expansion. 
 
S5-13 Opinion noted. Mitigation T-1 proposes modifications to southbound Valencia Avenue 

approaching Imperial Highway that include one additional southbound left-turn lane and 
reconfiguring the remaining lanes to achieve a Level of Service Level D, compared to a 
Level of Service Level E without these proposed mitigations.  Additionally, mitigation 
measure N-5 proposes a road noise reduction program which may include reduction of 
road speed limits along the segment of Valencia Avenue north of Carbon Canyon Road, 
construction of a sound wall adjacent to affected residences and installation of rubberized 
asphalt on Valencia Avenue north of Carbon Canyon Road.  
 

S5-14 Opinion noted. Refer to response to comments S4-12 and S4-14, earlier in this Responses 
to Comments Report, for discussion of the mitigation fund suggestion.  
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S5-15 IWMD is currently conducting a self-haul waste characterization study to determine the 

make-up of waste hauled to County landfills by non-commercial waste haulers with the 
ultimate goal of developing strategies to divert self-haulers to facilities other than the 
landfills.  An additional transfer station in the vicinity of the Olinda Alpha Landfill may 
not be practicable given that several transfer stations are already located throughout the 
north and central regions of the county.   

 
S5-16 Refer to Section 2.3.3 (Tonner Canyon Road) in the DEIR which clearly indicates that 

the proposed project does not include the provision of an alternative access to the landfill 
via a new access road in Tonner Canyon. 

 
S5-17 As indicated in the DEIR, dirt being disposed at Orange County solid waste landfills 

comes from various sources, typically construction sites. It is screened daily by landfill 
Waste Inspectors (WI), who regularly inspect the dirt stockpile areas.  The WI's survey 
the dirt piles for petroleum or chemical odors (i.e., fuels/solvents/pesticides/chemicals) 
and for unusual discoloration (i.e., petroleum/metals/chemicals). Soil samples from 
suspect dirt piles may be field-tested with a portable "hydrocarbon vapor tester" to 
determine the presence of flammable vapors, which would indicate whether or not the 
dirt pile was contaminated with a fuel or solvent. If a dirt pile is suspected of being 
contaminated with any hazardous or toxic material or substance; then the WI will attempt 
to identify the transporter in order to determine where the dirt came from and the identity 
of the generator. Acceptance of dirt loads from the generator will be stopped. The WI 
will then relay this information to an IWMD Materials Regulation Specialist (MRS), who 
will contact the generator and determine if the dirt is acceptable or not. If the 
transporter/generator cannot be identified, then the disposition of the contaminated soil 
becomes the responsibility of the landfill. Determination of the acceptability for disposal 
of suspect soil is made by an MRS who visits the site where the soil is being generated 
and inspects the soils in much the same way as the WI. Additionally, the MRS will direct 
the generator in the taking of soil samples under a "Chain of Custody" to be analyzed by 
an appropriate test method. In determining if the soil is acceptable, IWMD follows 
guidelines and limitations set forth by California EPA/DTSC and the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board – Santa Ana Region. Also, various County and city 
departments may direct generators of soils which are suspected of contamination, to 
contact an MRS directly. The MRS will determine the acceptability for landfill disposal 
of those soils using procedures similar to those mentioned above.  As a result of existing 
procedures, soils are properly sampled and disposed of in accordance with appropriate 
practices. 

 
S5-18 As noted in mitigation measure AS-1, the plant palettes that will be used for revegetation 

on the site will be from the Olinda Alpha Landscape Master Plan (LMP) that was 
developed in 1994 in consultation with the City of Brea and the Brea Citizens Advisory 
Board, and the revised LMP prepared to include the proposed expansion.  The LMP 
identifies native and drought tolerant plant materials for potential use on the landfill 
property.  An important consideration is the use of plant materials over landfilled areas 
because they cannot have root systems which could damage the final cover over the 
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landfilled areas.  Non-native invasive species will not be used.  In the future, as part of 
the regional park planning, the plant palettes may be modified to accommodate recreation 
uses in certain parts of the landfill property.  Because the plant palette in the LMP is 
predominately drought tolerant and native species, these plant materials would generally 
be consistent with the plant materials in the adjoining State Park. 

 
S5-19 Refer to response to comments S4-12 and S4-14, earlier in this Responses to Comments 

Report, for discussion of the mitigation fund suggestion. 
 
  
 
S5-20 The DEIR, Section 5.4.4, presents information on potential impacts associated with 

surface water runoff.  Because the on-site detention/desilting basins were designed to 
receive developed condition peak flows and release at pre-developed flows, the proposed 
project will not result in increased storm water discharge greater than that which would 
have occurred without the project.  Although the developed peak Q will change from the 
peak associated with the permitted landfill design, the basins have sufficient capacity to 
limit the run-off out of the basins to pre-developed conditions; thus resulting in no 
additional impact to downstream drainage tributaries due to the expansion project. 

 
S5-21 The DEIR, Section 5.4.4.2, discusses the on-site erosion control measures implemented at 

the site now and proposed for the project which include maintaining a 2 to 3 percent 
slope on all exposed surfaces; designing benches with drains at 40-foot intervals; placing 
fiber rolls on the slopes in between the benches; using processed green material (PGM) 
on slopes; using sand bags at strategic locations at the site prior to the winter season and 
grading benches and decks to have positive flow to downdrains.  The amount of silt 
picked up on the active landfill surface will be reduced further by the two existing 
detention/desilting basins.  These measures, along with NPDES permit compliance, will 
minimize potential impacts of erosion and soil loss to a less than significant level. 

 
S5-22 The provision of bicycle lanes on Valencia Avenue as requested in this comment is 

outside the jurisdiction of the IWMD. This segment of Valencia Avenue is shown on 
Figure CD-10 (Bike Plan) in the City of Brea General Plan as a proposed Class 1 
bikeway.  Class 1 bikeways are physically separated from roads by space or a physical 
barrier.  This segment of Valencia is shown on the Orange County Transportation 
Authority Commuter Bikeways Strategic Plan (1995) as a Class II bikeway which is an 
on road, striped facility.  The existing traffic on Valencia Avenue includes both landfill 
related traffic and other area traffic.  The proposed project will not change the number of 
truck trips to/from the landfill although it will extend the period during which this truck 
traffic occurs, from 2013 to approximately 2021.  Because the proposed project will not 
result in a change in traffic on Valencia Avenue compared to existing conditions, there 
will be no new adverse impact on this street segment and no mitigation is required. 

 
S5-23 The part of measure AS-1 to revegetate disturbed areas as soon as possible does not cite 

specific time frames because the amount of time between when a specific area is 
originally disturbed and when it can be revegetated will vary depending on a large 
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number of factors including how large the disturbed area is, how the landfilling/decking 
are conducted in the disturbed area, how soil is excavated for fill, the rate of landfilling 
and many other factors which cannot be reduced to a single time frame.  The current 
practice at Olinda Alpha Landfill is to revegetate areas soon after landfilling or other 
disturbance activities are complete.  This practice would continue in the landfill 
expansion areas.   

 
 The timing of the implementation of revegetation under measure B-1 will be dependent 

on the negotiations with CDFG and the phasing of landfilling activities in the expansion 
area. 

 
 Plant materials for revegetation areas will be of local origin, as feasible and as consistent 

with the requirements of the CDFG permit. 
 
S5-24 Measure C-1 indicates that salvaged and collected cultural resources material will be sent 

to a designated museum for curation and retention.  Typically, cultural resources material 
is retained in the County in which it is found; therefore, it is anticipated any cultural 
resources material found in the landfill expansion area would be housed in designated 
repository in Orange County.  Chino Hills State Park is not in Orange County and, 
therefore, would not be the repository of first choice for materials from the landfill site.  
No repository is cited by name in this measure because the designated repositories or 
museums may change over time based on the capacity of an individual repository to 
accept and curate resources.  At the time any resources are recovered from the Olinda 
Alpha Landfill expansion area, they will be curated in the appropriate repository as noted 
in measure CR-1.  Should the State Park wish to display or use those cultural materials, it 
will be the responsibility of the State Park and the repository/museum to come to 
agreement about the use of those materials at the State Park.  It is not within the 
jurisdiction of the IWMD to ask the repository/museum to release materials to the State 
Park. 

 
 Mitigation measures C-1 and C-3 are revised by reference to include the following:  “Any 

reports generated as part of the activities in this mitigation measure will be provided to 
the State Park at the same time they are provided to the repository.  However, reports 
provided to the State Park may exclude information not generally provided to the public 
in cultural resources reports.” 

 
S5-25 Measures B-1 and B-2 do not specify revegetation sites because the actual sites and 

mitigation ratios would be identified in consultation with CDFG.  It is anticipated that the 
revegetation sites would be within the landfill property.  In the event that the revegetation 
requirements cannot be met within the landfill property, the IWMD and CDFG would 
work together to identify suitable sites, which potentially could include sites within 
Chino Hills State Park.  Discussions with the CDFG and compliance with the intent of 
mitigation measures B-1 and B-2 are the responsibilities of IWMD.   

 
S5-26 Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
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S6 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED 

WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD DATED JULY 30, 2004 
 
 
S6-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-2 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-3 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-4 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-5 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-6 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-7 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-8 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-9 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-10 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-11 It is the intent of the operator to continue maintenance and special projects during this 

same time period.   
 
S6-12 Similar to the existing landfill operation, the proposed project will only accept municipal 

solid waste Monday through Saturday, 6:00 AM to 4:00 PM.  The landfill will not accept 
municipal solid waste on Sundays or during evening and nighttime hours.  Therefore, no 
significant adverse environmental impacts would occur associated with Sunday, evening or 
nighttime operations.   

 
Special projects would occur infrequently and as needed, and would include maintenance 
and repair work to landfill roads and drainage channels.  Dirt is hauled to the wet deck 
stockpile occasionally on Sundays. 
 

 
S6-13 The lateral expansion would expand the existing refuse footprint an estimated 33 acres 

within the existing property boundary of Olinda Alpha Landfill.  After the geotechnical 
field data is obtained and detailed slope stability analysis is conducted, the actual lateral 
expansion may be less than 33 acres, but will not extend past the 33 acres identified in the 
DEIR.  Therefore, the DEIR evaluated the worst case potential impacts of an expansion 
area of 33 acres.  
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S6-14 The maximum or peak elevation of 1,415 feet above mean sea level (amsl) discussed in 
the DEIR is the elevation of the landfill prior to placement of final cover.  Final cover is 
not accounted for in the total airspace for the site until the landfill is within five years of 
closure.  Natural settlement of landfill mass will likely create enough additional airspace 
to accommodate final cover volume. 

 
S6-15 The estimated depth of refuse is the distance between the base of the landfill and the 

proposed final elevation.  The maximum refuse depth cannot be presented in feet amsl 
since it is a measured difference between two elevations.  Based on review of a pre-
landfill topographic map and the proposed final grading plan, the proposed maximum 
refuse depth with the final landfill elevation set at 1,415 amsl will be approximately 490 
feet (this is 115 feet greater than the 375 foot maximum depth of refuse for the currently 
permitted landfill design).  The vertical expansion is to be placed over existing waste so 
this expansion area will not be lower than the existing landfill disposal area.  The lateral 
expansion area is adjacent to the existing waste prism and the bottom elevation for that 
expansion is proposed at approximately 1,200 feet amsl which is not lower than the 
existing landfill disposal area base elevation. 

 
S6-16 Load checking is discussed in the DEIR in Section 4.5.5, page 4-21, paragraph 2.  This 

text provides a brief description of the load check program for the site and procedures for 
the disposition of the material found to be unacceptable.  Information regarding load 
check frequency and who performs load check procedures is provided in the Section 
4.5.5 in the DEIR.  Load checks are performed on a minimum of one random load check 
per one thousand tons of waste received.  Haulers are subject to load checks if their loads 
are considered suspicious, are from service areas outside the landfill’s waste shed or if 
their trucks are not typically used for transporting municipal solid waste.  Moreover, load 
checks are conducted on loads transported by previous offenders.  A minimum of one 
designated landfill employee properly trained in the recognition, handling and 
management of hazardous waste (designated landfill employee) perform the load checks.   

 
S6-17 The annual average permitted daily tonnage (7,000 TPD) for the site was established 

between the IWMD and the City of Brea as part of a Memorandum of Understanding 
agreement.    

 
 Table 5.5-1 on page 5.5-3 in the DEIR lists all  the vehicle trips that were included in the 

traffic analysis.  These include all refuse vehicles, exempt wastes, Brea green recycling 
facility trips, landfill employee vehicle trips, Getty Synthetic Fuel employee vehicle trips, 
Shepherd employee vehicle trips, on-site Salvage Company employee vehicle trips and 
other miscellaneous trips.   

 
S6-18 All waste accepted at the site is discussed in Section 4.5.5, page 4-21 of the DEIR.  The 

landfill accepts non-hazardous, Class III municipal solid waste in accordance with 
California Code of Regulations, Title 27, requirements and the site’s current Solid Waste 
Facilities Permit.  There are no violations and the proposed project is in compliance with 
all permits.  Wastes to be accepted for the expansion project are not proposed to change 
from current permitted operations.  
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S6-19 Clean soil transported to the site from off-site sources is not proposed to be different than 
that currently accepted at the site.  The traffic impact analysis conducted for the DEIR 
accounted for current traffic volumes across the scales including MSW, clean cover soil 
and  processed green material (PGM)  (see Section 5.5.1.2, Current Level of Traffic 
Generated By The Existing Landfill, of the DEIR). 

 
  
 
S6-20 See response S6-18 and S6-19.  The Olinda Alpha Landfill accepts and exempts non-

contaminated, clean soil and processed green materials that are used for daily and 
alternative daily cover.  Asphalt is also accepted as an exempted commodity and is used 
to construct wet-weather decks.  The DEIR traffic study included both solid wastes and 
exempt wastes that will be received for the proposed project.   

 
 Olinda Alpha Landfill is the only Orange County landfill currently permitted to  accept 

tires.  IWMD contracts with a tire recycler to remove tires from the site and recycle them.  
Tires are not buried at the landfill.  The storage and handling of tires is not proposed to 
change from the currently permitted operations. 

 
  
 

S6-21 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-22 All materials currently accepted at the site are discussed in Section 4.5.5, page 4-21, of 

the DEIR.  These wastes do include wood waste, construction and demolition debris, 
inert wastes, and autoclaved medical wastes.  There will be no processing or sorting of 
wastes; however, salvaging will continue to be performed as discussed in Section 4.5.5.  
It should be noted that the proposed horizontal and vertical expansion project does not 
propose to change the waste stream currently permitted at the landfill.  

 
S6-23 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment S6-20, above. 
 
S6-24 Alternative daily cover (ADC) is mentioned in Section 4.4.1.6, page 4-12, of the DEIR in 

regards to odor control; however, no specific types of ADC are discussed.  Currently, the 
site is permitted to use PGM and geosynthetic blankets for alternative daily cover in 
accordance with 27 CCR, Section 20690 (b)(3).  No other alternative daily covers are 
used or planned to be used for the expansion project.  It should be noted that the 
horizontal and vertical expansion project does not propose to change the permitted daily 
cover operations at the landfill; therefore, no discussion was included in the DEIR.  

 
S6-25 The 1996 Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) indicates a total permitted area of 667 

acres.  Subsequent to issuance of the 1996 SWFP, the County transferred and purchased 
property resulting in a current property area of 565 acres as documented in the December 
2002 Report of Facility Information which is a conditioning document of an updated 
2002 Solid Waste Facility Permit for the site.  One hundred and two (102) acres of 
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landfill property were transferred to the County of Orange Harbors, Beaches & Parks for 
purposes of establishing a future County regional park in that location. 

 
S6-26 The Statement of Overriding Considerations will be prepared as part of the Final EIR.     
 
S6-27 Comment noted.  The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the project will 

be prepared as part of the Final EIR.   
 
S6-28 Comment noted.  The MMRP will identify the agencies responsible for enforcing the 

project mitigation measures. 
 
S6-29 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-30 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-31 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-32 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-33 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-34 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-35 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-36 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-37 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-38 Comment noted.  The Notice of Determination will be filed with both the County Clerk 

and the State Clearinghouse. 
 
S6-39 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-40 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S6-41 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
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S7 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH DATED AUGUST 3, 
2004 

 
 
S7-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S7-2 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S7-3 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
S7-4 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
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REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES 
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R1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CITY OF LAKE FOREST DATED 
JULY 19, 2004 

 
 
R1-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
R1-2 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
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R2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY OF ORANGE HEALTH 
CARE AGENCY DATED AUGUST 2, 2004 

 
 
R2-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
R2-2 A review of the County’s scale records for fiscal year (FY) 2002/2003 indicates that there 

have been dirt loads brought to the landfill in excess of 16 cubic yards (cy).  However, as 
commented on by the County of Orange Health Care Agency, the average is closer to 14 
cy than 16 cy for large dirt hauling vehicles. Because the DEIR traffic analyses and 
projections are based on actual overall traffic counts conducted for the DEIR, traffic 
impact analysis included trucks carting soil.   Therefore, there are no extra truck trips 
required to meet the demand of 480,000 cy per year projected for 2015 and the 
conclusion that future soil import will not generate more vehicles in the future than is 
currently hauling to the site is valid. 

 
R2-3 Comment noted.  The last paragraph on page 5.10-3 of the DEIR is corrected by 

reference to read: “may” instead of “will.”   
 
R2-4 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
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R3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CITY OF BREA DATED AUGUST 
2, 2004 

 
 
R3-1 Comment noted.  Refer to responses to comments R3-2 to R3-16, below. 
 
R3-2 Comments noted. The discussion on page 5.5-27 of the DEIR is corrected by reference to 

reflect Caltrans’ involvement and jurisdiction over traffic control adjustments along 
Valencia Avenue.  In addition, the discussion on page 5.5-27 of the DEIR is corrected by 
reference to read: “Committee” instead of “Commission.” 

 
R3-3 Comments noted. The discussion on page 5.5-28 of the DEIR is corrected by reference to 

reflect Caltrans’ involvement and jurisdiction over traffic control along Imperial 
Highway and Valencia Avenue.   

 
R3-4 As indicated in the DEIR, the proposed project would not include a tonnage increase.  

The Maximum Daily Permitted Tonnage for the proposed project would be 8,000 TPD 
with an annual average of 7,000 TPD, which is the same as the existing conditions.  In 
addition, exempt waste tonnages, which currently average between 3,000 to 4,000 TPD, 
would be very similar for the proposed project.  Currently, it is anticipated that in the 
future, the ratio of waste hauling vehicles (i.e., transfer, pacer and self-haul) transporting 
solid wastes to the Olinda Alpha Landfill will not substantially change from existing 
conditions.   

 
R3-5 All potential trips into the landfill, as a result of this project, have been included in the 

Traffic impact analysis for the DEIR.  The DEIR indicates on page 5.5-15, second and 
third paragraphs, that the analysis data was derived from traffic volumes across the scales 
which include MSW, dirt cover and green waste.  Also, the end of the third paragraph on 
Page 5.5-15 clarifies that the permitted maximum daily and average daily tonnage per 
day limits apply only to MSW. 

  
R3-6 Olinda Alpha Landfill waste hauling vehicle traffic is prohibited from utilizing Lambert 

Road, as indicated by signage on the 57 Freeway.  The designated truck routes to the 
landfill include Imperial Highway and Valencia Boulevard.  Truck traffic on Lambert 
Road west of Valencia Avenue in violation of the weight limitation is small and was not 
found to be a significant adverse impact of this project; therefore, no mitigation was 
deemed to be required.  The DEIR mentions that these violations could be reduced by 
improving signage advising trucks of the limitation.  Signing improvements were 
suggested as a preventive measure in lieu of “surveillance” of the violation activity after 
it has occurred.  In addition, the California Highway Patrol and the City of Brea Police 
Department perform random inspections of commercial trucks on public roadways within 
the City of Brea.  The drivers of vehicles that do not pass inspection are cited for 
violations.   

  
R3-7 If the City and/or Caltrans (which based on the City’s previous comments has jurisdiction 

over both Imperial Highway and over Valencia Avenue from Imperial Highway to 
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Lambert Road) has a program to provide funding for road maintenance and repairs, the 
IWMD would consider participation in the program on an equitable share basis. 

  
R3-8 The existing conditions photographs and visual simulations in the aesthetic section in the 

DEIR were enlarged to allow the viewer to more clearly see the elements of the view.  
One photograph or view simulation is provided per page and these larger images are 
attached to this response.  As noted in the text in the DEIR, in each simulation the 
permitted (1,300 foot) height of the landfill is shown first and the simulation of the 
proposed (1,415 foot) height is shown next from the same vantage point.  This allows the 
reader to compare the visual difference between the permitted and proposed heights.  The 
visual simulations show the view as it would appear approximately four years following 
revegetation of the slopes. 

 
There are few locations within the Olinda Ranch development from which the landfill 
can be seen, because of intervening topography, vegetation or structures.  Figure 5.8-4, 
View Simulation 1A and 1B, from north of Carbon Canyon Road looking past the Olinda 
Ranch Development with the landfill beyond, provides the most expansive view of the 
landfill from the Olinda Ranch area.  For this reason, this view point was used for a view 
simulation.  In response to this comment by the City of Brea, three additional viewshed 
simulations of the landfill have been provided in Attachment G  of this document.  The 
locations for viewshed simulations include a residential area located just south of the 
intersection of East Lambert Road/Sunflower Street, a viewshed simulation from Condor 
Avenue/Hawks Drive in Olinda Ranch and a viewshed simulation from the North Ridge 
Trail in Chino Hills State Park.  Both Summer/Fall and Winter/Spring simulations of the 
landfill have been provided from these locations.  The viewshed simulations show that 
the proposed expansion would obscure slightly more of the sky in the views, but 
otherwise the views of the currently permitted landfill elevations in the 2013 would be 
similar to the proposed project landfill elevations in the year 2021.  Therefore, with 
implementation of mitigation measure AS-1, included in Section 5.8 (Aesthetics) of Draft 
EIR 588, the adverse visual impacts of the proposed expansion would be less than 
significant. 

 
R3-9 The current Landscape Master Plan (LMP) incorporates detailed design requirements for 

both interim and final landscaping.  The LMP identifies planting zones including north 
facing slopes, the deck, southeast facing slopes upper elevations, southwest facing slopes 
lower elevations and southwest facing slopes upper elevations.  Specific plant species are 
identified for each of these areas to blend the landfill into the surrounding areas.  The 
LMP also identifies phases and seed mixes for the interim Landscape Plan.  Mitigation 
measure AS-1 requires that the LMP be expanded to include the proposed landfill 
expansion.  The same amount of detail in the original LMP will be provided in the 
revised LMP that will include the expanded landfill.  Specific areas of the expanded 
landfill will be identified for those landscape treatments designated in the original LMP 
for both interim and final landscape plans.  The mitigation measure also requires the 
approval of the revised LMP by IWMD and the City of Brea.  
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R3-10 As described in Response to Comment R3-9, the Revised LMP will include requirements 
for interim landscape treatment.  The existing LMP addresses south facing slopes and the 
Revised LMP will incorporate detailed design treatments to include the south facing 
slopes of the proposed landfill expansion area. 

 
R3-11 The final grading plan for the landfill does incorporate a more undulating front face slope 

and two deck area mounds to reduce the appearance of a traditional, manufactured 
grading configuration while meeting operational requirements for drainage, optimizing 
the deck for potential future park uses and meeting the project objective of maximizing 
capacity.  In addition, the revised Landscape Plan referred to in Mitigation Measure AS-1 
intends to blend the landfill landscape with the adjacent native open space area. 

 
R3-12 Mitigation measure AS-1 provides for City of Brea approval of the revised LMP that 

includes interim and final landscape plans.  Refer to response to comment R3-8, above, 
for a discussion of the detail elements of the LMP and Revised LMP.   

R3-13 The structures of the existing two enclosed gas flare stacksat the landfill are visible 
beyond the landfill boundaries from locations on Sandpiper Way in the northwest part of 
Olinda Ranch PC and from some homes further east of this street in the middle section of 
Olinda Ranch PC.  The structure of the third gas flare stack would also be visible from 
these locations in Olinda Ranch.  The third flare will be the exact same height as the two 
existing flares.  However, similar to the two existing flares, the third flare will be within 
an enclosed stack (no visible flame) and will be painted with non-reflective tan paint that 
matches the surrounding terrain.   

 
R3-14 Opinion noted. The County’s participation in and funding of a Fair Share Program for 

noise mitigation constitutes an appropriate contribution to the noise exposure along roads 
used by project related traffic.  It is considered appropriate because, while project traffic 
does contribute to significant adverse levels of traffic noise exposure, it is not the sole 
source of traffic noise.  The landfill traffic is less than 2,000 daily vehicles out of a total 
of 50,000 to 61,000 total vehicles (or less than four percent of the total vehicles) on 
Imperial Highway from SR 57 to Valencia Avenue, about 10 to 17 percent of the total 
vehicles on Valencia Avenue between Lambert Road and Imperial Highway, and about 
50 percent of the total vehicles on Valencia Avenue north of Lambert Road directly south 
of the landfill.  Consequently, a proportional contribution to a Fair Share Program is 
considered appropriate to mitigate the proportional level of impacts attributable to the 
project.   

 
R3-15 The Draft EIR assessed vibration impacts from on-road truck vibration based on methodologies 

and criteria developed by the Federal Transit Administration and Caltrans (1992 Technical 
Advisory).  No attempt to factor out non-landfill truck traffic was made.  Even so, applying these 
published sources to the known minimum distance between the roadway centerline and 
residences along the landfill access roads led to the conclusion in the Draft EIR that vibration 
from total traffic would be less than the threshold of human perception, and therefore absent.   

 
IWMD contracted for additional research on vibration impacts in response to the City of Brea’s 
comment that a more detailed study of vibration be undertaken.  This study is included here as 
Attachment H to these responses.  Field measurements of vibration on Imperial Highway and 
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Valencia were made in mid-September, 2004.  Vibration sensor locations were chosen so that 
roadway vibration on homes closest to the road would be measured.  Again, no attempt to factor 
out non-landfill traffic was made.  This is important, because landfill traffic is less than four (4) 
percent of the total traffic on Imperial, about 10 to 17 percent of the traffic on Valencia between 
Imperial and Lambert, and about 50 percent of the total vehicles on Valencia north of Lambert.   

 
Results of the field measurements for vibration and levels of perception (determined by the 
Federal Transit Administration) are as follows: 

 
South side of Imperial (N. Placentia Avenue).  For residences closest to the roadway 
(highest reading):  63 VdB, which is below the level of perception.   
 
North side of Imperial (Castlegate Lane).  For residences closest to the roadway (highest 
reading):  82 VdB, which is distinctly perceptible.  
 
Valencia Avenue north of Lambert (Santa Fe Road).  For residences closest to the 
roadway (highest reading):  70 VdB, which is barely perceptible.   
 
Valencia Avenue north of Lambert (Sandpiper Way).  For the residence closest to the 
roadway (highest reading):  79 VdB, which is distinctly perceptible.   

 
No regulatory threshold for ground-borne vibrations or noise has been established..  For this 
project, the threshold level of significance is set at 84 VdB.  Vibration readings of 85 VdB or 
above would be considered significant.  Within the 75 VdB to 84 VdB range, the level of human 
annoyance strongly depends on the sensitivity of the individual and other factors, such as time of 
day.  Some important considerations for landfill related truck traffic include: 

 
• In contrast to some transit-caused impacts, vibrations from individual truck passes occur for a 

very short duration. 
• Truck traffic is limited to a portion of the day (6 a.m. to 4 p.m.), and peak landfill related 

truck traffic occurs near the middle portion of the day. 
• Truck traffic is at a lower level on Saturday, with none on Sunday.   

 
Ground-borne vibrations below 85 VdB would be below the level at which most people 
would be strongly annoyed (1995, Federal Transit Administration), and would be well 
within the range of recommended daytime vibration for residential species in the American 
National Standards Institute (ANSI) S3.29-1983 “Guide to Evaluation of Human Exposure 
to Vibration in Buildings.”  Since none of the readings of roadway vibration from all 
vehicles exceed 84 VdB, the impact from vibration from landfill vehicles is determined to 
be less than significant, and no mitigation is necessary.    
 

 
R3-16 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
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R4 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CITY OF ANAHEIM DATED 
AUGUST 4, 2004 

 
 
R4-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
R4-2 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
R4-3 The County of Orange IWMD will coordinate with the County of Orange Watershed and 

Coastal Resources Division regarding compliance with requirements of Chapter 7 of the 
Orange County Drainage Area Management Plan. 

 
R4-4 Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
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R5 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CITY OF FULLERTON DATED 
JULY 29, 2004 

 
 
R5-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
R5-2 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
R5-3 Comment noted.  No response necessary.   
 
R5-4 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
R5-5 Comment noted.  Refer to responses to comments R5-6 to R5-13, below. 
 
R5-6   As described in Section 6.0 of the DEIR, after 2013 all three alternatives would need to 

divert existing truck traffic serving the Olinda Alpha Landfill to other in-County and/or 
out-of-County landfills.  After 2013, the truck traffic would have to travel a longer 
distance or more frequently to other alternative landfill locations to dispose of municipal 
solid waste (MSW) diverted from Olinda Alpha Landfill.  The road system serving the 
alternative landfill locations would experience an increase in traffic which would then 
result in an increase to air quality and noise impacts.  This is reflected in Table 6-1.  
However, because the exact truck travel routes to alternative landfill locations are 
undefined at this time, these impacts cannot be quantified and as such, they are identified 
as 2/3.  In addition, the environmental parameters and associated impacts discussed under 
the proposed project were also discussed for each of the alternatives in Section 6.0.        

 
 R5-7 There are approximately 98 daily vehicle trips (one way) associated with soil importation 

with an average trip length of nine miles.  The soil importation trips were assumed to 
occur in-county with an average trip length of nine miles.  This equates to 882 daily 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  It should be noted that these 98 daily vehicle trips will 
occur once importation of MSW ceases in 2015.  There are approximately 100 out-of-
county (importation of MSW) trips on a daily basis to the landfill with an average trip 
length of 30 miles.  The out-of-county trip lengths were based on the IWMD’s 
Management of High Tonnage Days analysis.  This equates to 3,000 daily VMT.  
Consequently the 3,000 VMT associated with out-of-county importation of MSW is 
greater than the 882 VMT associated with soil hauling.  Because VMT associated with 
the out-of-county haul trips were higher than the soil importation trips, air pollutant 
emissions associated travel emissions from the out-of-county haul trips would likewise be 
higher as compared to the emissions associated with soil hauling.   

 
 The VMT associated with both soil importation and out-of-county importation trips were 

evaluated qualitatively.  Use of a net difference in emissions and VMT due to the 
cessation of the out-of-county trips and start of soil importation, as requested by the 
commenter, would not have produced a worst-case analysis in terms of maximum air 
pollutant generation from project activities and, as such, was not used.  To obtain a worst-
case analysis, emissions associated with out-of-county trips, which are higher than 
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emissions associated with soil importation, were incorporated into Table 5.C in Section 
5.0 of the air quality technical analysis. 

  
R5-8 The analysis of air quality impacts associated with emissions from waste haul trips were 

evaluated based on a worst-case approach.  In light of this, the analysis included out-of-
county importation trips and not the in-county trips that would replace them after 
importation ceases in 2015.  Out-of-county importation trips are longer (average 30 
miles) as compared to in-county trips and because of this would generate more air 
pollutant emissions than shorter in-county vehicle trips.  As such, the emissions inventory 
included in DEIR Section 1.1.4.1 represents the worst-case approach as recommended by 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 

 
R5-9 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment R5-6, above. 
 
R5-10 As described in Section 5.6 (Air Quality), construction and operation of the proposed 

project will result in unavoidable significant adverse impacts related to air quality after 
mitigation.  Table 6-1 on page 6-22 of the DEIR is corrected by reference to read: “3” 
instead of “2.”   

 
R5-11 As described in Section 5.0 of Appendix G, all three alternatives would result in the need 

to divert waste/refuse trucks trips to other in-County or out-of-County landfills, therefore 
increasing the total daily vehicle miles traveled by these trucks.  It is known  that vehicle 
emissions are partly proportional to the vehicle miles traveled (VMT), so higher VMT 
would result in higher vehicle emissions.  Therefore, long term air quality impacts for the 
alternatives would be worse than for the proposed project and would be negative for the 
region.  The exact truck routes to divert waste/refuse to alternative landfill locations are 
undefined at this time, but the relationship between VMT and vehicle emissions is 
known.   Under the CEQA, alternatives do not have to be analyzed at the same level of 
detail as the proposed project, but CEQA does require meaningful detail in the discussion 
of alternatives.  This detail is provided in Section 6.0 of the DEIR.     

 
R5-12 As described in Section 6.0, all three alternatives have the potential for increased noise 

impacts on sensitive receptors located along the travel routes of trucks hauling MSW to 
other in-County and out-of-County landfills after Olinda Alpha Landfill closes in 2013.  
The destinations and routes of travel for diverted MSW subsequent to the closure of 
Olinda Alpha Landfill is speculative.  The potential for these impacts to occur would be 
dependent on the routes traveled (unknown at this time) by these trucks in Orange County 
and/or on the routes to out-of-County landfills and therefore, impacts from these 
alternatives are identified as 2/3.  In addition, noise associated with on-site construction 
and landfill operations would cease to occur at Olinda Alpha Landfill after 2013 but 
would increase at alternative landfills accepting the diverted MSW.   

 
The discussion in Appendix H regarding noise impact analysis states “Regionally, noise 
and vibration associated with vehicles carrying municipal solid waste would be relocated 
along routes to other landfills accepting municipal solid waste that was previously 
destined for Olinda Alpha Landfill.”  Therefore, the potential for these adverse impacts to 
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occur would be dependent on the routes traveled (unknown at this time) by these trucks 
in County and/or on the routes to out-of-County landfills.  Therefore, these alternatives 
are identified as 2/3.    

 
R5-13 The following discussion is added by reference to page 6-23 of the DEIR to clarify which 

objectives may be met by alternatives 2 and 3.   Table 6-2 will be revised to identify 
alternatives 2 and 3 as being able to meet the fourth objective “Maintaining adequate 
revenue and local control of waste disposal to provide consistent and reliable public rates 
and fees.”   

 
R5-14 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
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BUSINESSES, GROUPS AND ORGANIZATIONS 
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B1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM HILLS FOR EVERYONE DATED JULY 
31, 2004  

 
 
B1-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
 
B1-2 Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
 
B1-3 Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
 
B1-4 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S4-12, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. 
 
B1-5 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-11, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. 
 
B1-6 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-16, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. 
 
B1-7 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-12, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. 
 
B1-8 Refer to mitigation measure N-5 in Section 5.7 (Noise) which addresses potential noise 

impacts along Valencia Avenue.  Softscape features are not typically provided along 
roads but may, as noted in the comment, be provided with in developed areas to provide 
white or background noise.  No softscape features are proposed as part of the mitigation 
for the proposed project. 

 
B1-9 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-13, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. 
 
B1-10 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-15, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
B1-11 The hours of operation for the Olinda Alpha Landfill were established in response to the 

City of Brea’s request to ease transportation congestion during peak hours.  Current hours 
of operation are not proposed for change.   

 
B1-12 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) establishes emission rates for 

trash trucks and other vehicles.  It is presently studying new rules.  If such rules are 
adopted, they will apply to trucks going to Olinda Alpha Landfill. IWMD supports the 
SCAQMD's efforts to reduce emissions, and will comply with relevant rules, but it has no 
role in setting emission levels for trucks. 

 
B1-13 Comment noted. Refer to responses to comments S4-4, S4-12 and S4-14, earlier in this 

Responses to Comments Report.   
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B1-14 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-17, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. 
 
B1-15 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-18, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.  
 
B1-16 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-20, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. 
 
B1-17 A substantial part of the NPDES permit is related to the definition and implementation of 

the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) that are required to manage and control stormwater drainage on the landfill site.  
Measure H-4 indicates the IWMD’s continued commitment, as part of the proposed 
expansion, to develop and implement the required SWPPP and BMPs, consistent with the 
existing NPDES permit and any permit modifications as part of the proposed project, to 
avoid and/or reduce adverse water quality impacts associated with the proposed project.  
This measure is included to document that the expanded landfill will comply with the 
NPDES permit conditions which address potential surface water quality impacts of the 
proposed project. 

 
B1-18 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-21, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. 
 
B1-19 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-22, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. 
 
B1-20 Comments noted.  AQ-1 has no relation to revegetation.  Refer to response to comment 

S5-23, earlier in this Responses to Comments Report, regarding AS-1 and B-1.       
 
B1-21 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-24, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. 
 
B1-22 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-25, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. 
 
B1-23 Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
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GENERAL PUBLIC 
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P1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM WARREN COLLIER DATED JUNE 29, 
2004 

 
 
P1-1 The future Olinda Regional Park is not being taken back. To date, no specific acreage for 

the future regional park on the Olinda Alpha Landfill property has been designated.  No 
specific uses for this park, other than its identification as a passive use park following 
closure of the landfill, have been identified at this time. The County of Orange Resources 
and Development Management Department/Harbors, Beaches and Parks (RDMD/HBP) 
provides administrative, planning and operational services for the County regional 
recreation facilities system, including regional parks.  Funding for RDMD/HBP is 
provided primarily from a percentage of property tax revenues dedicated to the regional 
recreation system.  RDMD/HBP Capital Project funds are allocated within its Five-Year 
Capital Plan and annual HBP Fund budget.  RDMD/HBP capital funding is very limited 
at this time and for the foreseeable future due to reductions in prior levels of RDMD/HBP 
annual property tax funding by actions of the state Legislature:  by $4.5 million in 1992, 
by $4.0 million in 1996 (for 20 years), both amounts also increasing each year by county 
property assessed valuation increases, and in adopting the State’s FY 2004/05 budget, by 
an added $3.6 million for each of the next two fiscal years.  These losses of previous 
annual funding levels have resulted in capital project funding being limited almost 
exclusively to the availability of grant funding from non-County sources. 

 
The Five-Year Capital Plan is updated annually.  County regional park programs and 
construction of other potential recreational improvements are identified and budgeted 
annually according to the Five-Year Capital Plan.  Olinda Alpha Landfill is currently 
designated on the County Master Plan of Regional Recreational Facilities as a proposed 
regional park.  The Five-Year Capital Plan is presented to the County Executive Office 
for approval as part of the County’s annual budget and financial planning process.  The 
Olinda Alpha Landfill does not appear in the current (or any past) HBP Five-Year Capital 
Plan for the dual reasons that it will not be available for conversion to a regional park 
within the next five years and that there is no capital funding available for the creation of 
a new regional park. 

 
County regional parks are designed for passive, open space use; in contrast, urban 
community parks provide for active recreational uses.  If the needs assessment for a 
regional park indicates that active recreational programs and facilities are needed over 
and above those traditionally provided by the County regional park system, the local 
municipality park and recreational planning authority (e.g. city) and its processes may be 
afforded the opportunity to use a portion of a County regional park for local recreation 
purposes if the city is interested in funding and implementing such facilities/programs.  
The primary goal of the County Regional Recreational Park programs is to accommodate 
Orange County’s regional recreational needs. 

 
As examples, the County has provided rent-free leased land to cities for active 
community uses within regional parklands (e.g. Mile Square Park in Fountain Valley and 
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Yorba Regional Park in Yorba Linda), with the local municipalities providing the capital 
project expense, programming and operations of these facilities. 

 
The IWMD will begin preparation of a Final Closure and Post-Closure Maintenance Plan 
approximately five years prior to the cessation of waste acceptance at Olinda Alpha 
Landfill.  These documents will be submitted to the CIWMB two years prior to the 
planned landfill closure as required per CCR, Title 27.  The Closure Plan, indicating final 
end use, must be approved by regulatory agencies prior to initiation of landfill closure 
activities.  During the five-year period prior to the last date of waste acceptance, the 
RDMD/HBP will consider including the Olinda Regional Park in its Five-Year Capital 
Plan, subject to available funding and other competing needs.  If funded, the process will 
involve a needs analysis for regional and, as appropriate, local uses undertaken in 
cooperation with adjacent cities and interest groups.  A definitive cost study will also be 
conducted as part of this process once the proposed uses are established. 

 
 

 
The original March 10, 1992 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the County 
of Orange and the City of Brea for expansion of the Olinda Alpha Landfill in accordance 
with NOCLATS EIR 523 required the establishment of "temporary park uses on non-
operating areas of the Olinda/Olinda Alpha Landfill so long as the safety of the public and 
landfill operations can be maintained." (Section F).  This section of the MOU also required 
that the County "prepare a General Development Plan for ultimate recreational uses" 
following closure of the landfill.  A Community Advisory Committee (CAC) was 
established to meet with the County.  The CAC provided the County and City with input on 
desired active park uses for the landfill at public workshops. 

  
Ultimately, the County determined that joint activities of landfill and temporary public 
park use were not possible due to public safety considerations.  However, there is no 
change in the policy commitment by the County and the City to the development of the 
park.  The City and County entered into negotiations resulting in the 2nd and 3rd 
Amendments to the MOU. These Amendments provided for City development of an off-
site sports park prior to landfill closure in lieu of active park use on the landfill after 
closure.  Funds have been provided to the City by the County for development of the 
City’s sports park as follows: 

$4.0 Million – Property Acquisition 
$1.5 Million – Planning and Design 
$3.9 Million - Construction 

$9.4 Million – Total funds provided to City of Brea for Sports Park 
  

MOU Amendment Number 3, Paragraph F.1.b also states that the County will redesign 
the Olinda Regional Park as a Natural Regional Park. 

 
As a result of these negotiations between the County and the City regarding the sports 
park, in August 2002, the City of Brea prepared an Environmental Impact Report for the 
development of a new sports park located immediately northwest of the intersection of 
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Valencia Avenue and Birch Street.  The City of Brea subsequently approved this project 
in November 2002.  Construction of the new sports park is anticipated to occur in the 
near future.  
 

 
P1-2 Opinion noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-1, above. 
 
P1-3 Appendix L in the DEIR contains the “Slope Stability Evaluation of Proposed 

Lateral/Vertical Expansion Olinda Alpha Landfill” (GeoLogic Associates, May 11, 2004) 
which is discussed in the Section 5.2 of the DEIR.  As identified in Section 5.2.6, 
potential impacts related to geology and soils will be less than significant with the 
implementation of the identified mitigation measures.   

 
 Data from the past project were used for the current analyses (see DEIR pg. 5.2.7, where 

it states: "Engineering analyses of proposed cut and fill slopes and final landfill slopes 
were performed using engineering data obtained during previous landfill development 
investigations".  The only assumptions stated in the Slope Stability Evaluation (DEIR 
Appendix L) were the worst-case assumptions concerning geometrics of the critical 
claystone beds on the site.  Future, design-level investigations and analyses could, in fact, 
determine that these assumptions were overly conservative.  Section 5.2.5 of the DEIR 
makes reference to such future investigations and analyses to verify these assumptions. 

 
 Recent analyses conducted for the lateral/vertical expansion determined that potential 

seismic displacements for the highest, southern facing slope of the vertical 
expansion during the Maximum Credible Earthquake were less than one inch, well within 
acceptable limits (see Attachment 2 of DEIR Appendix L). 

 
P1-4 As stated above, DEIR Appendix L contains a slope stability report.  This report was 

based on the proposed project, and the only assumptions made were worst-case 
assumptions. 

 
 
P1-5 As discussed in detail in Section 2.3.3 in the DEIR, the use of an extension of Tonner 

Canyon Road as an access route to Olinda Alpha Landfill is not proposed as part of the 
landfill expansion plan.  Access to the landfill under the proposed expansion plan will 
continue to be via existing Valencia Avenue.  The Tonner Canyon extension as shown in 
the Orange County Transportation Authority Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH) 
and the City of Brea Master Plan of Roadways (MPR) is proposed for deletion from the 
MPAH and the MPR as requested by the City.  In 1994, the County of Orange completed 
the “Project Report and Preliminary Summary of Environmental Impacts, Landfill 
Access Road Alternatives, Olinda/Olinda Alpha Landfill Vertical Expansion Project” 
which evaluated four landfill access alternatives and concluded that Valencia Avenue is 
the environmentally superior and preferred alternative for access to the landfill.  
Improvements to Valencia Avenue constructed since 1997 provide the necessary capacity 
on Valencia Avenue to adequately serve the landfill.  The County Board of Supervisors 
approval of the Tonner Canyon Planned Community in 2002 did not include an extension 
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of Tonner Canyon Road.  For these reasons, the proposed expansion project at Olinda 
Alpha Landfill does not include any project components or analysis related to extension 
of Tonner Canyon Road or the use of Tonner Canyon Road for access to the landfill 
through the life of this project.   

 
P1-6 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-5, above.   
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P2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JAYANTHI IYENGAR DATED JULY 18, 
2004 

 
 
P2-1 Comment noted.  The hours of operation for the Olinda Alpha Landfill were established 

in response to the City of Brea’s request to ease transportation congestion during peak 
hours.  Current hours of operation are not proposed for change.    

P2-2 Opinion noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-5, earlier in this Responses to 
Comments Report. 

 
P2-3  As discussed in Section 5.5 (Transportation and Circulation) of the DEIR, the only 

intersections that would experience traffic impacts are Imperial Highway and Valencia 
Avenue and Imperial Highway and Kraemer Boulevard.  Mitigation measures identified 
in Section 5.5.6 (Level of Significance After Mitigation) would mitigate the adverse 
traffic impacts of these intersections to below a level of significance. 

 
P2-4 As discussed in Section 5.6 (Air Quality) of the DEIR, landfill construction operations 

would generate emissions exceeding the SCAQMD daily construction emissions 
thresholds.  Implementation of the identified mitigation measures would reduce the 
construction related emissions as required by SCAQMD, but project related PM10 
emissions would still exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would constitute a significant 
short term adverse impact on regional air quality.    During landfill operations, the project 
would result in a continuation of emissions over a longer period of time which would 
exceed emissions thresholds for the operation of the proposed project.  Mitigation 
measures would not result in reductions in emissions which would be below the 
SCAQMD operation phase thresholds.  Consequently, the operational phase of the 
proposed project would result in significant adverse air quality impacts.   

 
 However, under the No Project Alternative, it should be understood that on-site 

equipment use at the other in-County and out-of-County landfills will be expected to be 
the same as those used for Olinda Alpha Landfill because quantities of municipal solid 
waste (MSW) that would still need to be disposed of after closure of Olinda Alpha 
Landfill will be the same.  In addition, under the No Project Alternative, there would be a 
greater travel distance to transport MSW from the Olinda Alpha Landfill service area to 
other landfills which would result in a greater generation of air pollutant emissions.  
Therefore, the proposed project would have less air quality impacts than the No Project 
Alternative.     

 
P2-5 Comments noted. Refer to response to comment P1-1, earlier in this Response to 

Comments Report.   
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P3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM TAMMY MARTINEZ, DATED JULY 19, 
2004 

 
 
P3-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. Your comment will be forwarded to the 

decision makers. 
 
P3-2 Comment noted.  No response necessary. Your comment will be forwarded to the 

decision makers. 
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P4 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM TERESA B. DAXON DATED JULY 19, 
2004 

 
 
P4-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. Your comment will be forwarded to the 

decision makers. 
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P5 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MELANIE SCHLOTTERBECK DATED 
JULY 28, 2004 

 
 
P5-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. Your comment will be forwarded to the 

decision makers. 
 
 
P5-2 Comment noted.  Refer to Section 2.3.3 (Tonner Canyon Road) in the DEIR which 

indicates that the proposed project does not include the provision of an alternative access 
to the landfill via a new access road in Tonner Canyon. Your comment will be forwarded 
to the decision makers. 

 
 
P5-3 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment S4-12 for discussion of the mitigation 

fund suggestion.  The DEIR includes mitigation measures for all significant adverse 
impacts of the project, as summarized in Table 1-1. Your comment will be forwarded to 
the decision makers. 

 
 
P5-4 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-13, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. Your comment will be forwarded to the decision makers. 
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P6 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM RALPH HEIMANN DATED AUGUST 1, 
2004 

 
 
P6-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. Your comment will be forwarded to the 

decision makers. 
 
 
P6-2 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-5, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report and to Section 2.3.3 in the DEIR.  
  
P6-3 Comment noted.  Refer to Section 2.3.3 (Tonner Canyon Road) in the DEIR which 

clearly indicates that the proposed project does not include the provision of an alternative 
access to the landfill via a new access road in Tonner Canyon. 

 
P6-4 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-13, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. Your comment will be forwarded to the decision makers. 
 
 
P6-5 As identified in Section 5.6.6 (Level of Significance After Mitigation) of the DEIR, 

during the operational phase, the project would result in a continuation of emissions over 
a longer period of time which would exceed emissions thresholds for the operation of the 
proposed project.  Mitigation measures would not result in reductions in emissions which 
would be below the SCAQMD operation phase thresholds.  Your comment will be 
forwarded to the decision makers. 

 
 
P6-6 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-15, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. Your comment will be forwarded to the decision makers. 
 
 
P6-7 As identified in Section 5.7.5.2 (Traffic Noise Impacts) of the DEIR, mitigation measure 

N-5 could potentially include construction of sound walls adjacent to the affected 
residences and/or installation of rubberized asphalt concrete on Valencia Avenue north of 
Carbon Canyon Road.  Your comment will be forwarded to the decision makers. 

 
 
P6-8 Comment noted.  Refer to response P6-7 Your comment will be forwarded to the 

decision makers. 
 
 
P6-9 As discussed in Section 5.5 (Transportation and Circulation) of the DEIR, the only 

intersections that would experience traffic impacts are Imperial Highway and Valencia 
Avenue and Imperial Highway and Kraemer Boulevard.  Mitigation measures identified 
in Section 5.5.6 (Level of Significance After Mitigation) would mitigate the adverse 
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traffic impacts of these intersections to below a level of significance. Your comment will 
be forwarded to the decision makers. 

 
 
P6-10 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-13, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. Your comment will be forwarded to the decision makers. 
 
 
P6-11 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-12, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. Your comment will be forwarded to the decision makers. 
 
 
P6-12 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-14, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. Your comment will be forwarded to the decision makers. 
 





RELOOC Strategic Plan – Olinda Alpha Landfill Implementation EIR  

F:\PROJ-ENV\Olinda Alpha Landfill EIR\Final EIR\Reponses to Comments\Final RTC.doc Page 114 
October 29, 2004 

P7 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM TINA JOHNSON DATED AUGUST 2, 
2004 

 
 
P7-1 Comment noted. As discussed in Section 5.6 (Air Quality) of the DEIR, the primary 

health risk from heavy duty trucks is diesel particulate exhaust.  A screening level health 
risk analysis was conducted for existing and proposed residences along Valencia Avenue 
north of Carbon Canyon Road leading to the landfill property.  The results of the 
screening level analysis show that existing and proposed residences along Valencia 
Avenue would be exposed to an unmitigated inhalation cancer risk of one to two in a 
million assuming a five year exposure period, which is lower than the ten in a million 
threshold.  As further detailed in the Air Quality Technical Report, the risk of exposures 
was assessed in five year increments from five to 20 year exposures.  With up to 20 years 
of exposure, the risk would go up to eight in a million, still below the ten in a million 
threshold.  Exposures of less than 20 years would result in a risk of less than 8 in a 
million.  Because the proposed project would extend the landfill operation by eight years 
(2013 to approximately 2021), no significant health risk would occur for existing and 
proposed residences along Valencia Avenue leading to the Olinda Alpha Landfill from 
landfill-related truck traffic. 

 
In addition, a screening level health risk assessment was conducted for the on-site landfill 
gas (LFG) flare system and equipment exhaust. Based on the current landfill operations, 
the inhalation carcinogenic health risk was found to be less than one in a million at a 
distance of 500 feet. The closest existing or planned residences are more than 1,500 feet 
from the LFG flare system, and more than 4,200 feet from the future expansion area.  
This range of health risk is lower than the ten-in-a-million threshold recommended for 
residential uses.   

 
Similarly, the screening level health risk assessment conducted for the on-site flare 
system and heavy-duty, diesel-driven equipment exhaust showed that the level of health 
risk is less than one in a million for all receptors with a distance of 500 feet or more from 
these activities. Because the closest existing and proposed residences are more than 1,590 
feet from the flare system and more than 4,200 feet from the future expansion area, 
potential health risks for these residents would be small and less than significant.  

 
P7-2 Comment noted. Caltrans  is responsible for litter control on Valencia Avenue from 

Lambert/Carbon Canyon to Imperial.  IWMD is responsible for Valencia Avenue north 
of Lambert/Carbon Canyon and has maintenance workers inspect and clean that part of 
the road on a daily basis.  In addition, the City of Brea contracts to have the road swept 
once a week.   

 
P7-3 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment P7-1, above.  Refuse trucks are not 

allowed to park on Olinda Ranch streets.  The City of Brea Police Department patrols the 
Olinda Ranch area on a daily basis.  

 
P7-4 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
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P7-5 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
P7-6 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-5, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. 
 
P7-7 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-3, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P7-8 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-4, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P7-9 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-1, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   





RELOOC Strategic Plan – Olinda Alpha Landfill Implementation EIR  

F:\PROJ-ENV\Olinda Alpha Landfill EIR\Final EIR\Reponses to Comments\Final RTC.doc Page 117 
October 29, 2004 

P8 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM DAVID VILLANCIO-WOLTER DATED 
AUGUST 2, 2004 

 
 
P8-1 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-5 earlier in this Responses to 

Comment Report. Your comment will be forwarded to the decision makers. 
 
 
P8-2 Comment noted.  No response necessary. Your comment will be forwarded to the 

decision makers. 
 
 
P8-3 Comment noted.  No response necessary. Your comment will be forwarded to the 

decision makers. 
 
 
P8-4 Comment noted.  No response necessary. Your comment will be forwarded to the 

decision makers. 
 
 
P8-5 Comment noted.  No response necessary. Your comment will be forwarded to the 

decision makers. 
 
 
P8-6 Comment noted.  No response necessary. Your comment will be forwarded to the 

decision makers. 
 
 
P8-7 Comment noted.  No response necessary. Your comment will be forwarded to the 

decision makers. 
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P9 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM KEITH E. FULLINGTON DATED 
AUGUST 3, 2004 

 
 
P9-1 Opinions noted.  No response necessary. Your comment will be forwarded to the decision 

makers. 
 
 
P9-2 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-5, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. 
 
P9-3 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comments P1-5 (access road) and P1-3 (slope 

stability), earlier in this Responses to Comments Report.   
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P10 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM R. DEAN WHINERY B. DATED JULY 31, 
2004 

 
 
P10-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
P10-2 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-5, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. 
 
P10-3 Comment noted. No response necessary.   
 
P10-4 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-12, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report   
 
P10-5 Comment noted. No response necessary.   
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P11 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JIM DOWER DATED JULY 18, 2004 
 
 
P11-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
P11-2 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-5, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P11-3 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-3, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P11-4 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-4, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P11-5 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-1, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   





RELOOC Strategic Plan – Olinda Alpha Landfill Implementation EIR  

F:\PROJ-ENV\Olinda Alpha Landfill EIR\Final EIR\Reponses to Comments\Final RTC.doc Page 125 
October 29, 2004 

P12 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ART HUTTON DATED JULY 18, 2004 
 
 
P12-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
P12-2 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-5, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P12-3 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-3, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P12-4 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-4, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P12-5 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-1, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
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P13 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM WM. HOLTZEN DATED JULY 18, 2004 
 
 
P13-1 Opinion noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-13, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P13-2 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-5, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
  
P13-3 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-3, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P13-4 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-4, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P13-5 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-1, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
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P14 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ANDRA CULLEN DATED JULY 19, 2004 
 
 
P14-1 Comments noted.  Opinion noted.  No response necessary.  
 
P14-2 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-5, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
  
P14-3 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-3, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P14-4 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-4, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P14-5 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-1, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
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P15 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM AL BERTULLI DATED JULY 19, 2004 
 
 
P15-1 Comments noted.  Comment noted.  No response necessary.  
 
P15-2 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-5, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
  
P15-3 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-3, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P15-4 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-4, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P15-5 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-1, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   





RELOOC Strategic Plan – Olinda Alpha Landfill Implementation EIR  

F:\PROJ-ENV\Olinda Alpha Landfill EIR\Final EIR\Reponses to Comments\Final RTC.doc Page 133 
October 29, 2004 

P16 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM DR. AND MRS. GARY M. PIROUTEK 
DATED JULY 19, 2004 

 
 
P16-1 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-13 (noise impacts on Valencia 

Avenue), earlier in this Responses to Comments Report.   
 
P16-2 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-5, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
  
P16-3 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-3, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P16-4 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-4, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P16-5 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-1, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
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P17 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JACK AND MARIANNE KEATING 
DATED JULY 20, 2004 

 
 
P17-1 Opinions noted.  No response necessary.   
 
P17-2 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-5, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
  
P17-3 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-3, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P17-4 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-4, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P17-5 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-1, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
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P18 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CYNTHIA AND RAMON VALDEZ 
DATED JULY 21, 2004 

 
 
P18-1 Opinion noted.  No response necessary.  
 
P18-2 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-5, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
  
P18-3 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-3, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P18-4 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-4, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P18-5 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-1, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
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P19 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM REBECCA VARGAS DATED JULY 22, 
2004 

 
 
P19-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
P19-2 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-5, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
  
P19-3 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-3, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P19-4 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P2-4, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
 
P19-5 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment P1-1, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report.   
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P20 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM GOGI BERGER DATED AUGUST 2, 2004   
 
 
P20-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
P20-2 Comment noted.  Refer to Section 2.3.3 (Tonner Canyon Road) in the DEIR which 

indicates that the proposed project does not include the provision of an alternative access 
to the landfill via a new access road in Tonner Canyon. 

  
P20-3 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-13, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. 
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P21 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ROBERT E. ZLOTNIK DATED AUGUST 
2, 2004 

 
 
P21-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
 
P21-2 Comment noted.  Refer to Section 2.3.3 (Tonner Canyon Road) in the DEIR which 

indicates that the proposed project does not include the provision of an alternative access 
to the landfill via a new access road in Tonner Canyon. 

  
P21-3 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment S4-12 for discussion of the mitigation 

fund suggestion.  The DEIR includes mitigation measures for all significant adverse 
impacts of the project, as summarized in Table 1-1. 

 
P21-4 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment S5-13, earlier in this Responses to 

Comments Report. 
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P22 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MILES BUSH DATED AUGUST 6, 2004 
 
 
P22-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. Your comment will be forwarded to the 

decision makers. 
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INITIAL STUDY 

 

 

 
 
 
PROJECT TITLE: Regional Landfill Options for Orange County (RELOOC) Strategic Plan-Olinda Alpha 

Landfill Implementation                         
 

LEAD AGENCY: County of Orange Integrated Waste Management Department 
  

 INITIAL STUDY NUMBER: 588 
 
  LEAD DIVISION: Office of Public Affairs 
 

PROJECT CONTACT:  Linda Hagthrop, Public Information Officer  PHONE:  (714) 834-4176 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: The proposed project is within the Olinda Alpha Landfill located at 1942 North 
Valencia Avenue in unincorporated Orange County adjacent to and within the sphere of influence of the City of 
Brea.  The Olinda Alpha Landfill is generally bounded by Lambert Road to the south and Valencia Avenue to the 
southwest.  The Olinda Alpha Landfill is located on the following assessor parcels: 308-031-3, 7, 8, 9, 14, 15, 17, 
22, 30, 31 and 308-021-3, 4, 12, 14.   
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Regional Landfill Options for Orange County (RELOOC) is a long-range 
strategic planning program initiated by the County of Orange Integrated Waste Management Department (IWMD).  
The purpose of RELOOC 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 that endeavor, the County is proposing short-
term improvements to an existing municipal solid waste landfill operated by the County’s IWMD.  The proposed 
project includes the vertical and horizontal expansion of the Olinda Alpha Landfill to meet the County’s short-term 
solid waste disposal needs.    
 
DECISION-MAKER: County of Orange Board of Supervisors 
 
RESPONSIBLE/TRUSTEE AGENCIES INVOLVED: 
 
Federal Agencies 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

 
State Agencies 

 
California Integrated Waste Management Board. 
California Water Resources Control Board. 

 
Regional Agencies 
 
Regional Water Quality Control Board - Santa Ana Region. 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. 
 



 

 

 

County Agencies 
 

Orange County Health Care Agency (Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency). 
Orange County Board of Supervisors. 
Orange County Fire Authority. 
Orange County Planning Department. 
 
City Agencies 

 
City of Brea. 

  
LAND USE ENTITLEMENT SUMMARY:   
 
General Plan Land Use Designation:  
 
Olinda Alpha Landfill  
 
County of Orange designation - Public Facilities/Landfill Site (4(LS)). 
City of Brea designation - Sanitary Landfill. 
 
Zoning:  
 
Olinda Alpha Landfill 
 
County of Orange designation – General Agricultural (Public Facilities). 
City of Brea designation – No zoning designation. 
 
PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION:  
 
Olinda Alpha Landfill:   
  
Final EIR 523 for the North Orange County Landfill and Alternative Technologies Study (NOCLATS)  
  
INITIAL STUDY DATE: January 8, 2004. 
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 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS CHECKLIST 
 EIR Number  588 for the RELOOC Strategic Plan - Olinda Alpha 
Landfill Implementation Project 

 

ISSUES & SUPPORTING DATA SOURCES: 
Potential 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

     
1. LAND USE & PLANNING.  Would the project:     
     

a) Physically divide an established community?       
     
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect?   

    

     
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan 

or natural community conservation plan?     

     
2. AGRICULTURE.  Would the project:     
     

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?   

    

     
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 

Williamson Act contract?       

     
c) Involve other changes in the existing environment, 

which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use?   

    

     
3. POPULATION & HOUSING.  Would the project:     
     

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?   

    

     
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 

necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere?   

    

     
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?       
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ISSUES & SUPPORTING DATA SOURCES: 
Potential 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

     
4. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project:     
     

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving:  

    

     
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 

on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist 
for the area or based on other substantial evidence 
of a known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42. 

    

     
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?       
     
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction?       

     
iv) Landslides?       
     

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?      
     
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 

that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?   

    

     
d) Be located on expansive soils, as defined in Table 18-

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

    

     
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 

of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
system where sewers are not available for the disposal 
of wastewater?   

    

     
5. HYDROLOGY & WATER QUALITY.  Would the 

project:     

     
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements?     

     
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 

substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering 
of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would 
drop to a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted)? 

    

     
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 

site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner, which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?   
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ISSUES & SUPPORTING DATA SOURCES: 
Potential 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

     
     
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 

site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner, which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

    

     
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 

the capacity of existing or planned storm water 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff?   

    

     
f) Have a significant adverse impact on groundwater 

quality or otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality?   

    

     
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? 

    

     
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures, 

which would impede or redirect flood flows?     

     
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 

injury or death involving flooding, including flooding 
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

    

     
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     
     

6. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION.  Would the 
project:     

     
a) Result in an increase in traffic, which is substantial in 

relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in 
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to 
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?  

    

     
b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 

service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways?  

    

     
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 

either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that result in substantial safety risks?  

    

     
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 

(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?   

    

     
e) Result in inadequate emergency access?       
     
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?       
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ISSUES & SUPPORTING DATA SOURCES: 
Potential 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

     
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plan or programs 

supporting alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)? 

    

     
7. AIR QUALITY.  Would the project:     
     

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan?     

     
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 

substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

    

     
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 

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

    

     
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations?      

     
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 

number of people?      

     
8. NOISE.  Would the project result in:     
     

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

    

     
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 

ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels?     

     
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 

levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

    

     
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 

ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

    

     
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 

where such plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a private or public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
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ISSUES & SUPPORTING DATA SOURCES: 
Potential 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

     
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 

would the project expose people residing or working 
the project area to excessive noise levels? 

    

     
9. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:     
     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services?   

    

     
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 

habitat or other sensitive natural community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Services?   

    

     
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on Federally 

protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?   

    

     
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 

resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites?   

    

     
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 

protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance?   

    

     
f) Conflict with provisions of an adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

    

     
10. AESTHETICS.  Would the project:     
     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect a scenic vista?       
     
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 

not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway?     

    

     
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 

quality of the site and its surroundings?       

     
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which 

would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area?   
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ISSUES & SUPPORTING DATA SOURCES: 
Potential 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

     
     

11. CULTURAL/SCIENTIFIC RESOURCES, Would the 
project:     

     
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of a historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5?       

     
b) Cause a substantial adverse changed in the significance 

of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 
15064.5?   

    

     
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 

resource or site or unique geologic feature?       

     
d)  Disturb any human remains, including those interred 

outside of formal cemeteries?     

     
12. RECREATION.  Would the project:     
     

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

    

     
b) Include recreational facilities or require the 

construction or expansion of recreational facilities, 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment?   

    

     
13. MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:     
     

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

    

     
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important 

mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?   

    

     
14. HAZARDS.  Would the project:     
     

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

    

     
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment?  
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ISSUES & SUPPORTING DATA SOURCES: 
Potential 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

     
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 

acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school?  

    

     
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 

hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

    

     
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 

where such plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing 
or working in the project area?  

    

     
f) For a project within the vicinity of private airstrip, 

would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area?   

    

     
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with 

an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan?   

    

     
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk or loss, 

injury or death involving wildland fires, including 
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with wildlands?   

    

     
i) Include a new or retrofitted storm water treatment 

control Best Management Practice (BMP), (e.g. water 
quality treatment basin, constructed treatment 
wetlands), the operation of which could result in 
significant environmental effects (e.g. increased 
vectors and odors)?  

    

     
15. PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the project:     
     

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 

    

     
i) Fire protection?     
ii)  Police protection?     
iii) Schools?     
iv) Parks?     
v) Other public facilities?     
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ISSUES & SUPPORTING DATA SOURCES: 
Potential 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

     
16. UTILITIES & SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would the 

project:     
     

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?       

     
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts?   

    

     
c) Require or result in the construction of new storm 

water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which would cause 
significant environmental effects?   

    

     
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 

project from existing entitlements and resources, or are 
new or expanded entitlements needed? 

    

     
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 

provider, which serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments?   

    

     
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 

capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

    

     
g) Comply with federal, state and local statutes and 

regulations related to solid waste?     

     
MANDATORY FINDINGS     
     

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

    

     
  b)  Does the project have possible environmental effects, 

which are individually limited but cumulatively 
considerable?  ("cumulatively considerable" means that 
the incremental effects of an individual project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the 
effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.) 

    

     



 - 9 - 

ISSUES & SUPPORTING DATA SOURCES: 
Potential 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant w/ 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

     
c) Does project have environmental effects which will 

cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly 

    

 
DETERMINATION:  
Based upon the evidence in light of the whole record documented in the attached environmental checklist 
explanation, cited incorporations and attachments, I find that the proposed project:  
  
COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a negative declaration (ND) will be prepared 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Article 6, 15070 through 15075.    
  
COULD have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because 
the mitigation measures have been added to the project.  A negative declaration (ND) will be prepared 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Article 6, 15070 through 15075. 

 

  
MAY have a significant effect on the environment, which has not been analyzed previously.  Therefore, an 
environmental impact report (EIR) is required.  
 
Signature: _________________________________________ 
 
Planner: John Arnau                          
Environmental Services  
Telephone: (714) 834-4107 

NOTE: All referenced and/or incorporated documents may be reviewed by appointment only, at the County of Orange 
Integrated Waste Management Department, 320 N. Flower Street, Fourth Floor, Santa Ana, California, unless otherwise 
specified.  An appointment can be made by contacting the CEQA Contact Person identified above. 
 
 
Revised 2-5-03 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS CHECKLIST 
Regional Landfill Options for Orange County (RELOOC) Strategic 

Plan – Olinda Alpha Landfill Implementation 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
1.0 LEAD AGENCY 
 
The County of Orange will serve as the lead agency for the proposed Regional Landfill Options 
for Orange County (RELOOC) Strategic Plan - Olinda Alpha Landfill Implementation and the 
County’s Integrated Waste Management Department (IWMD) will act as the designated lead 
agency in preparing notices, conducting public hearings and implementing California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)-related processing requirements.  
 
1.1 Discretionary Approvals 
 
A number of discretionary approvals will be required as part of the project’s approval and 
implementation.  These discretionary approvals will be required from a variety of agencies and 
are anticipated to include the following: 
 
County of Orange 

• Certification of the Environmental Impact Report 
• Grading permits. 

 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

• Storm Water Management Plans 
• Revision to Waste Discharge Requirements 
 

California Integrated Waste Management Board and Local Enforcement Agency (County of 
Orange Health Care Agency) 

• Revision to Solid Waste Facility Permit. 
 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 

• Permits to construct – Gas Control Systems. 
• Permits to Operate – Gas Control Systems. 

 
City of Brea 

• Amendment to the current Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
 
2.0 PURPOSE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS CHECKLIST 
 
The purpose of this Environmental Analysis Checklist (EAC) is to provide preliminary analysis 
of potential environmental consequences that may result with the implementation of the 
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proposed project.  The IWMD has prepared this EAC to determine the appropriate level of 
environmental documentation needed for this project.  IWMD has determined the appropriate 
level of environmental documentation needed for this project.  IWMD has determined that an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be prepared for the proposed project based on the 
anticipated impacts.  Although Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that a Lead 
Agency may bypass the preparation of an Initial Study (i.e., EAC), IWMD has chosen to prepare 
and circulate this EAC to more precisely disclose potential impacts and thereby obtain more 
specific guidance from responsible agencies and the public on the scope and topics to be covered 
in the EIR. 
 
3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
 
The following environmental parameters may be potentially affected by implementation of the 
proposed project: 
 
Land Use and Planning  Noise 
Geology and Soils   Aesthetics 
Hydrology & Water Quality  Cultural/Scientific Resources 
Transportation/Circulation  Hazards 
Air Quality    Public Services 
      
A preliminary evaluation of potential impacts is provided below.  A more detailed analysis will 
be contained in the EIR. 
 
4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
 
This section of the EAC analyzes the potential for significant environmental impacts that may 
result from the proposed project.  The format for this analysis is based on the enclosed 
Environmental Analysis Checklist. 
 
For the evaluation of potential impacts, the questions in the checklist are stated and an answer is 
provided reflecting the analysis conducted for this impact.  To each question, there are four 
possible responses: 
 

• No Impact – The proposed project will not have a measurable impact on the environment. 
 

• Less than Significant Impact – The proposed project will have the potential for impacting 
the environment but at a level less than the significance criteria used to evaluate the 
impact. 

 
• Less than Significant with Mitigation – The proposed project will have a significant 

impact unless mitigation measures are implemented to reduce the impact to a less than 
significant level. 

 
• Potential Significant Impact – The proposed project will have impacts considered 

significant and either (1) additional analysis is needed to identify specific mitigation 
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measures to reduce this impact to a less than significant level, (2) feasible mitigation 
measures are not available to reduce this impact to a less than significant level, or (3) the 
impacts associated with the project are not known at this time and further analysis in an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is warranted. 

 
NOTE:  The Olinda Alpha Landfill is deliberately designed and operated in a manner that avoids 
and mitigates potential environmental impacts, and it is the intent of IWMD to continue this 
practice in the design of the proposed project.  However, in keeping with the purpose of this 
NOP, even though an environmental issue identified in the checklist is anticipated to be 
satisfactorily mitigated in the future, the box “Potential Significant Impact” has been checked 
rather than “Less than Significant with Mitigation.”  This is to inform the NOP recipient that the 
issue will be described and analyzed in the forthcoming Draft EIR, and to invite comments from 
Responsible Agencies and interested parties on how the assessment of the issue should be 
addressed in the document and how mitigation or avoidance of the issue should be incorporated 
into the project. 
 
1. Land Use and Planning 
 
Would the project:  (a) Physically divide an established community? 
 
No Impact.  The Olinda Alpha Landfill is an existing landfill.  The proposed vertical and horizontal 
expansion of this landfill would not extend beyond the property boundary of this site and therefore 
would not result in the disruption or division of the physical arrangement of an established 
community. 
 
Would the project: (b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of 
an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating and environmental effect? 
 
Potential Significant Impact.  The Olinda Alpha Landfill is located in unincorporated Orange 
County and is designated as a 4(LS) in the County of Orange General Plan.  This designation allows 
for the use of this site for municipal solid waste (MSW) disposal. The County Public Facilities 
Zoning designation for this site also allows for use of the site for MSW disposal.  The landfill is also 
located in the City of Brea’s Sphere of Influence and is designated in the City’s General Plan as a 
Public Facility which allows for the use of this site for MSW disposal.  The proposed project would 
not conflict with the City’s existing General Plan land use designation because the proposed 
expansion activities would occur entirely within the existing landfill boundaries.  Nor would the 
proposed project conflict with the County or City’s existing General Plan designations.  
 
The existing MOU between the City of Brea and the County of Orange regarding the operation 
of Olinda Alpha Landfill would require renegotiation to allow the disposal of MSW over a 
longer period of time resulting from the additional capacity that is provided under the proposed 
project.  The existing MOU identifies the landfill closure date established as 2013.  Under the 
proposed project, closure would be extended to 2021 based on increased operational efficiencies, 
current population projections and existing disposal technologies. 
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Would the project: (c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan? 
 
No Impact.  There are no known City of Brea environmental plans or policies that would be 
adversely affected by the proposed project.  The vertical and horizontal expansion of Olinda 
Alpha Landfill would not result in development outside of the existing landfill boundary.  The 
Olinda Alpha Landfill is not located within a designated Natural Community Conservation 
Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP) area.    
 
2. Agriculture 
 
Would the project:  (a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? 
 
No Impact. The vertical and horizontal expansion of Olinda Alpha Landfill will not impact any 
Prime, Unique or Farmland of Statewide Importance.  There are no existing agricultural preserves 
on the site or the expansion area, and no preserves will be impacted under the proposed project.  
Existing roads will be used to haul MSW to the Olinda Alpha Landfill.  No new roads and/or 
modifications to existing roads are proposed.  Therefore, the proposed project will not result in 
impacts related to the conversion of farmlands listed as Prime, Unique or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance to non-agricultural uses. 
 
Would the project: (b) Conflict with existing zoning for agriculture use, or a Williamson 
Act contract? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed project would not result in the cancellation of any Williamson Act 
contracts or conflict with any existing zoning for agricultural uses. 
 
Would the project:  (c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to 
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed vertical and horizontal expansion at Olinda Alpha Landfill will not result 
in the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural use.  There is no agriculture land within the 
horizontal expansion areas of the existing landfill property.  The proposed project would not involve 
changes in the existing equipment that due to their location or nature could result in conversion of 
farmland to non-agricultural uses. 
 
3. Population and Housing 
 
Would the project:  (a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for 
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure? 
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No Impact.  The proposed project will continue operations at Olinda Alpha Landfill.  None of the 
improvements under the proposed project would entail new homes or extending any major 
infrastructure (i.e., sewer or water lines, roadways, etc.) that could support additional development 
beyond the individual landfill site boundaries.  Employment associated with landfill operations will 
be drawn from existing onsite employment.  There may be brief temporary periods requiring 
additional personnel, such as during site development activities.  No substantial new employment 
will be generated by the proposed project that could potentially contribute to additional demand for 
housing or services in the surrounding area.  
 
Would the project:  (b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?  
 
No Impact.  The proposed project will not result in the removal or demolition of any existing 
housing.  The proposed project would not entail the displacement of a substantial number of houses 
since no housing currently exists on-site or is proposed. 
 
Would the project:  (c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed project will not result in the removal or demolition of any existing 
housing.  The proposed project would not entail the displacement of a substantial number of people 
since no housing currently exists on-site or is proposed. 
 
4. Geology and Soils 
 
Would the project result: Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:(a)(i) Rupture of a known earthquake 
fault; (a)(ii) Strong seismic ground shaking; (a) (iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction; (a)(iv) Landslides? 
 
Potential Significant Impact.  The Olinda Alpha Landfill is located immediately north of the 
active Whittier fault.  The project site is located in southern California, an area known to be 
geologically active and which is subject to seismic events.  The soils underlying the Olinda Alpha 
Landfill site include soils of the Cienaba Association and are underlain by Puente Formation 
bedrock, both units are locally prone to landslides.  The vertical and horizontal expansion of the 
landfill will result in changes in topography and will be designed to meet stringent landfill 
regulatory requirements for seismic stability in the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 27.   
 
Would the project:  (b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 
 
Potential Significant Impact.  The soils underlying the Olinda Alpha Landfill site have some 
potential for erosion.  The proposed vertical and horizontal expansion of this landfill will result in 
changes of topography because of grading and filling on-site.  Erosion control measures and 
facilities (i.e. desilting basins, straw bales, and vegetation) are implemented as part of normal 
landfill operations in accordance with regulatory requirements in CCR, Title 27.  These measures 
are also proposed for the vertical and horizontal expansion.   
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Would the project: (c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unsuitable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 
 
Potential Significant Impact.  The proposed vertical and horizontal expansion of the landfill will 
result in changes of topography because of grading and filling on-site.  These changes will be 
designed to meet stringent landfill regulatory requirements for stability in the CCR, Title 27.   
 
Would the project: (d) Be located on expansive soils, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?   
 
Less than Significant Impact.  Some of the soils underlying the Olinda Alpha Landfill site and the 
horizontal expansion area have a moderate to high shrink-swell potential.  Although considered 
to be expansive soils, the soils at the site would not create a substantial risk to life or property.     
 
Would the project: (e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal system where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 
 
No Impact.  The vertical and horizontal expansion of the Olinda Alpha Landfill does not propose 
the use of septic tanks.  
 
5. Hydrology & Water Quality 
 
Would the project: (a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 
 
Less than Significant Impact.  The Olinda Alpha Landfill is approved under the Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs) issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and is 
designed to comply with water quality standards and waste discharge requirements.  Semi-annual 
water quality testing at the landfill is conducted for volatile organic compounds (VOC), minerals, 
total dissolved solids (TDS), potential of hydrogen (pH), electrical conductivity (EC), nitrates and 
metals.  Groundwater is extracted, treated, and reused on-site. Any modification of the existing 
landfill design will require coordination with the Landfill Section of the RWQCB to revise the 
existing National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit and WDRs for the 
Olinda Alpha Landfill in accordance with Federal and State requirements for the protection of water 
quality.   
 
Would the project:  (b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of a local groundwater table level? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed project does not include any components that would result in 
groundwater extraction.  The horizontal and vertical expansion and associated drainage patterns will 
channel runoff downstream to the existing detention basins.  The reduction in recharge at the 
horizontal and vertical expansion areas is not anticipated to substantially reduce recharge in the 
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regional groundwater basin.  Moreover, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse 
impacts related to groundwater depletion that would contribute to a net deficit in aquifer volume or 
a lowering of a local groundwater table. 
 
Would the project: Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in manner which would 
result in: (c) Substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; (d) flooding on- or off-site; (e) 
Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?  
 
Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project would not substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area.  The project will continue to operate as a solid waste landfill.  
The existing storm water control system consisting of a network of drainage channels, berms, 
interceptor ditches and sedimentation basins will be extended, as necessary, to control any 
additional runoff and erosion associated with the proposed project.  The concrete-lined 
sedimentation basins are sufficiently sized to accommodate storm water drainage associated with 
existing and future landfill operations.  Collected silt is cleaned out of the sedimentation basins at 
the end of the rainy season. 
 
The continued operation and expansion of the Olinda Alpha Landfill will result in an increase in 
excavation and grading, potentially causing increases in erosion and runoff.  Vertical and 
horizontal expansion of Olinda Alpha Landfill will modify the surface hydrology and change 
stormwater runoff rates on this site.  The change in stormwater runoff is not expected to be 
substantially different from the existing condition and is not anticipated to result in flooding on or 
off-site.  Off-site discharge will be controlled to only release pre-development condition flows 
during a storm event.  The proposed project will not impact the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems off-site.   
 
Would the project: (f) Have a significant adverse impact on groundwater quality or otherwise 
substantially degrade water quality? 
 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  The proposed project would result in the 
approximately 115-foot vertical and 33-acre horizontal expansion at the Olinda Alpha Landfill 
site.  The landfill expansion must be designed, operated and monitored to preclude any 
significant impacts to groundwater resources or water quality.  In addition, the vertical and 
horizontal expansion must be approved under WDRs issued by the RWQCB.   
 
Would the project: (g) Place housing within a 100 year flood hazard area; (h) Place within 
a 100-year flood hazard area structures, which would impede or redirect flood flows?  
 
No Impact.  The proposed project does not include the development of housing or structures that 
would be located within a 100-year flood hazard area. 
 
Would the project:  (i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam, or 
(j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
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No Impact.  The proposed project is not anticipated to result in any impacts related to flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam, inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow.   
 
6. Transportation and Circulation 
 
Would the project: (a) Result in an increase in traffic, which is substantial in relation to the 
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system? 
 
Potential Significant Impact.  Olinda Alpha Landfill is currently permitted to process a 
maximum of 8,000 tons per day (TPD) of MSW although this landfill is currently restricted to an 
annual average of 7,000 TPD consistent with the memorandum of understanding (MOU) with 
the City of Brea.  In 2003, the Olinda Alpha Landfill received an annual average daily tonnage of 
approximately 6,800 TPD.  The proposed expansion of Olinda Alpha Landfill includes no 
increase in the maximum permitted TPD.  However, additional soil import trucks would access 
the site by 2017 at which time refuse importation truck traffic would cease resulting in no 
substantial increase in truck traffic.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in increased 
vehicle trips beyond traffic forecasts assumed for the currently approved annual average of 7,000 
TPD and would not result in more trips than currently experienced at Olinda Alpha Landfill.  
However, the proposed project would result in vehicle trips for a longer period of time than is 
currently permitted or planned which may result in traffic congestion beyond adopted policies 
and forecasts anticipated. 
 
Would the project: (b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 
standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or 
highways? 
 
Potential Significant Impact.  The Orange County Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
Highway System designated roads in the vicinity of Olinda Alpha Landfill include Valencia 
Avenue, Carbon Canyon Road, and Imperial Highway.  The intersections of Imperial 
Highway/Valencia Avenue and Imperial Highway/Rose Drive are CMP intersections.  The 
proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, may result in exceeding the level of 
service (LOS) standards on designated CMP roads or intersections. 
 
Would the project: (c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that result in substantial safety risks? 
 
No Impact.  The Olinda Alpha Landfill is outside the defined airspace of any airport.  The 
proposed expansion at Olinda Alpha Landfill would not result in changes in air traffic patterns.  
Because the proposed expansion will not generate demand for air passenger or cargo trips, the 
expansion will not result in changes in air traffic levels in this area.  Therefore, the proposed 
project will not result in adverse impacts related to air traffic patterns. 
 
Would the project:  (d) Substantially increase  hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)? 
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No Impact.  Access to Olinda Alpha Landfill is provided via existing public and private roads, 
designed to local jurisdictions’ standards, which are suitable for use by waste disposal trucks.  
Private access roads provide connections from public roads to and onto this landfill site.  These 
access roads are adequate for use by waste disposal trucks.  These private access roads are 
restricted to use by waste disposal vehicles, landfill employee vehicles, and vehicles operated by 
the public.  The proposed vertical and horizontal expansion do not include road improvements or 
the use of vehicles not compatible with public and private access roads serving the landfill.  
Therefore, expansion of Olinda Alpha Landfill will not result in impacts related to safety hazards 
from design features or incompatible uses. 
 
Would the project: (e) Result in inadequate emergency access?   
 
No Impact.  Access to Olinda Alpha Landfill is provided via public and private roads.  Private 
roads provide connections from public roads (namely Valencia Avenue) to and onto the landfill 
site and are restricted to use by waste disposal vehicles, landfill employee vehicles, and public 
vehicles.  Emergency vehicles can use these private roads if necessary to respond to fire, 
medical, or police emergency.  Consistent with the California Vehicle Code and local 
restrictions, trucks using public roads to access the landfill do not block emergency vehicles and 
do not block access to adjacent uses.  At the landfill, trucks do not queue off the landfill site and 
therefore, do not block emergency access in the area.  On the landfill site, truck queuing is 
managed to ensure that emergency vehicles can access the site, if necessary.  The proposed 
vertical and horizontal expansions do not include any features that would alter traffic operations 
onto or off the landfill site.  Therefore, expansion of Olinda Alpha Landfill will not result in 
adverse impacts related to emergency access or access to other land uses. 
 
Would the project: (f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?   
 
No Impact.  Parking for employees and vehicles waiting for inspection or to deposit loads is 
currently provided on the Olinda Alpha Landfill site.  In the event that additional parking is 
temporarily needed as a result of the proposed vertical and horizontal expansion, it also would be 
provided on the landfill site.  No off-site parking will be required.  Therefore, the proposed 
vertical and horizontal expansion at Olinda Alpha Landfill will not result in any impacts related 
to inadequate parking capacity.  
 
Would the project: (g) Conflict with adopted policies, plan or programs supporting 
alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 
 
No Impact.  Trucks transporting solid waste to Olinda Alpha Landfill, including the areas for the 
proposed vertical and horizontal expansion, would operate on public roads consistent with laws 
and regulations controlling vehicle traffic, similar to existing conditions associated with trucks 
currently accessing the landfill.  Alternative modes, including rail, bus, transit, bicycling, 
carpooling, and vanpooling would not be adversely affected by these truck operations on public 
roads.  Therefore, the proposed vertical and horizontal expansion at Olinda Alpha Landfill would 
not result in conflicts with adopted policies regarding alternative transportation. 
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7. Air Quality 
 
Would the project:  (a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? 
 
Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project would not result in an obstruction to the 
implementation of the 2003 Air Quality Management Plan. 
 
Would the project: (b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation; (c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment? 
 
Potential Significant Impact.  The entire South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) is designated as a 
national-level extreme non-attainment area for ozone, meaning that national ambient air quality 
standards are not expected to be met until beyond 2010, and a non-attainment area for CO and 
PM10.  The proposed project would extend the operational life of the Olinda Alpha Landfill by 
means of vertical and horizontal expansion at this landfill. However, this would not result in an 
increase in the daily maximum or annual tonnage volumes of MSW deposited at the landfill.  The 
proposed project would not change the number of trucks currently accessing the site each day, the 
number of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by project-related vehicles, or the number of vehicles and 
equipment working on the active landfill face.  However, an increase in the duration of emissions 
generated during the operation of the project would occur due to the extension of the site’s closure 
date. In addition, an increase in landfill gas would occur due to the larger quantity of landfill space 
created by the project. The landfill will be collecting landfill gas and will be maintaining a landfill 
gas collection and control system.  No substantial modifications to existing support structures at the 
landfill are anticipated under the proposed project.  Because landfill operations are not anticipated to 
change substantially with the exception of landfill gases, air pollutant emissions associated with the 
proposed expansion would not change substantially from existing conditions.  However, the project, 
in combination with cumulative projects, may result in a potential significant impact to air quality. 
 
Would the project:  (d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 
 
Potential Significant Impact.  The expansion of Olinda Alpha Landfill would increase the potential 
for windblown dust in the local area.  However, SCAQMD rules 402 and 403 governing nuisance 
and dust emissions would regulate dust emissions. 
 
The proposed project will not result in new truck trips or impact areas not currently affected by 
landfill operations.  The project would not expose sensitive population groups to pollutants in 
excess of acceptable levels beyond existing conditions, although the existing sources of air 
pollutants would continue for a longer time frame.  For those projects in the area near the landfill 
that are planned but are not yet constructed, an extension of the operational life of the landfill 
could expose future sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 
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Would the project:  (e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 
 
Potential Significant Impact.  Though the air pollutant emissions due to vehicles exhaust from waste 
haulers would remain the same, the volume of MSW within the Olinda Alpha Landfill would 
increase due to the extension in capacities and operating period at the landfill.  This increase in the 
volume of MSW would result in greater methane generation from the decomposition of organic 
solid waste materials.  In addition, odor impacts may result from waste-hauling vehicles 
transporting solid waste to the site.    
 
8. Noise 
 
Would the project result in:  (a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies; (b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground 
borne vibration or ground borne noise levels; (c) A substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project; (d) A 
substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 
 
Potential Significant Impact. The proposed project would extend the operating life of Olinda Alpha 
Landfill through vertical and horizontal expansion.  However, this would not increase the daily 
maximum or annual tonnage volumes of MSW deposited in the landfill on a daily basis.  In 
addition, no change in the number of trucks accessing the landfill each day or the number of 
vehicles and equipment working on the active landfill face would occur. As such, the proposed 
project is not anticipated to significantly increase noise levels.  However, noise from landfill 
operations currently experienced would be prolonged over the extended life of the landfill, as 
opposed to landfill related noise ceasing after the landfill closure under the current closure date 
(2013).  In addition, the project, in combination with cumulative projects, could result in noise 
impacts. 
 
Would the project:  (e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such 
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a private or public airport or public use 
airport would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels; (f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project 
expose people residing or working the project area to excessive noise levels? 
 
No Impact.  The Olinda Alpha Landfill is not within two miles of an existing public airport and is 
not within an adopted Airport Land Use Plan.  Therefore, the landfill will not result in exposure of 
people in this area to excessive noise levels. 
 
9. Biological Resources 
 
Would the project: (a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services? 
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No Impact.  The vertical and horizontal expansion of Olinda Alpha Landfill would have no 
impact on endangered, threatened or rare species or their habitats since the proposed expansion 
does not extend into any previously undisturbed areas on-site.  The field survey conducted by 
P&D’s biologist concluded that there is no suitable habitat in the area of the proposed expansion.  
In addition, no new infrastructure and/or expansions of the existing infrastructure to support the 
proposed project are required. Cover material for the expansion will be obtained from designated 
stockpiles or will be imported to the landfill from off-site sources.   
 
Would the project: (b) Have 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 California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services? 
 
No Impact.  The vertical and horizontal expansion at Olinda Alpha Landfill would have no 
impact on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities.  The proposed expansion 
will only extend into areas that previously have been disturbed.  No expansion of the existing 
infrastructure is required to support the proposed project.  Cover material for the proposed 
expansion will be obtained from designated stockpiles or will be imported to the site from off-
site sources.   
 
Would the project: (c) Have a substantial adverse effect on Federally protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed vertical and horizontal expansion of Olinda Alpha Landfill would not 
impact wetlands or other watercourses subject to regulatory control since none are located on-
site and no expansion activities are planned for off-site areas. 
 
Would the project: (d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed vertical and horizontal expansion at Olinda Alpha Landfill is not 
expected to impact wildlife movement or migration patterns through wildlife corridors.  No 
disturbance along the ridgeline east of the horizontal expansion area is proposed.  However, 
landfill operations may generate dust, noise, or light emissions that could potentially disturb 
wildlife behavior, including possible shifts in the use of the eastern ridgeline.  The majority of 
wildlife movement through and near the landfill occurs after dark.  Since operations at the 
landfill cease at dark, no impacts to wildlife dispersal or migration through wildlife corridors will 
occur. 
 
Would the project: (e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 
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No Impact.  The proposed vertical and horizontal expansion at Olinda Alpha Landfill would not 
have an impact on locally designated species.  The County of Orange has no officially adopted 
heritage tree ordinance or policy.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in impacts to 
locally designated species. 
 
Would the project: (f) Conflict with provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 
 
No Impact.  The Olinda Alpha Landfill is not within an approved NCCP/HCP Reserve System 
and therefore, would not impact any NCCP/HCP areas. 
 
10. Aesthetics 

 
Would the project:  (a) Have a substantial adverse effect upon a scenic vista? 
 
Potential Significant Impact.  The proposed Olinda Alpha Landfill will largely be accommodated 
on the same footprint as the existing landfill, with the exception of the relatively small area of the 
horizontal expansion.  Most of the Olinda Alpha Landfill has been graded and/or excavated for 
landfill purposes and most of the area has been filled with MSW, covered and in some areas 
vegetated.  The existing Olinda Alpha Landfill is visible from locations in the extreme north part 
of Carbon Canyon Regional Park and the northwest part of Chino Hills State Park that is open or 
planned to be open to the public.  The expanded landfill also will be visible from these areas.  
Views of the expanded landfill would be similar to views of the permitted landfill except that the 
final elevation of the landfill will be higher.  It is anticipated that once the landfill is closed and 
vegetated that the visual effect of the landfill expansion on these public views would be reduced.  
  
Would the project:  (b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited 
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 
 
Potential Significant Impact.  Olinda Alpha Landfill is visible from Carbon Canyon Road.  In the 
Open Space and Conservation Element of the City of Brea General Plan, this road is given 
special consideration.  Development immediately adjacent to Carbon Canyon Road must be 
screened to soften its presence.  The City suggests that vertical trees, shrub planting and walls/ 
berms be used where necessary for sound attenuation.  The edge of Olinda Alpha Landfill is set 
back from Carbon Canyon Road approximately one-half mile and the Olinda Ranch residential 
development is between the landfill and Carbon Canyon Road.  Landscape screening has been 
provided by Olinda Ranch along Carbon Canyon Road.  The vertical expansion of Olinda Alpha 
Landfill will be accommodated on the same footprint as the existing landfill.  Under the 
proposed expansion, the final landfill elevation will be higher than currently permitted and, 
therefore, more of the landfill may be visible from Carbon Canyon Road beyond the residences 
in the Olinda Ranch Development. 
 
Would the project:  (c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the 
site and its surroundings? 
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Potential Significant Impact.  The proposed vertical and horizontal expansion of the Olinda Alpha 
Landfill largely will be accommodated on the same footprint as the existing landfill.  Most of the 
Olinda Alpha Landfill site has been graded and/or excavated for landfill purposes and part of the 
area has been filled with MSW and covered.  These developed landfill areas contrast with the 
adjacent undeveloped land in both form and color.  The symmetrical shape of the constructed fill is 
distinct from the undisturbed adjacent ridges and the earth-toned graded areas contrast with nearby 
native vegetation.  The color contrast is most apparent in the spring when new vegetation is green 
and is less vivid during the summer and fall when adjacent coastal sage scrub vegetation is more 
muted in color.  The currently permitted landfill, including some graded and filled areas, is visible 
from the following locations:  points along State Routes 55, 57 and 91 (SR 55, SR 57 and SR 91); 
Lambert Road and Carbon Canyon Road; the extreme north edge of Carbon Canyon Regional Park 
which is southeast of the landfill; elevated areas in the northwest part of Chino Hills State Park; and 
elevated areas of Brea and Los Angeles County north of the landfill. 
 
Land uses in Chino Hills east and northeast of this landfill do not have views of the currently 
permitted landfill and will not have views of the proposed expansion because of intervening 
topography.  Some land uses at higher elevations in Diamond Bar may have glimpses of the 
ultimate height of the current landfill beyond the ridges at the edge of the landfill.  These locations 
will see slightly more of the landfill as a result of the proposed vertical expansion.  Views of the 
landfill with the proposed vertical expansion will be similar to views under the current permit, 
except that the landfill would be higher (by 115’) with the vertical expansion and, therefore, more of 
the landfill will be visible.  This site is currently an operating landfill and views under the proposed 
vertical expansion will be similar to views under the permitted landfill.  However, more of the 
landfill may be visible to land uses that would have views of the currently permitted landfill.  Land 
uses that do not have views of the currently permitted landfill may have views of the expanded 
landfill because of the increased height. 
 
Would the project:  (d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 
 
No Impact.  Potential light and glare impacts associated with the expansion of Olinda Alpha 
Landfill would be the same as existing impacts associated with the permitted landfill.  Sources of 
light at this landfill, including lighting for access roads, parking areas, buildings and security, 
would not change appreciably under the proposed expansion.  Therefore, there would be no 
impacts related to light and glare associated with the expansion at Olinda Alpha Landfill. 

 
11. Cultural/Scientific Resources 
 
Would the project: (a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in Section 15064.5? 
 
No Impact.  No historic resources have been documented or discovered on the Olinda Alpha 
Landfill site.  Therefore, no historic resources will be impacted by the proposed expansion. 
 
Would the project:  (b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5? 
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No Impact.  The proposed expansion of the landfill would only occur in areas previously 
disturbed by landfill operations.  No impacts to known archaeological resources would occur.  
The majority of the proposed expansion area has been previously surveyed and there are no 
known archaeological sites within the existing site boundary.  
 
Would the project:  (c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? 
 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  Although the proposed expansion of the landfill 
would only occur in areas previously disturbed by landfill operations, rare paleontological 
specimens have been found at the site.  The IWMD provides archaeological /paleontological 
monitoring services during construction to recover any paleontological resources specimens that 
may be discovered in the future.  These resources are preserved in accordance with the County of 
Orange which enforce Standard Conditions of Approval that require paleontological monitoring 
during construction.   
 
Would the project: (d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal ceremonies? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed expansion of the landfill would only occur in areas previously 
disturbed by landfill operations.  No known human remains would be disturbed by the proposed 
project. 
 
12. Recreation 
 
Would the project:  (a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or 
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated? 
 
No Impact.  The vertical and horizontal expansion of the Olinda Alpha Landfill would not entail the 
construction of residential or commercial land uses that would result in an increased use of area 
parks or recreational facilities by employees.  The proposed project also would not increase the 
number of employees at Olinda Alpha Landfill because the average daily TPD limit will not be 
increased at the landfill.  Therefore, the proposed project would not increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. 
 
Would the project:  (b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed project does not propose the construction of additional recreational 
facilities either on or off site at the Olinda Alpha Landfill.  Therefore, the proposed project will not 
result in adverse impacts related to the provision of recreation resources.  Olinda Alpha Landfill’s 
ultimate land use is a passive regional park.   
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13. Mineral Resources 
 
Would the project:  (a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that 
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state? 
 
No Impact.  The California Department of Mines and Geology (CDMG) has classified the Olinda 
Alpha Landfill site as Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ-1) which indicates that adequate information 
exists to indicate that no significant mineral deposits are presently or likely to be present for this 
site.  Therefore, the proposed project will not result in impacts related to known mineral resources 
of possible state or regional value. 
 
Would the project:  (b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local General Plan, Specific Plan or other land use plan? 
 
No Impact.  There are no significant mineral deposits documented on the Olinda Alpha Landfill site 
and this site is not identified as an important mineral resource recovery site.  Therefore, the 
proposed vertical and horizontal expansion of this existing landfill will not result in the loss of 
availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on local plans. 
 
14. Hazards 
 
Would the project:  (a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials; (b) Create a significant hazard 
to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 
 
Potential Significant Impact.  The Olinda Alpha Landfill is a certified Class III landfill that does not 
accept hazardous, radioactive or explosive wastes for on-site disposal.  There is an IWMD program 
in place at the Olinda Alpha Landfill to prevent hazardous wastes from entering the landfill and to 
ensure landfill workers are protected from potentially hazardous substances. This includes visual 
inspection of loads at the fee booths and the active face of the landfill and the rejection of loads 
containing hazardous wastes. Studies on the composition of MSW indicate the amount of hazardous 
wastes contained in MSW is small and is not likely to pose a threat of exposure to the public.  
However, landfill activities at Olinda Alpha Landfill under the proposed project would continue to 
be monitored by personnel trained to inspect incoming refuse and waste being deposited on the 
active landfill face to identify and remove potentially hazardous wastes.  
 
Hazardous materials used on-site would be handled according to existing state and federal 
regulations and would be limited to fuels, oils and other materials used in the operation and 
maintenance of landfill equipment and vehicles.  The operation and refueling of heavy 
construction equipment does have the potential to result in spills and leaks of fuels, oils and other 
liquids.  Vehicles used in existing landfill operations are maintained and fueled on-site.  A vehicle 
maintenance facility services the equipment, including oil changes, fueling and other typical 
maintenance activities.  Waste oil currently is collected in a non-site storage tank and is emptied and 
hauled away by a certified commercial hauler. Disposal of waste oil, either in a certified landfill or 
by recycling, is the responsibility of the waste hauler.  The use of hazardous materials and 
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generation of hazardous wastes would continue under these existing on-site programs over the 
extended life of the Olinda Alpha Landfill.  The nearest existing and/or planned residential use is 
approximately 0.3 mile from the existing boundary of Olinda Alpha Landfill.  Similar to existing 
conditions, no hazardous wastes would be disposed of at the landfill under the proposed project.   
 
Would the project:  (c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 
 
No Impact.  There are no existing or proposed schools within one-quarter mile of Olinda Alpha 
Landfill and no hazardous wastes will be disposed of in this landfill under the proposed project.  
The existing landfill design, including methane gas collection and groundwater monitoring 
facilities, would ensure that the landfill is operated in a safe and sanitary manner.  Therefore, the 
proposed expansion will not result in impacts related to hazardous emissions within one-quarter 
mile of a school near Olinda Alpha Landfill. 
 
Would the project:  (d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials 
sites complied pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create 
a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 
 
No Impact.  The Olinda Alpha Landfill project site is not listed as a hazardous materials site.  The 
landfill accepts only Class III municipal solid wastes. 
 
Would the project: (e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such 
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 
 
No Impact.  The Olinda Alpha Landfill is not within an airport land use plan or within two miles of 
a public airport or public use airport based on review of area maps.  Therefore, the proposed project 
will not result in adverse impacts related to aviation safety hazards for people residing or working in 
the project area. 
 
Would the project: (f) For a project within the vicinity of private airstrip, would the project 
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 
 
No Impact.  There are no private airstrips in the immediate vicinity of Olinda Alpha Landfill.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse impacts related to safety 
hazards for people residing or working in this area. 
 
Would the project:  (g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evaluation plan? 
 
No Impact.  The City of Brea has an Emergency Response Plan and an Emergency Evacuation Plan 
which was adopted in 1991.  An updated Emergency Response and Evacuation Plan were approved 
by the State in December 2003, and will be updated by the City of Brea in January 2004. The City 
of Brea does not service unincorporated areas of Orange County.  However, the Olinda Alpha 
Landfill designated evacuation routes include streets within the City of Brea.   
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Olinda Alpha Landfill is in unincorporated Orange County adjacent to the City of Brea.  The 
County has adopted an Emergency Response Plan and an Emergency Evacuation Plan for all 
unincorporated areas.  The Emergency Evacuation Plan was updated in October 2003 and the 
Emergency Response Plan will be updated in February 2004.  The designated emergency routes 
from the landfill are through the City of Brea.   
 
Would the project:  (h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk or loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 
 
Less than Significant Impact.  The Olinda Alpha Landfill site is located within a Very High Fire 
Hazard Area as designated on the City of Brea General Plan Draft EIR, Wildland Fire Hazard 
Areas Map.  There is a remote possibility of fire at Olinda Alpha Landfill from combustible refuse, 
vegetation or litter being ignited by sparks from vehicles, lighted cigarettes or matches thrown from 
vehicles.  However, this potential risk is addressed in the design and daily operations of this landfill.  
Landfilling under the proposed project is not anticipated to have a significant impact on the 
occurrence of wildland fires in the area. 
 
The landfill may be subject to surface fires started by burning waste material deposited on the 
working landfill face.  Should this occur, the fire would be limited to the materials deposited prior to 
the daily application of cover materials, as fire will not generally propagate through cover soil.  The 
Orange County Fire Authority has procedures for the prevention of fires at waste disposal sites.  
Current practices at this landfill to reduce the potential for fire and for rapid control of fires, should 
they occur, include keeping fire extinguishers on-site, frequent site watering for dust control, on-site 
water storage, prohibiting smoking on-site, clearing vegetation and fire breaks. 
 
All landfills contain combustible materials and insulating characteristics and can, under certain 
conditions, facilitate subsurface combustion.  Subsurface fires can occur as combustible materials in 
refuse are heated, either through burial of hot loads with other refuse or through an aerobic 
decomposition process.  Because combustion requires a continuous source of oxygen, subsurface 
fires can be controlled by avoiding air intrusion and maintaining proper balance of a landfill gas 
collection system.  While open flames are not likely to occur during a subsurface fire, accelerated or 
sudden localized settlement of refuse and cover materials in the vicinity of the fire can occur.  
Although this localized settlement can affect landfill operations, potential subsurface fires would not 
result in any significant impacts to users of the landfill or the general public, as few persons have 
access to covered parts of a landfill. 
 
Safety and health hazards such as fires or explosions could occur if landfill gas (LFG) containing 
methane or toxic gases is permitted to migrate into nearby buildings.  The existing LFG control and 
monitoring system at the Olinda Alpha Landfill would reduce LFG migration and associated 
potential impacts associated with the proposed project to below a level of significance. 
 
Would the project: (i) Include a new or retrofitted storm water treatment control Best 
Management Practice (BMP), (e.g. water quality treatment basin, constructed treatment 
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wetlands), the operation of which could result in significant environmental effects (e.g. 
increased vectors and odors)? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed project does not include the development of new or retrofitted 
stormwater control BMPs. 
 
15. Public Services 
 
Would the project:  (a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or 
other performance objectives for any of the public services: (i) Fire protection? 
  
Potential Significant Impact.  The nearest fire station to Olinda Alpha Landfill is City of Brea 
Station #4, at 170 Olinda Place, off of Carbon Canyon Road.  Station #4 is located less than two and 
a half miles southwest of the landfill. 
 
Fires could be caused at the Olinda Alpha Landfill when combustible refuse, vegetation or litter in 
the landfill is ignited by sparks from vehicles, lighted cigarettes or matches thrown from vehicles or 
from tipping of hot or smoldering loads.  The design and operation of the landfill incorporates fire 
safety requirements.  In addition, the Olinda Alpha Landfill has regulatory mandates requiring 
extensive operational procedures for the prevention and control of fires.  Equipment used in 
landfilling, such as earth movers and water trucks, would also be available for use in controlling and 
extinguishing fires on or adjacent to this landfill.  The vertical and horizontal expansion at the 
landfill would result in a time extension in demand for fire protection associated with the increased 
life of the landfill under the proposed project.  It is anticipated that personnel and equipment from 
Station #4 will be required to provide fire service to the landfill site for the duration of the 
proposed project. 
 
Would the project result in need(s) for new/altered government facilities/services in (a)(ii) 
police protection? 
 
No Impact.  The nearest police station to Olinda Alpha Landfill is at 1 Civic Center Circle in the 
City of Brea, approximately five miles southwest of the landfill.  No increase in traffic is expected 
due to the vertical and horizontal expansion of the landfill because the permitted tons per day will 
not change under the proposed project.  The existing police services in the area would be adequate 
to meet the demand for police protection services under the proposed project.  Therefore, the 
proposed project will not result in adverse impacts related to police services. 
 
Would the project result in need(s) for new/altered government facilities/services in (a)(iii) 
schools? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed project will not adversely impact schools since no new population 
increases are associated with the expansion plan. 
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Would the project result in need(s) for new/altered government facilities/services in (a)(iv) 
parks? 
 
Potential Significant Impact. The vertical and horizontal expansion of Olinda Alpha Landfill is 
proposed within the existing boundary of this site and will not impact any existing or planned trails.  
The landfill site is shown on the County of Orange Master Plan of Regional Recreational Facilities 
as a proposed regional park.  No development plans have been adopted for the future regional park.  
However, the ultimate configuration of recreational uses on the site may be impacted due to the 
proposed project, but will not foreclose the recreational opportunity.  It should be noted however, 
that the proposed project would extend the landfill’s closure date by providing additional capacity 
and would therefore, delay the use of this site as a recreational facility. 
 
The conceptual alignment for the Diamond Bar Trail is in the vicinity of the expansion within the 
landfill site boundary.  However, the implementation of this conceptual trail alignment is not 
planned in then near future and most likely would be implemented after closure of the landfill.  If 
this proposed tail is implemented prior to landfill closure, it could be located outside the landfill site 
or, if after the landfill closes, on the landfill site.  Implementation of the proposed project at Olinda 
Alpha Landfill would not preclude the establishment of this regional trail and is considered a less 
than significant impact.   
 
Would the project result in need(s) for new/altered government facilities/services in (a)(v) 
other public facilities? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed project will require some permit processing by the County of Orange.  
However, the proposed project is not anticipated to adversely affect the County’s overall ability to 
provide permitting services Countywide. The proposed project will not result in an increase in the 
number of employees at the landfill or other changes which would result in the need for other new 
or altered government facilities or services such as libraries or jails.  Therefore, the proposed project 
will not result in adverse impacts related to other governmental services. 
 
16. Utilities and Service Systems 
 
Would the project: (a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board; (b) Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction 
of which could cause significant environmental impacts? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed project would not result in the construction of new or expanded water 
or wastewater treatment facilities.  In addition, the project would not exceed wastewater 
treatment requirements. 
 
Would the project: (c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which would cause 
significant environmental effects? 
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No Impact.  The project would not result in the need for the off-site construction of new or 
expanded stormwater drainage facilities.  With the development of the proposed project, the 
existing landfill stormwater collection system that consists of a series of drainage channels, 
berms, interceptor ditches and sedimentation basins would be extended to landfill expansion 
areas as appropriate.  This would occur in areas already disturbed by landfill operations and 
would not result in any additional environmental impacts. 
 
Would the project:  (d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed vertical and horizontal expansion at Olinda Alpha Landfill would extend 
the use period of this landfill.  Therefore, the proposed project will result in an increase in the total 
amount of water needed over time including offices, earthwork, dust control, on-site road 
construction and other on-site improvements.  However, the proposed expansion is not anticipated 
to result in a substantial increase in the amount of water currently used daily at the landfill.  The 
existing water facilities and supplies are anticipated to be adequate to continue providing water to 
the landfill over the extended use period of Olinda Alpha Landfill under this proposed project.  
Therefore, the proposed project will not result in significant adverse impacts related to water 
treatment and distribution facilities. 
 
Would the project:  (e) Have adequate wastewater treatment capacity? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed vertical and horizontal expansion at Olinda Alpha Landfill will increase 
the use period of the landfill and will result in an increase in the total amount of sewage generated 
over the life of the landfill.  However, the proposed expansion is not anticipated to result in a 
substantial increase in the amount of sewage currently generated daily at Olinda Alpha Landfill.  
The existing wastewater facilities are anticipated to be adequate to accommodate the additional 
sewage generated at Olinda Alpha Landfills over the extended use period of the landfill under the 
proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project will not result in significant adverse impacts 
related to sewer or septic systems. 
 
Would the project:  (f) disposable served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs; (g) Comply with federal, state and 
local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed vertical and horizontal expansion will extend the use period of Olinda 
Alpha Landfill and will provide additional capacity for MSW.  Therefore, the proposed project will 
not result in adverse impacts to MSW disposal. 
 
 
 
 
Mandatory Findings 
 
(a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife population to drop below self 
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sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history? 
 
Potential Significant Impact.  As described in the environmental analysis herein, the proposed 
project has the potential to degrade the environment.  The proposed project will not substantially 
alter biological resources since the proposed horizontal expansion area of the Olinda Alpha 
Landfill previously has been disturbed.  There are no waters of the U.S. or wetlands, endangered 
flora or fauna, or habitat conservation areas within the proposed expansion areas which are 
located entirely within the landfill property boundary .  The proposed project would not result in 
any impacts to archaeological resources because the site has been previously disturbed by 
landfill operations. 
 
There are no known historical resources on the proposed project site.  Therefore, the proposed 
Olinda Alpha Landfill expansion will not result in any adverse impacts to historical resources. 
 
(b). Does the project have possible environmental effects, which are individually limited but 
cumulatively considerable (“cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects 
of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects). 
 
Potential Significant Impact.  Implementation of the proposed project may result in cumulative 
impacts.  These impacts will be considered in detail in the EIR.   
  
(c). Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 
  
Potential Significant Impact.  Implementation of the proposed project may result in adverse 
environmental effects.  These impacts will be evaluated in detail in the EIR.  
 
Determination 
 
Based upon the evidence in light of the whole record documented in the attached 
environmental checklist explanation, cited incorporations and attachments, I find that the 
proposed project: 
 
The proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment which has not been 
previously analyzed.  Therefore, an environmental impact report (EIR) is required. 
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
 
 
DATE: January 8, 2004    (Previously issued September 9, 2002) 
 
SUBJECT: Notice of Intent to Prepare Draft Environmental Impact Report # 588 
 

Regional Landfill Options for Orange County (RELOOC) Strategic Plan-Olinda Alpha Landfill 
Implementation 
 
County of Orange Integrated Waste Management Department 
 

Project Contact: Linda Hagthrop, Public Information Officer Phone:  (714) 834-4176 
  Fax:  (714) 834-4057 
 
The County of Orange Integrated Waste Management Department (IWMD) has conducted an 
Environmental Analysis Checklist for the RELOOC Strategic Plan-Olinda Alpha Landfill Implementation 
project and has determined that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is necessary.   The County of 
Orange IWMD will be the Lead Agency for the subject project and will prepare the EIR.  In order for your 
concerns to be incorporated into the EIR, we request your input as to the scope and content of the 
environmental information.  In the case of some agencies receiving this Notice, your agency must 
consider the EIR prepared by the County of Orange IWMD when considering a permit or approval for the 
project.  Please restrict your comments to issues to be addressed in the EIR relevant to your agency’s 
statutory responsibilities for the proposed project.  The project description, location, a description of 
alternatives under review and an analysis indicating the probable environmental effects of the proposed 
action are contained in the attached materials.  Interested individuals and groups also are invited to 
comment on the issues to be addressed in the EIR. 
 
Please be advised that any written comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) 
previously issued on September 9, 2002 will be retained and incorporated into the Draft EIR if we are 
requested to do so by the commentor.  Otherwise, we encourage recipients of this reissued NOP to 
provide comments specifically on issues to be addressed in Draft EIR 588 for the amended project. 
 
Pursuant to Section 21080.4 of CEQA, your response must be sent as soon as possible but not later than 
30 days after receipt of this notice. 
 
A public Scoping Meeting is scheduled for January 22, 2004 at Brea City Hall in the City Council 
chambers at 7:30 PM.  All parties are invited to attend this meeting to provide comments and input on the 
contents of the Draft EIR for this project. 
 
All parties that have submitted their names and mailing addresses will be notified if any significant 
changes in the proposed project occur.  If you wish to be placed on the mailing list, please submit your 
name and mailing address to the contact person at the address below.  If you have any questions or need 
additional information, please call the IWMD Project Contact at the number listed above.  The mailing 
address is County of Orange, Integrated Waste Management Department, Office of Public Affairs, 320 
North Flower Street, Suite 400, Santa Ana, CA 92703. 
 
       Submitted by: 
 
 
 __________________________       
 Ray Hull, RELOOC Project Manager 
 
Attachment: Project Description and Alternatives 
 Initial Study 
 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 
320 N. FLOWER STREET, SUITE 400 

SANTA ANA, CALIFORNIA 92703 

Project Title: 

Applicant: 
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
For Draft EIR 588 

 
Regional Landfill Options for Orange County (RELOOC) 

Strategic Plan - Olinda Alpha Landfill Implementation 
 

 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
In compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the County of Orange’s 
Integrated Waste Management Department (IWMD) is preparing an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) to consider potential impacts from its proposed vertical and horizontal expansion of 
the Olinda Alpha Landfill.  This Notice of Preparation (NOP) is being provided to Responsible 
Agencies, trustee agencies, federal, state and local agencies and other interested parties for the 
purpose of soliciting comments on the scope of the EIR and potential environmental impacts that 
may result from this proposed action. 
 
2.0 BACKGROUND 
 
2.1 REGIONAL LANDFILL OPTIONS FOR ORANGE COUNTY (RELOOC) 
 
Strategic Planning 
 
Strategic planning for municipal solid waste (MSW) needs in Orange County is the 
responsibility of the IWMD.  The IWMD’s mission is “…to meet the solid waste disposal needs 
of Orange County through efficient operations, sound environmental practices, strategic 
planning, innovation and technology.”  Regional Landfill Options for Orange County 
(RELOOC) is a short- and long-term strategic planning project initiated by IWMD in 1998 to 
address existing disposal system capabilities and future needs, and to develop viable short- and 
long-term solid waste disposal options.  Following completion of the planning and feasibility 
phase of RELOOC, the Orange County Board of Supervisors selected the Strategic Plan 
(described below) as the preferred alternative to be evaluated in an EIR.  The RELOOC Strategic 
Plan provides a framework for solid waste management over the next 40 years in the most cost-
effective manner.  The RELOOC Strategic Plan includes a two-phased approach to 
accomplishing this goal. 
 
Phase Ι strategies include fully utilizing existing landfill system capacity by: 
 
• Maximizing operational efficiency at existing landfills. 
• Expanding FRB and Olinda Alpha landfills. 
• Promoting diversion, recycling and market development with the public and haulers. 
• Seeking to resolve community concerns related to the extended use of the existing landfills. 
• Annually reviewing the RELOOC Strategic Plan and modifying it as appropriate in response 

to disposal industry trends and advances in technology. 
 



RELOOC Strategic Plan- Olinda Alpha Landfill Implementation  2 of 21 
F:\PROJ-ENV\Olinda Alpha Landfill EIR\NOP-Final\RELOOC - Olinda Alpha NOP 1-8-041.doc 

Phase ΙΙ strategies consist of a series of studies, which will: 
 
• Determine if there is a need to increase the daily amount of solid waste permitted at the 

Prima Deshecha Landfill five years prior to the closure of the Olinda Alpha Landfill. 
• Identify strategies to support, develop and implement feasible, viable alternative technologies 

or other approaches to maximize landfill capacity for possible consideration in future waste 
disposal agreements. 

• Complete a study to determine the feasibility of expanding FRB Landfill into adjacent Round 
Canyon prior to re-negotiation of the 2017-2027 Waste Disposal Agreements. 

 
The purpose of this EIR is to analyze potential impacts and provide environmental 
documentation for the implementation of the RELOOC Strategic Plan component to expand the 
Olinda Alpha Landfill, proposed as a Phase I strategy in the RELOOC Strategic Plan.  A detailed 
discussion of the proposed project based on parameters developed pursuant to the Strategic Plan 
is provided below in Section 4.0.   
 
The only other Phase Ι strategy component requiring CEQA analysis is the expansion of the 
Frank R. Bowerman (FRB) Landfill, which will be addressed in a separate EIR when the 
expansion plan for that site is better defined.  A major landslide that occurred at the FRB Landfill 
in early 2002 has required extensive geotechnical investigation, landslide remediation design, 
biological resource evaluations and coordination/permitting with resource agencies in developing 
a remediation design for full development of the site.  It is anticipated that the CEQA and 
resource agency approval process for the FRB Landfill will be lengthy.  Since the Olinda Alpha 
and FRB components are independent of each other, a separate EIR will be prepared for the FRB 
Landfill expansion component of RELOOC Phase Ι once the full extent of the landslide 
remediation needs and its effect on the current master plan effort are known.  In order to reduce 
further delays in implementing the overall RELOOC Phase I strategy, the implementation of the 
Olinda Alpha Landfill expansion is being proposed now. 
 
The Phase ΙΙ strategies are considered studies and are not subject to CEQA requirements.  The 
Phase ΙΙ strategies are considered long-term RELOOC program components and, if determined 
to be feasible as a result of future studies, may be selected for analysis in accordance with CEQA 
requirements at a later date during the RELOOC 40-year planning timeframe. 
 
RELOOC Planning Process 
 
The RELOOC planning process included the formation of a Steering Committee to provide 
policy guidance for the strategic planning process.  The Committee’s formation was developed in 
consultation with the County of Orange Waste Management Commission.  Membership within 
the Steering Committee consisted of representatives from the: 
 
• Orange County community at-large. 
• City Managers Solid Waste Working Group. 
• Landfill Host Cities (i.e., Brea, Irvine, San Juan Capistrano and San Clemente). 
• Waste Management Commission. 
• League of California Cities (Orange County Division). 
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• IWMD. 
• County of Orange (County Executive Office). 
 
The RELOOC Steering Committee directed the Consultant Team (comprised of landfill 
engineers, environmental experts and other individuals under contract with the IWMD) to 
evaluate a number of strategic planning options that would meet the short- and long-term 
RELOOC strategies.  Key tasks assigned to the Consultant Team were: 
 
• Identification of available options. 
• Capacity analysis. 
• Demand analysis. 
• Economic analysis. 
• Environmental impacts analysis. 
• Evaluation (or goal achievement) matrix of options. 
• Recommended Strategic Plan. 
 
The RELOOC planning process involved extensive community and agency outreach and was an 
important element in the evaluation and selection of available options.  In the ranking of options, 
community acceptance was one of five criteria used and was evaluated using a Community 
Involvement Program (CIP) developed specifically for RELOOC.  The CIP and preliminary 
findings of the RELOOC Feasibility Study Report (FSR) were presented to the Orange County 
City Managers Association’s Solid Waste Working Group (SWWG).  As an outcome of input 
received from the SWWG and concurrence by the RELOOC Steering Committee, a phased 
approach to RELOOC developed.  The phased approach to RELOOC was presented in a series 
of meetings and briefings to community groups, City Councils, Chambers of Commerce, and the 
community-at-large, primarily within the host cities affected by the phased approach.  These 
meetings were conducted between August 23, 2001 and October 18, 2001.  Based upon 
recommendations from the community, the SWWG and subsequent action by the RELOOC 
Steering Committee, a phased approach for the RELOOC Strategic Plan, previously discussed 
above, was selected by the County Board of Supervisors for CEQA analysis in May 2002. 
 
In September 2002, an NOP for EIR 588 was circulated for public review that identified the 
RELOOC Phase Ι strategies.  That NOP described vertical and horizontal expansions of the 
Olinda Alpha and FRB landfills based on preliminary information on the complex geological 
conditions at FRB Landfill available at that time scoping meetings were held in September, 2002 
to receive public comments on the NOP for EIR 588.  Since then, extensive work has occurred at 
the FRB Landfill to develop a landslide remediation design and, as discussed above, the approval 
process for that project is anticipated to be lengthy may take a number of years to complete.  In 
order not to further delay the implementation of the Olinda Alpha Landfill expansion component 
of RELOOC Phase Ι, this EIR 588 is being prepared separate from an EIR to be prepared at a 
future date for the FRB Landfill expansion component of RELOOC Phase Ι.  Each of these 
landfill expansion projects is independent of and does not alter the need for or impacts of the 
other. 
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2.2 COUNTY OF ORANGE SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL SYSTEM 
 
Active Landfills and Former Refuse Disposal Stations 
 
IWMD operates three MSW landfills strategically located throughout the County.  Figure 1 
shows the location of the three active landfills in Orange County (Olinda Alpha, Frank R. 
Bowerman and Prima Deshecha).  Olinda Alpha Landfill serves northern Orange County.  It also  
receives MSW from Los Angeles, San Bernardino and Riverside Counties.  FRB Landfill serves 
the central area of the County and also receives MSW from southeastern Los Angeles County.  
FRB Landfill is the newest landfill in the system.  Prima Deshecha Landfill serves the southern 
areas of Orange County and also receives MSW from cities in northern San Diego County and 
southern Los Angeles County.  Importation of MSW from Los Angeles, San Bernardino and 
Riverside Counties will cease in 2015.  At about that time, Olinda Alpha Landfill will need to 
import cover material if the landfill closure date is extended.  It is anticipated that the truck trip 
reduction that occurs with the cessation of MSW importation at Olinda Alpha Landfill will offset 
the increase in truck trips required for the transport of cover material. 
 
In addition to the management of the landfill disposal system, the IWMD is responsible for a 
range of activities at a number of former refuse disposal stations including the closed Coyote 
Canyon Landfill and the inactive Santiago Canyon Landfill that is currently going through final 
closure construction.  A discussion of the three active landfills and the County's Landfill 
operations is provided herein. 
 
Household Hazardous Waste Collection Centers 
 
IWMD also operates four household hazardous waste (HHW) collection centers within the 
County that provide easily accessible disposal facilities for Orange County residents to properly 
dispose of HHW, thereby reducing the amount of HHW being improperly delivered to the 
landfills. 
 
Landfill Operations 
 
All of the County’s active landfills are deep canyon, cut and cover facilities where the majority 
of waste is brought to the site from commercial haulers.  To determine tipping fees, trucks are 
weighed by scales before entering the facility and then driven to a designated area of the landfill 
for waste disposal.  The IWMD heavy equipment operators use compactors, bulldozers and large 
earthmovers to push and compact waste for ultimate burial and daily covering by soil or an 
approved alternative.  No waste is left uncovered at the end of the working day. 
 
Environmental Regulations 
 
Landfill operation in the State of California is highly regulated and monitored by federal, state 
and local agencies.  All Orange County landfills comply with the applicable California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) (primarily Title 27) and the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40 (CFR), 
Parts 257 and 258 (Subtitle D) for landfills.  The Olinda Alpha Landfill is a Class III landfill 
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permitted for the disposal of non-hazardous MSW.  State law requires that landfills operate 
under the various regulatory requirements of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
(CIWMB) that exercises its authority through the approval of Solid Waste Facilities Permits 
(SWFPs) issued by the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA).  The LEA for Orange County 
landfills is the County of Orange Health Care Agency, Environmental Health Division.   
 
Additionally, the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) regulates landfill operations 
and designs to ensure protection of surface water and groundwater.  The RWQCB exercises its 
authority through issuance of Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR).  The South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) also regulates landfill operations related to landfill gas 
emissions, subsurface gas migration, and fugitive dust control for Orange County landfills.  
Environmental monitoring of air, landfill gas (LFG) and groundwater is conducted at all the sites 
to detect LFG migration or groundwater contamination.  A LFG extraction system and flare 
station are located at each site for LFG control.  In addition, utilization of LFG for energy 
production currently is being conducted at Olinda Alpha and Prima Deshecha landfills and is in 
the development stages for the FRB Landfill.  A groundwater remediation program including 
extraction wells and treatment currently is ongoing at Olinda Alpha Landfill.  Additional LFG 
extraction wells and increased groundwater monitoring have been implemented at Prima 
Deshecha and FRB landfills to determine whether any groundwater remediation efforts also may 
be required at these sites. 
 
Although the CIWMB has primary oversight and regulatory responsibilities for the landfills in 
Orange County and has designated the County of Orange Environmental Health Care Agency, 
Environmental Health Division as its LEA, landfills also are regulated through other laws 
enforced by agencies at the federal, state and local regulatory levels.  In addition to the RWQCB 
and SCAQMD, these agencies include: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) and the County 
of Orange Public Facilities & Resources Department (PFRD).  Adherence to applicable laws and 
regulations would be required as part of project approval and operating conditions. 
 
Landfill System Capacity 
 
A variety of factors are utilized to determine landfill system capacity including total air space, 
refuse volume, liner volume, refuse-to-soil ratio and other factors.  Based upon these factors, 
IWMD’s records show that the current permitted remaining refuse capacity for Olinda Alpha, 
FRB and Prima Deshecha landfills is 23.9, 49.2 and 42.8 million tons, respectively, as of June 
30, 2003. The Prima Deshecha Landfill is currently undergoing a permit revision process that 
will increase its remaining refuse capacity from 42.8 million tons to 76.4 million tons (as of June 
30, 2003).    
 
The permitted daily tonnage limit for FRB Landfill is 8,500 tons per day (TPD) of refuse.  
However, under the Settlement Agreement with the City of Irvine, the FRB Landfill currently is 
allowed to accept an annual average of 7,785 TPD (as of December 2003) and can increase this 
average daily rate by 1.75% per year until it reaches the permitted maximum of 8,500 TPD.  The 
permitted daily tonnage limit for Olinda Alpha Landfill is 8,000 TPD of refuse.  However, under 
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the Memorandum of Understanding with the City of Brea waste disposal is limited to an annual 
average of 7,000 TPD.  The permitted daily tonnage for Prima Deshecha currently is 4,000 TPD. 
 
Existing Landfill Agreements and Permits 
 
A number of landfill agreements and permits currently are in place with Orange County cities, 
waste haulers and regulatory agencies responsible for oversight of the County’s landfills.  In 
addition to those regulatory agency permits and city agreements described above, the County 
also has ten-year Waste Disposal Agreements (WDA) with contract cities that are subject to 
negotiation for renewal by June 2004.  The negotiations for renewal will need to be extended 
since the county landfill system will not have been defined by June 2004.  Approval of the 
Olinda Alpha Landfill expansion is a key component of the system implementation required for 
negotiation of WDAs for an additional ten-year period. 
 
Existing Landfill Characteristics 
 
Olinda Alpha Landfill 
 
The Olinda Alpha Landfill is located at 1942 North Valencia Avenue near the City of Brea.  This 
landfill opened in 1960.  The site is comprised of 565 acres with approximately 420 acres 
permitted for refuse disposal.  Access to the site is via Valencia Avenue as shown in Figure 2.  
The landfill is open Monday through Saturday from 6:00 A.M. to 7:00 A.M. for transfer trucks 
only and 7:00 A.M. to 4:00 P.M. for all commercial and non-commercial deliveries.  
Commercial haulers based both within and outside the County deliver to the site.  Refuse 
disposal by private citizens is allowed and is limited to Orange County residents.  Only 
municipal solid waste (MSW) is accepted at the landfill, although limited special wastes (i.e., 
tires) also are accepted.  Hazardous materials such as asbestos, batteries, chemicals, paints, non-
autoclaved medical waste and other substances considered hazardous are not accepted at this 
landfill. 
 
A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the County and the City of Brea limits daily 
waste disposal to an annual average of 7,000 tons per day (TPD).  However, the Olinda Alpha 
Landfill’s Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) currently allows a daily maximum of 8,000 TPD 
of MSW.  The IWMD is in the process of increasing the daily tonnage limit to 10,000 TPD for 
up to 36 days per year to allow for increased tonnage days.  These increased tonnage days would 
be floating (not designated) and by the end of the year all 36 days may not be used.  Unused 
floating days would not roll over to the next year.  It is anticipated that most of the increased 
tonnage days will fall immediately preceding or following a holiday.  The annual average TPD at 
the Olinda Alpha Landfill will remain at 7,000 TPD.  
 
The landfill is required to comply with numerous landfill regulations from federal, state and local 
regulatory agencies.  The landfill is also subject to regular inspections from the CIWMB and the 
Board's LEA, the RWQCB and the SCAQMD to assure compliance with applicable regulations.  
The current closure date for the landfill would be December 2013. 
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Frank R. Bowerman Landfill 
 
As shown in Figure 3, FRB Landfill is located at 11002 Bee Canyon Access Road in the City of 
Irvine.  Access is available from the Santa Ana Freeway, (Interstate 5, I-5) or the San Diego 
Freeway (Interstate 405, I-405).  The major cross streets are Sand Canyon and Portola Parkway.  
The facility is open Monday through Saturday, 7:00 A.M. to 4:00 P.M. for all commercial 
customers.  Transfer trucks only are permitted from 4:00 P.M. to 5:00 P.M.  Only MSW from 
commercial haulers and vehicles operating under commercial status are accepted at this landfill.  
Commercial status is verified by either showing a business license or current tax return to a fee 
booth attendant or participating in the County's deferred payment account process.  Hazardous 
materials such as asbestos, batteries, chemicals, paints, medical waste and other substances 
considered hazardous are not accepted at this landfill. 
 
Under the Settlement Agreement with the City of Irvine, the FRB Landfill is currently allowed to 
accept an annual average of 7,785 TPD (as of December, 2003) and can increase this average 
daily rate by 1.75 percent per year until it reaches a daily maximum of 8,500 TPD. The current 
SWFP for the FRB Landfill allows for the maximum daily tonnage limit of 8,500 TPD, but the 
IWMD is in the process of increasing the SWFP daily tonnage limit to 10,625 TPD to allow for 
up to 36 days of increased tonnage; similar to that discussed above for the Olinda Alpha Landfill.    
The landfill is required to comply with numerous landfill regulations from federal, state and local 
regulatory agencies.  The landfill is subject to regular inspections from the CIWMB and the 
Board's LEA, the RWQCB and the SCAQMD to assure compliance with applicable regulations.  
 
The FRB Landfill comprises approximately 725 acres with 341 acres permitted for refuse 
disposal.  This landfill opened in 1990 and its current permit closure date is 2022 based on 
current operational assumptions for the future.  A recent major landslide at the FRB Landfill 
affecting future disposal areas has caused IWMD to re-evaluate and re-design the site’s Master 
Plan for future development.   As previously discussed, a separate EIR will be prepared for the 
new FRB Master Plan so as not to further delay the Olinda Alpha Landfill expansion approval 
process.  Expansion of the FRB Landfill is, therefore, not being evaluated as part of this EIR 
588.  Existing permit conditions at the FRB Landfill are assumed for this project description.  
The currently proposed end use after landfill closure is open space.   
 
Prima Deshecha Landfill 
 
Prima Deshecha Landfill is located at 32250 La Pata Avenue as shown in Figure 4.  Portions of 
the landfill property are in the City of San Juan Capistrano, the City of San Clemente and in 
County Unincorporated Area.  The facility is open Monday through Saturday from 7:00 A.M. to 
4:00 P.M. for all customers.  However, commercial trucks and dump trucks are exclusively 
permitted from 4:00 P.M. to 5:00 P.M.  MSW from commercial haulers and the public is 
accepted at this landfill. Public access is for Orange County citizens only while commercial 
haulers from within and outside the County deliver to the site.  Commercial haulers from outside 
the County can deliver by Importation Agreement only.  Commercial and public access is 
available from Ortega Highway and La Pata Avenue. 
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A limited amount of de-watered sewage sludge also is accepted at the landfill.  Prima Deshecha 
Landfill is permitted to accept up to 4,000 TPD of MSW.  The landfill is required to comply with 
numerous landfill regulations from federal, state and local regulatory agencies. The landfill is 
subject to regular inspections from the CIWMB and the Board's LEA, the RWQCB and 
SCAQMD to assure compliance with applicable regulations. 
 
The Prima Deshecha Landfill comprises approximately 1,530 acres with 1,000 acres permitted 
for refuse disposal operations. The landfill was opened in 1976 and is scheduled to close in 
approximately 2067 based on the amended 2001 General Development Plan (GDP).  The GDP 
for Prima Deshecha Landfill indicates a County regional park as its end use after landfill closure. 
 
3.0 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
 
The objectives of the proposed project to expand the Olinda Alpha Landfill were derived from 
the RELOOC study goals and objectives and the RELOOC planning process and are as follows: 
 
• Define future waste disposal system by 2004 to provide a basis for renegotiation of waste 

disposal agreements with cities. 
• Ensure that the short-term disposal needs of the County’s Solid Waste System are met. 
• Maximize capacity of the existing landfill. 
• Ensure adequate revenue and maintain local control of waste disposal to provide consistent 

and reliable public fees/rates. 
• Maintain efficient, cost effective and high quality IWMD operations. 
• Minimize adverse environmental impacts. 
 
4.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Purpose of the Project 
 
The Regional Landfill Options for Orange County effort is a long-range strategic planning 
program initiated by the County of Orange’s IWMD.  The purpose of RELOOC 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 that endeavor, the County is considering a 
number of short-term improvements to existing municipal solid waste landfills operated by the 
County’s IWMD.  The proposed project includes the vertical and horizontal expansion of the 
Olinda Alpha Landfill to meet the County’s short-term solid waste disposal needs. 
 
The draft EIR will analyze the potential environmental impacts associated with the continued 
operation of the Olinda Alpha Landfill from 2013 to the estimated horizon year 2021.  The 
potential environmental impacts associated with the current landfill operations through 2013 
were analyzed in the Final EIR for the North County Landfill and Alternatives Technology Study 
(NOCLATS). 
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Proposed Modifications 
 
The proposed project includes both a vertical and horizontal expansion of Olinda Alpha Landfill 
disposal prism.  No change in the landfill property boundary is proposed.  As proposed, the 
height of Olinda Alpha Landfill would be increased from its current permitted level of 1,300 feet 
above mean sea level (MSL) to 1,415 feet above MSL or a net vertical increase of 115 feet.  The 
horizontal expansion would include landform modifications to the northeast part of the landfill 
site.  This modification would expand the existing refuse footprint approximately 33 acres within 
the existing property boundary of the Olinda Alpha Landfill.  The horizontal expansion would 
occur only in areas that have already been disturbed by landfill operations.  Figure 5 shows the 
current permitted vertical and horizontal limits of Olinda Alpha Landfill.  Figure 6 shows the 
proposed limits of the vertical and horizontal expansions at the landfill under the proposed 
project.  The expanded landfill would ultimately accommodate disposal of an additional 12.3 
million tons (MT) of MSW (as of 2003) and would extend the life of the landfill from its 
permitted closure date of 2013 to approximately 2021, based on current population projections, 
daily tonnage, compaction densities, approved landfill elevations and existing disposal 
technologies.  The proposed project would not result in any increase to either the Maximum 
Daily Permitted Tonnage or the annual average daily tonnage limits for the landfill.    
 
Phasing 
 
The expansion of the Olinda Alpha Landfill would be implemented in phases and would not 
disturb all parts of the landfill sites at once.  These phased areas of development currently are 
being evaluated and will be provided in the EIR.   
 
On-site soil to be utilized for daily cover, road construction and other related uses is available at 
the Olinda Alpha Landfill through closure in 2013; the site currently accepts dirt and continues 
to stockpile on-site for future cover use beyond 2013.  When on-site soil for cover is depleted at 
the Olinda Alpha Landfill, soil will need to be imported to the site.  Truck traffic associated with 
soil import is anticipated to be less than or equal to import refuse truck traffic, which will cease 
in 2015.  Fill and cover techniques at the landfill would be similar to the methods currently 
employed.  Waste would be deposited, compacted and covered daily using appropriate 
landfilling methods. 
 
Waste Composition 
 
The waste composition at the Olinda Alpha Landfill under the proposed project would not differ 
from that currently received at this landfill.  Non-hazardous MSW would comprise the waste 
stream and existing screening safety mechanisms would continue to be employed to ensure that 
hazardous materials are not accepted.  Access to Olinda Alpha Landfill would remain 
unchanged, with access provided via Valencia Avenue.  The total number of trips per day to the 
landfill for MSW disposal would not increase under the proposed project because the permitted 
daily tonnage accepted at Olinda Alpha Landfill would not increase compared to existing 
conditions.  The additional traffic associated with soil import for cover use at Olinda Alpha 
Landfill by the year 2017 would be offset by the cessation of refuse importation. 
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Other Project Features 
 
The project may require that additional buildings and structures be constructed at the Olinda 
Alpha Landfill and may include additional gas control facilities.  However, the number of 
employees at the landfill will not change with implementation of the proposed project. 
Employees would continue to perform landfill operations including administration, landfill cover 
operations and other landfill-related operations.  The number and types of equipment utilized at 
the Olinda Alpha Landfill also would remain unchanged. The operating schedule at the Olinda 
Alpha Landfill would remain unchanged after implementation of the proposed project. 
 
Surface water drainage systems, landfill gas collection and control systems, and leachate 
collection and recovery systems will be expanded, as necessary, to accommodate expansion of 
the Olinda Alpha Landfill. 
 
5.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
 
Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that “…an EIR shall describe a reasonable 
range of alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain 
most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”  
Further, Section 15126(c) of the CEQA Guidelines notes, “…the range of potential alternatives 
to the proposed project shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic 
objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant 
effects.” 
 
The alternatives to the proposed project, which would meet most of the defined project 
objectives, are described in the section following the No Project (No Action) Alternative: 
 
5.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO PROJECT (NO ACTION) 
 
The No Project Alternative would include no action by the County of Orange.  Under this 
Alternative, neither the vertical nor horizontal expansion at the Olinda Alpha Landfill would 
occur.  All three County landfills would operate at their existing permitted capacities with no 
increase in long-term physical capacity or daily tonnage received at each respective landfill.  
These landfills would continue to operate based on their permitted capacity and closure dates.  
As such, under this Alternative, the Olinda Alpha Landfill would continue to receive up to an 
annual average of 7,000 TPD of MSW under an MOU between the City of Brea and IWMD and 
would operate until its permitted closure date of 2013.  Under this Alternative importation of 
waste into the Orange County disposal system will end in 2013.  Upon its closure, approximately 
2,500 TPD of MSW, which is in excess of what could be accommodated at the FRB and Prima 
Deshecha landfills, would have to be accommodated at landfills outside of Orange County, since 
no increases in daily tonnage at FRB or Prima Deshecha landfills are assumed under the No 
Project Alternative.  The projected excess TPD of MSW to be exported out of County is based 
on population projections for the system demand by 2021 and allowances for daily peak refuse 
inflow rates.  Out-of-County landfills would have to be permitted to accept the excess tonnage 
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from Orange County and may include El Sobrante Landfill in Riverside County and/or the Mid-
Valley Landfill in San Bernardino County. 
 
5.2 ALTERNATIVE 2 – TWO LANDFILL SYSTEM IN 2013 (PRIMA DESCHECHA 

DAILY TONNAGE INCREASE) 
 
Assumptions 
 

• Increase permitted TPD at Prima Deshecha Landfill to a maximum daily limit of 5,000 
tons per day TPD and a daily maximum of 6,250 TPD for 36 increased tonnage days 
when Olinda Alpha Landfill closes in 2013. 

• TPD at FRB Landfill remains at 8,500 TPD, as an annual average and 10,625 TPD as a 
daily maximum for increased tonnage days. 

• No expansion at Olinda Alpha Landfill 
• County importation at all landfills ceases in 2013. 

 
This Alternative would include increasing the current maximum TPD at Prima Deshecha 
Landfill from 4,000 to 5,000 TPD as an annual average when Olinda Alpha Landfill closes at its 
permitted closure date of 2013.  This increase would accommodate projections for the system 
demand in the EIR estimated horizon year 2021 based on forecasted population growth.  A 
maximum daily TPD of 6,250 also is proposed to allow for up to 36 increased tonnage days 
anticipated mostly to fall on days immediately preceding or following a holiday. The FRB 
Landfill’s permitted TPD received would remain unchanged at 8,500 TPD as a maximum daily 
limit and 10,625 TPD for 36 increased tonnage days.  
 
Under this Alternative, no expansion or extension of Olinda Alpha Landfill’s closure date would 
occur.  All importation of waste from out of the County would cease in 2013 when there is no 
longer capacity in the system to accommodate imported waste.  Prima Deshecha Landfill’s 2001 
General Development Plan remaining refuse capacity would remain unchanged at 77.6 MT (as of 
January 2002).  However, the incremental increase of Prima Deshecha’s in-flow waste stream 
from 4,000 to a maximum daily limit of 5,000 TPD and a maximum daily limit of 6,250 TPD for 
36 increased tonnage days would accelerate its anticipated closure date from 2067 to 
approximately 2056 based on current population projections and existing disposal technologies.    
The accelerated closure date to 2056 results in a net reduction of 11 years.   
 
Under this alternative, the number of truck trips to Prima Deshecha Landfill would increase 
although the duration of the trips would be reduced since the life of the landfill would be 
shortened.   
 
Under this Alternative, the County’s MOU with the Cities of San Juan Capistrano and San 
Clemente would need to be amended prior to 2013 to provide for the increase in annual average 
and maximum daily tonnages.  Similarly, permits currently in-place with the CIWMB and other 
regulatory agencies with jurisdictional oversight for the landfill would need to be amended. 
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5.3 ALTERNATIVE 3 – TWO LANDFILL SYSTEM IN 2013 (FRANK R. 
BOWERMAN DAILY TONNAGE INCREASE) 

 
Assumptions 
 

• Increase permitted TPD at FRB Landfill to a maximum daily limit of 9,500 TPD and a 
daily maximum of 11,875 TPD for 36 increased tonnage days when Olinda Alpha 
Landfill closes in 2013. 

• TPD at Prima Deshecha Landfill remains at a maximum daily limit of 4,000 TPD and is 
increased to allow for a daily maximum 5,000 TPD for 36 increased tonnage days when 
Olinda Alpha Landfill closes in 2013. 

• No expansion at Olinda Alpha Landfill. 
• County importation at all landfills ceases in 2013. 
 

This Alternative would include increasing the current annual average TPD at FRB Landfill from 
8,500 TPD to 9,500 TPD when Olinda Alpha Landfill closes on its permitted closure date in 
2013.  This increase would accommodate projections for the system demand in the EIR horizon 
year of 2021 based on forecasted population growth.  A maximum daily TPD of 11,875 is also 
proposed to allow for up to 36 increased tonnage days anticipated to fall mostly on days 
immediately preceding or following a holiday.  The Prima Deshecha Landfill’s permitted TPD 
would remain unchanged at 4,000 TPD as an annual average and would be increased to allow for 
a daily maximum of 5,000 TPD to allow for up to 36 increased tonnage days anticipated to fall 
mostly on days immediately preceding or following a holiday.  
  
Under this Alternative, no expansion or extension of Olinda Alpha Landfill’s closure date would 
occur.  All importation of waste from out of County would cease in 2013 when there no longer is 
capacity in the system to accommodate imported waste. 
 
At present, the permitted closure date of the FRB Landfill is 2022.  This alternative would 
accelerate the closure date to 2021 based on current population projections and existing disposal 
technologies.  This accelerated closure date for the FRB Landfill just meets the horizon year goal 
of 2021 for this EIR.  The accelerated closure date to 2021 results in a net reduction of one (1) 
year.  Under this alternative, the number of truck trips to the FRB Landfill would increase 
although the duration of the trips would be reduced since the life of the landfill would be 
shortened by one year. 
 
Under this Alternative, the County’s existing Settlement Agreement with the City of Irvine 
would need to be amended prior to 2013 to provide for the increased tonnages in annual average 
and maximum daily tonnages.  The County’s MOU with the Cities of San Clemente and San 
Juan Capistrano would also need to be amended for an increase in the maximum daily tonnage.  
Similarly, permits currently in-place with the CIWMB and other regulatory agencies with 
jurisdictional oversight for the landfill would need to be amended. 
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6.0 RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES 
 
The agencies listed below have oversight over the project or may be responsible for issuing 
permits for the proposed project.  

 
Federal Agencies 
 
• United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 
 
State Agencies 
 
• California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB). 
• California Water Resources Control Board (CWRCB). 
 
Regional Agencies 
 
• Regional Water Quality Control Board - Santa Ana Region (RWQCB). 
• South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 
 
County Agencies 
 
• Orange County Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency (LEA). 
• Orange County Health Care Agency (OCHCA). 
• Orange County Board of Supervisors (OCBS). 
• Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA). 
• Orange County Planning Department (OCPD). 
 
City Agencies 
 
• City of Brea. 
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GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS 
 
ACOE   United States Army Corps of Engineers 
 
CCR   California Code of Regulations 
CDFG   California Department of Fish and Game 
CEQA  California Environmental Quality Act 
CFR  Code of Federal Regulations 
CIP  Community Involvement Program  
CIWMB  California Integrated Waste Management Board 
 
EIR  Environmental Impact Report 
 
FRB   Frank R. Bowerman  
FSR   Feasibility Study Report 
 
HHW  household hazardous waste 
 
I-5  Santa Ana Freeway, Interstate 5 
I-405  San Diego Freeway, Interstate 405 
IWMD  Integrated Waste Management Department  
 
LEA  Local Enforcement Agency 
LFG  Landfill gas 
 
MCY  million cubic yard 
MOU   Memorandum of Understanding 
MSL   mean sea level 
MSW  municipal solid waste 
MT  million tons 
 
NOP  Notice of Preparation 
 
OCBS   Orange County Board of Supervisors 
OCFA   Orange County Fire Authority  
OCHCA Orange County Health Care Agency 
OCLEA  Orange County Health Care Agency, Environmental Health Division 
OCPD   Orange County Planning Department 
 
PFRD  Orange County Public Facilities & Resources Department 
 
RELOOC  Regional Landfill Options for Orange County  
RWQCB  Regional Water Quality Control Board  
 
SCAQMD  South Coast Air Quality Management District  
SWFP  Solid Waste Facilities Permit 
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SWWG  Orange County City Managers Association’s Solid Waste Working Group  
 
TPD   tons per day 
 
USEPA  United States Environmental Protection Agency 
USFWS  United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
WDA  Waste Disposal Agreements 
WDR  Waste Discharge Requirements 
 
 



































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































ATTACHMENT G 
 

ADDITIONAL VIEW SHED ANALYSIS  



- Olinda Alpha Landfill -

- 2004 Condor Avenue and Hawks Drive -

Summer/Fall



- Olinda Alpha Landfill -

- 2013 Condor Avenue and Hawks Drive -

Summer/Fall



- Olinda Alpha Landfill -

- 2021 Condor Avenue and Hawks Drive -

Summer/Fall



- Olinda Alpha Landfill -

- 2004 Condor Avenue and Hawks Drive -

Winter/Spring



- Olinda Alpha Landfill -

- 2013 Condor Avenue and Hawks Drive -

Winter/Spring



- Olinda Alpha Landfill -

- 2021 Condor Avenue and Hawks Drive -

Winter/Spring



- Olinda Alpha Landfill -

- 2004 East Lambert Road and Sunflower Street -

Summer/Fall



- Olinda Alpha Landfill -

- 2013 East Lambert Road and Sunflower Street -

Summer/Fall



- Olinda Alpha Landfill -

- 2021 East Lambert Road and Sunflower Street -

Summer/Fall



- Olinda Alpha Landfill -

- 2004 East Lambert Road and Sunflower Street -

Winter/Spring



- Olinda Alpha Landfill -

- 2013 East Lambert Road and Sunflower Street -

Winter/Spring



- Olinda Alpha Landfill -

- 2021 East Lambert Road and Sunflower Street -

Winter/Spring



- Olinda Alpha Landfill -

- 2004 North Ridge Trail -

Summer/Fall



- Olinda Alpha Landfill -

- 2013 North Ridge Trail -

Summer/Fall



- Olinda Alpha Landfill -

- 2021 North Ridge Trail -

Summer/Fall



- Olinda Alpha Landfill -

- 2004 North Ridge Trail -

Winter/Spring



- Olinda Alpha Landfill -

- 2013 North Ridge Trail -

Winter/Spring



- Olinda Alpha Landfill -

- 2021 North Ridge Trail -

Winter/Spring
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This ground-borne vibration report presents the results of vibration measurements made adjacent to
roads used to access the Olinda Alpha Landfill in Brea, California.  Measurements were performed on
September 16, 2004 adjacent to four intersections:

1. N. Placentia Ave and E. Imperial Highway
2. Castlegate Lane and E. Imperial Highway
3. Sandpiper Way and Valencia Ave
4. Santa Fe Road and Valencia Ave

This report includes in Chapter 1 a discussion of ground-borne vibration, human perception of
vibration, and factors influencing the propagation of vibration.  Vibration evaluation criteria are
presented in Chapter 2.  The measured levels of vibration are presented in Chapter 3.

The focus of the study described herein was to obtain vibration measurements and ground-borne noise
values for existing traffic conditions, including landfill-related traffic, that would enable the evaluation
of potential impacts of vibrations in residences adjacent to haul routes due to heavy truck traffic
associated with the landfill.  The locations of the measurements and the measured vibration and
calculated ground-borne noise values for existing landfill-related heavy truck traffic are summarized
below.

MEASUREMENT
LOCATION

VIBRATION AND GROUND-BORNE NOISE AT CLOSEST
RESIDENCES

N. Placentia Ave.
south of E. Imperial Highway

•  Vibration levels are an order of magnitude below Caltrans published
thresholds for potential architectural or structural building damage.

•  Vibration and ground-borne noise levels are below the U.S.
Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
published threshold of human perception.

Castlegate Lane
north of E. Imperial Highway

•  Vibration levels are well below Caltrans published thresholds for
potential architectural or structural building damage.

•  Vibration and ground-borne noise levels are in the upper half of the
FTA published “distinctly perceivable” range.  According to FTA,
many people will find transit-induced vibration and ground-borne
noise unacceptable at this level.  The vibration level is below the
threshold at which most people would be strongly annoyed.

Sandpiper Way
east of Valencia Ave

•  Vibration levels are well below Caltrans published thresholds for
potential architectural or structural building damage.

•  Vibration and ground-borne noise levels in the lower half of the
FTA published “distinctly perceivable” range.  According to FTA,
many people will find transit-induced vibration unacceptable at this
level.  However, the measured level is below the level at which
most people would be strongly annoyed.

Santa Fe Road
east of Valencia Ave

•  Vibration levels are well below Caltrans published thresholds for
potential architectural or structural building damage.

•  Vibration and ground-borne noise levels are near the middle of the
FTA published barely perceivable range.
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1 GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) have published guidance for preparing and reviewing transportation noise and
vibration analysis (1, 2).

1.1 GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION AND NOISE

Ground-borne vibration can impact nearby neighbors of a major truck route causing buildings
to shake and rumbling sounds to be heard inside.  The effects of ground-borne vibration include
feelable movement of the building floors, rattling of windows, shaking of items on shelves or
hangings on walls, and rumbling sounds.  In extreme cases, the vibration from blasting and pile
driving during construction can cause damage to buildings. The threshold of perception is an
order of magnitude below the damage threshold for normal buildings.

The source of ground-borne vibration is the rolling of vehicle wheels on the surface of the road,
creating vibrational energy that is transmitted through the roadbed and into the ground.  The
amount of energy that is transmitted into the ground depends on factors such as how smooth the
road surface is, the weight of the vehicle, the speed of the vehicle and the resonance
frequencies of the vehicle suspension system.  These systems have resonances, which result in
increased vibration response at certain frequencies.

The vibration excites the adjacent ground creating waves that propagate through soil and rock
strata to the foundations of nearby buildings. The waves propagate from the foundation
throughout the remainder of the building structure.  The maximum vibrational amplitudes of
the floors and walls of a building often will be at the resonant frequencies* of various
components of the building.

The amplitude of particle motion may be described three ways:
 1. Particle displacement - the distance the soil particles travel from their original position.

Units are millimeters (mm) or inches (in).

 2. Particle velocity - the velocity of the soil particles. Units are inches per second (in/sec)
or millimeters per second (mm/sec). Sometimes expressed logarithmically in decibels
(dB) with reference to a specified unit of velocity such as 10-6 in/sec, or 10-6 mm/sec.

 3. Particle acceleration - the acceleration of the soil particles. Units are inches per second
per second (in/sec2), millimeters per second per second (mm/sec2), or g-force (g =
acceleration of gravity = 32.2 feet per second per second (ft/sec2) = 9.81 meter per
second per second (m/sec2). Sometimes expressed logarithmically in decibels (dB)
with reference to a specified unit of acceleration, such as 1 g, or 10-6 g.

                                                     
*  Resonant frequency of a structure is dependent upon its stiffness and mass.  When the frequency of the

transmitted energy approaches the resonant frequency of the structure, amplification of the energy can occur
depending on the damping of the structure.
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There are three main wave types of concern in the propagation of ground-borne vibrations:

 1. Surface or Rayleigh waves, which as the name implies, travel along the ground
surface. They carry most of their energy along an expanding cylindrical wave front,
similar to the ripples produced by throwing a rock into a lake. The particle motion is
retrograde elliptical, more or less perpendicular to the direction of propagation.

 2. P-waves, or compression waves. These are body waves that carry their energy along an
expanding spherical wave front. The particle motion in these waves is longitudinal,
"push-pull". P-waves are analogous to airborne sound waves.

 3. S-waves, or shear waves. These are also body waves, carrying their energy along an
expanding spherical wave front. Unlike P-waves, however, the particle motion is
transverse, or perpendicular to the direction of propagation.

All vibrations generated by construction or operation of surface transportation facilities are
mainly in the form of surface or Rayleigh waves.  Soil conditions are known to have a strong
influence on the levels of ground-borne vibration.  Among the most important factors are the
stiffness and internal damping of the soil and the depth to reach bedrock.  Stiff clay soils
propagate vibrational energy further than sandy soil, while shallow rock can concentrate the
vibration energy close to the surface resulting in ground-borne vibration propagation over
larger distances.  Factors such as layering of the soil and depth to water table can have
significant effects on the propagation of ground-borne vibration depending upon soil type.

The vibration of floors and walls may cause perceptible vibration, rattling of items such as
windows or dishes on shelves, or a rumbling noise.  The rumble is the noise radiated from
vibrating room surfaces.  In essence, the room surfaces act like a giant loudspeaker diaphragm.
This audible sound is called ground-borne noise.

Ground-borne vibration is almost never annoying to people who are outdoors.  Although the
motion of the ground may be perceived, without the effects associated with the shaking of a
building, the motion does not provoke the same adverse human reaction.  In addition, the
rumbling noise that usually accompanies a building’s vibration develops inside buildings.

1.1.1 Vibratory Motion
Vibration is an oscillatory motion that can be described in terms of displacement, velocity, and
acceleration.  Displacement is the easiest descriptor to understand.  For a vibrating floor, the
displacement is simply the distance that a point on the floor moves away from its static
position.  The velocity represents the instantaneous speed of the floor movement, and the
acceleration is the rate of change of the speed.  Although displacement is easier to understand
than velocity or acceleration, it is rarely used for describing ground-borne vibration.  The
response of humans, buildings, and equipment to vibration is more accurately described using
velocity or acceleration.

1.1.2 Amplitude Descriptors
Vibration consists of a rapidly fluctuating motion with an average displacement from rest of
zero.  There are several different methods that are used to quantify vibrational amplitude.  The
peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous positive or negative peak
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of the vibration signal.  PPV is often used to monitor vibrations due to blasting, since it is best
related to the stresses that are experienced by buildings.

Although peak particle velocity is appropriate for evaluating the potential of building damage,
it is not suitable for evaluating human response.  It takes some time for the human body to
respond to vibration signals.  In a sense, the human body responds to the average vibrational
amplitude.  The root mean square (rms) of a signal is the average of the squared amplitude of
the signal.  The average is typically calculated over a 1 second period.  The rms amplitude is
always less than the PPV* and is always positive.

The PPV and rms velocity is often described in units of inches per second.  Although it is not
universally accepted, decibel notation is in common use for vibration.  Decibel notation acts to
compress the range of numbers required to describe vibration.  Vibrational velocity level in
decibels is defined as:

Lv = 20× log10 (ν/νref)

In the above equation, “Lv” is the velocity level in decibels, “ν” is the rms velocity amplitude,
and “νref “ is the reference velocity amplitude.  A reference value must always be specified
whenever a quantity is expressed in terms of decibels.  The accepted reference quantity for
vibration velocity is 1×10-6 in/sec in the USA.  Although not a universally accepted notation,
the abbreviation “VdB” is used in this document for vibration decibels to reduce the potential
for confusion with sound decibels.

1.2 HUMAN PERCEPTION OF GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION

1.2.1 Typical Levels of Ground-Borne Vibration
In contrast to airborne noise, ground-borne vibration is not a phenomenon that most people
perceive every day. Human reaction to groundborne vibration is virtually always characterized
in terms of the root-mean-square (rms) vibration velocity.  The rms is considered the best
available measure of potential human annoyance from ground-borne vibration and
measurements are usually reported in terms of the maximum rms vibration velocity level, Lv
for analysis of human perception and impact.  The vibration perception threshold for humans is
75 VdB, however, because of the ground-borne noise that is radiated from the room surfaces,
the overall perception threshold is 65 Vdb.

The background vibration velocity level in residential areas is usually 50 VdB or lower, well
below the 65 VdB threshold of perception for humans.  Most perceptible indoor vibration is
caused by sources within buildings such as mechanical equipment, movement of people, or
slamming of doors.  Typical outdoor sources of perceptible ground-borne vibration are
construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads.  If the roadway is
smooth, the vibration due to traffic is rarely perceptible.

                                                     
*  The ratio of PPV to maximum rms amplitude is defined as the crest factor for the signal.  The crest factor is

always greater than 1.4, although a crest factor of 8 or more is not unusual for impulsive signals.  For
ground-borne vibration from trucks, the crest factor is usually less than 4.
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Figure 1-1 illustrates common vibrational sources, and the human and structural response to
ground-borne vibration.  The range of interest is approximately 50 VdB to 100 VdB.
Background vibration is of concern only when the vibration affects very sensitive
manufacturing or research equipment.  For example, both electron microscopes and high-
resolution lithography equipment are highly sensitive to vibration.

Although the threshold of perception is about 65 VdB, vibration is not distinctly perceptible
unless the vibration is about 75 VdB or greater.  If the vibrational level in a residence is 85
VdB or more, most people will be strongly annoyed by the vibration. (1)

The vibration levels inside of a building depend on the soil and the propagation paths of the
vibration into the building’s foundation and throughout the building.  The relationship between
ground-borne vibration and ground-borne noise depends on the frequency content of the
vibration and the acoustical absorption of the receiving room.  In general, the heavier a
building, the lower the response will be to the ground-borne vibration and the more acoustical
absorption in the room, the lower the noise level will be.  For a room with average acoustical
absorption, the sound pressure level is approximately equal to the average vibration velocity
level of the room surfaces*.  Hence, the A-weighted level of ground-borne noise can be
estimated by applying A-weighting to the vibration velocity spectrum.  If the vibration
spectrum peaks at 30 Hz, the A-weighted sound level will be approximately 40 decibels lower
than the velocity level.  Correspondingly, if the vibration spectrum peaks at 60 Hz, the A-
weighted sound level will be about 25 decibels lower than the velocity level.

1.2.2 Quantifying Structural Response to Ground-Borne Vibration

Caltrans states that “peak particle velocity” correlates best with damage and complaints and has
adopted the Peak Vertical Particle Velocity descriptor, with units of mm/sec or in/sec.”  PPV is
often used to monitor vibrations due to blasting and construction activities, since it is best
related to the stresses that are experienced by buildings.

                                                     
*  The sound level approximately equals the average vibration velocity level only when the velocity level is

referenced to 1 micro inch/second (1 µin/sec).
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Figure 1-1 Typical RMS Vibration Velocity Level in VdB relative to 10-6 inches/second
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2 VIBRATION IMPACT CRITERIA

There has been limited research into the response of humans to building vibration and
structure-borne noise.  However, with the construction of new rail rapid transit systems in
recent years, considerable experience has been gained as to how communities will react to
various levels of building vibration.  This experience, combined with available national and
international standards, represents a good foundation for predicting annoyance from ground-
borne noise and vibration in residential areas (1, 2).

Table 2-1 presents vibration and ground-borne noise guidelines published by Caltrans and FTA
for evaluating the likelihood of producing human annoyance or causing structural damage.
Criteria for assessing ground-borne vibrations and noise are based on the maximum levels of an
event.  The criteria for acceptable ground-borne vibration are expressed in terms of rms
velocity levels, in decibels.  The criteria for acceptable ground-borne noise are expressed in
terms of A-weighted sound level.  The criteria for protecting against structural damage are in
terms of PPV.  It is extremely rare for vibrations from truck traffic operations to cause building
damage.

Table 2-1 Damage Risk and Human Ground – Borne Noise and Vibration Evaluation Guidelines

FTA Ground – Borne Noise and Vibration (3) Caltrans (4)
Noise LevelRMS

Velocity
Level,

(VdB, re
10-6in/sec)

Low
Freq1

Mid
Freq2 Human Response Effect on Buildings PPV,

in/sec 3

65 VdB 25 dBA 40 dBA
Approximate threshold of
perception for many humans.
Low-frequency sound usually
inaudible, mid-frequency sound
is excessive for quiet sleeping
areas.

0.006

75 VdB 35 dBA 50 dBA

Approximate dividing line
between barely perceptible and
distinctly perceptible.  Many
people find transit-induced
vibration at this level
unacceptable.  Low-frequency
noise acceptable for sleeping
areas, mid-frequency noise
annoying in most quiet
occupied areas.

Vibrations unlikely to cause
damage of any type 0.019
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Table 2-1 Damage Risk and Human Ground – Borne Noise and Vibration Evaluation Guidelines

FTA Ground – Borne Noise and Vibration (3) Caltrans (4)
Noise LevelRMS

Velocity
Level,

(VdB, re
10-6in/sec)

Low
Freq1

Mid
Freq2 Human Response Effect on Buildings PPV,

in/sec 3

85 VdB 45 dBA 60 dBA
Vibration acceptable only if
there are an infrequent number
of events per day.  Low-
frequency noise unacceptable
for sleeping areas, even for
infrequent events, mid-
frequency noise unacceptable
even for infrequent events with
institutional land uses such as
schools and churches.

Recommended upper level of
vibration to which ruins
should be subjected

0.08

88 VdB 48 dBA 63 dBA Unacceptable
Virtually no risk of
“architectural” damage to
normal buildings

0.10

94 VdB 54 dBA 69 dBA Unacceptable

Threshold at which there is a
risk of “architectural”
damage to normal dwelling -
houses with plastered walls
and ceilings

0.20

100 – 104
VdB

60 – 64
dBA

85 – 89
dBA Unacceptable

Vibrations at a greater level
than normally expected from
traffic, but would cause
“architectural” damage and
possibly minor structural
damage

0.4 – 0.6

Notes:
1. Approximate noise level when vibration spectrum peak is near 30 Hz.
2. Approximate noise level when vibration spectrum peak is near 60 Hz.
3. Assumes a Crest Factor of approximately 4.

Repeated exposure to ground vibration levels in excess of 120 VdB have been known to result
in cracks in wallboard and loosening of nails.  Repeated exposure to ground vibration levels in
excess of 130 VdB have been known to result in cracks in masonry structures as well as
loosening mortar.  Repeated exposure to ground borne vibration can result in existing cracks to
get larger.  Protective guidelines of 102 VdB have been recommended by the Committee on
Hearing, Bioacoustics and Biomechanics to protect residential structures from damage due to
ground borne vibration (5).  This corresponds to Caltrans’ recommendation for guarding
against structural damage.
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3 VIBRATION MEASUREMENTS

Measurements of ground-borne vibration were made on September 16, 2004 in residential
communities adjacent to E Imperial Highway and Valencia Avenue, which are major access
routes to the Olinda Alpha Landfill as shown in Figure 3-1.

Figure 3-1 Measurement Area

Residential areas near four streets were selected for measurements:
1. N. Placentia Ave south of E Imperial Highway
2. Castlegate Lane north of E Imperial Highway
3. Sandpiper Way east of Valencia Ave
4. Santa Fe Rd east of Valencia Ave

A vibration sensor was attached to the ground close to the roadway as a reference. 1   A second
sensor was located at critical location(s) corresponding to the distances to the nearest residential
structure(s).  The reference sensor remained fixed in one location near the source, while the
response sensor(s) may be moved to different locations.  Maximum vibration levels were
measured for at least for ten passes of heavy trucks for each location.

                                                     
1 Wilcoxon Research Model 793L Premium, Low Frequency Accelerometer; frequency response of 0.6 Hz to

700 Hz.

Olinda Alpha
Landfill

Measurement areas
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3.1 N. PLACENTIA AVE RESULTS
Vibration measurements were made between 7:00 a.m. and 8:15 a.m. at four locations shown at
the lower half of Figure 3-2.

Figure 3.2 E. Imperial Highway Measurement Locations
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E. Imperial Highway has three lanes on each side of a central medium.  On the south side of the
Highway there is a residential community protected by a high block wall (depicted by the
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heavy lines in the above sketch.  The vibration measurements were made along the west edge
of the sidewalk on the west side of N. Placentia Ave.  Since the vibration transducers were
within 15 ft of the curb along N. Placentia Ave, the traffic on this street may have contributed
to the measured levels at the further distances.  Measurement locations 2, 3 and 4 correspond
with the edges of the rows of houses observed over the top of the wall that would be nearest to
E. Imperial Highway.

Table 3-1 summarizes the measurement locations and vibration levels from truck traffic. We
observed approximately 3 heavy trucks per minute that were either on the way to the landfill or
returning from the landfill.

Table 3-1 N Placentia Vibration Measurement Results
Measurement
Location

Distance from
Centerline, ft

RMS Velocity

Level, VdB

Noise Level,
dBA

PPV, in/sec

1 50 80 N/A 0.040
2 125 63 23 0.006
3 165 61 21 0.004
4 215 58 18 0.003

Figure 3-3 presents the maximum measured truck vibration spectra at the four distances and the
spectra when there were no trucks.  Since the vibration spectrum peak was below 30 Hz, the
estimated ground-borne noise levels reported are 40 dB below the maximum vibration levels.

Figure 3-3

Results Summary - Placentia
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Vibration levels were below the threshold of perception at the distance of the nearest residential
structure.  Vibrations are unlikely to cause damage of any type.  Figure 3-4 presents the
observed vibration propagation with distance relationship.  The “Distinctly Perceptible” range
extends approximately 70 ft of the street centerline and the  “Barely Perceptible” range extends
approximately 115 ft from the centerline of the street.  Residential structures were observed to
be 125 ft from the street centerline.

Figure 3-4

RMS Velocity Level vs Distance - Placentia
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3.2 CASTLEGATE LANE RESULTS
Vibration measurements were made between 8:45 a.m. and 10:15 a.m. at four locations along
Castlegate Lane as shown at the upper half of Figure 3-2. The vibration measurements were
made along the west edge of the sidewalk on the west side of Castlegate Lane.  Measurement
locations 2, 3 and 4 correspond with southern edge of the first, second and third house,
respectively.  Since the vibration transducers were within 15 ft of the curb along Castlegate
Lane, the traffic on this street may have contributed to the measured levels at the further
distances.  Also, there is a speed bump located about 315 ft north of the Imperial Highway
centerline and vibration created by cars going over the speed bump may have contributed to the
levels measured at location 4.

Table 3-2 summarizes the measurement locations and results.  We observed approximately 2 to 3
heavy trucks per minute that were either on the way to the landfill or returning from the landfill.
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Table 3-2 Castlegate Vibration Measurement Results
Measurement
Location

Distance from
Centerline, ft

RMS Velocity
Level, VdB

Noise Level,
dBA

PPV, in/sec

1 50 83 N/A 0.057
2 69 82 42 0.050
3 131 71 31 0.014
4 195 63 23 0.003

Figure 3-5 presents the maximum measured truck vibration spectra at the four distances and the
spectra when there were no trucks.  Since the vibration spectra peak was near 60 Hz at the
nearest residences, the estimated ground-borne noise levels reported are 25 dB below the
maximum vibration levels.  The spectra peak for residences at greater distances was near or
below 30 Hz and ground-borne noise levels reported are 40 dB below maximum vibration
levels.

Figure 3-5

Vibration levels were above the threshold of perception at the distance of the two nearest
residential structures along Castlegate and the residences on the south side of Devonshire.
Figure 3-6 presents the observed vibration propagation with distance relationship.  Residential
structures within approximately 110 ft of the street centerline would be in the “Distinctly
Perceptible” range.  Residences within approximately 180 ft would be in the “Barely
Perceptible” range.  Vibrations are unlikely to cause architectural damage of any type.
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Figure 3-6

RMS Velocity Level vs Distance - Castlegate

y = -16.692Ln(x) + 151.01
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3.3 SANDPIPER WAY RESULTS

Vibration measurements were made between 11:00 a.m. and 12:45 p.m. at five locations along
Sandpiper Way as shown in Figure 3-7. The vibration measurements were made along the
northern edge of the sidewalk on the north side of Sandpiper Way.  Measurement locations 2,
3, 4 and 5 correspond with western edge of houses on either side of Sandpiper Way.  We
observed approximately 1 to 9 heavy trucks per minute that were either on the way to the
landfill or returning from the landfill.

Table 3-3 summarizes the measurement locations and results and Figure 3-8 presents the
maximum measured truck vibration spectra at the five distances and the spectra when there
were no trucks.  Since the vibration spectrum peak was below 30 Hz, the estimated ground-
borne noise levels reported are 40 dB below the maximum vibration levels.  Since the vibration
transducers were within 10 ft of the curb along Sandpiper Way, the traffic on this street may
have contributed to the measured levels at the further distances.

Figure 3-9 presents the observed vibration propagation with distance relationship.  Residential
structures within approximately 100 ft of the street centerline would be in the “Distinctly
Perceptible” range.  Residences within approximately 190 ft would be in the “Barely
Perceptible” range.  Vibrations are unlikely to cause architectural damage of any type.
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Figure 3-7 Sandpiper Way Measurement Locations

Table 3-3 Sandpiper Vibration Measurement Results
Measurement
Location

Distance from
Centerline, ft

RMS Velocity
Level, VdB

Noise Level,
dBA

PPV, in/sec

1 50 79 N/A 0.036
2 80 79 39 0.036
3 120 71 31 0.014
4 150 69 29 0.011
5 200 64 24 0.006
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Figure 3-8

Summary - Sandpiper
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Figure 3-9

RMS Velocity Level vs Distance - Sandpiper

y = -16.313Ln(x) + 147.7
R2 = 0.9181
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3.4 SANTA FE ROAD RESULTS
Vibration measurements were made between 1:00 p.m. and 2:35 p.m. at five locations along
Santa Fe Rd as shown in Figure 3-10. The vibration measurements were made along the
northern edge of the sidewalk on the north side of Sandpiper Way.  Measurement locations 2,
3, 4 and 5 correspond with western edge of houses on either side of Santa Fe Rd.  The traffic
light at this intersection was observed to be on a 1-minute cycle.  Consequently, many trucks on
Valencia Way were traveling at a low rate of speed because many are either stopped by the
stoplight or they were slowed down in anticipation of the light change. We observed
approximately 1 to 9 heavy trucks per minute that were either on the way to the landfill or
returning from the landfill.  There is also about 2 to 5 vehicles per minute traveling on Santa Fe
Rd that may have contributed to the vibration levels observed.

Figure 3-10 Santa Fe Rd Measurement Locations
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Figure 3-11 presents the maximum measured truck vibration spectra at the five distances and
the spectra when there were no trucks and Table 3-4 summarizes the measurement locations
and results.  Since the vibration spectra peak was near or below 30 Hz and ground-borne noise
levels reported are 40 dB below maximum vibration levels.  Since the vibration transducers
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were within 10 ft of the curb along Santa Fe Rd, the traffic on this street may have contributed
to the measured levels at the further distances.

Figure 3-11

Summary - Santa Fe
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Table 3-4 Santa Fe Vibration Measurement Results
Measurement
Location

Distance from
Centerline, ft

RMS Velocity
Level, VdB

Noise Level,
dBA

PPV, in/sec

1 50 78 N/A 0.032
2 80 70 30 0.013
3 140 68 28 0.010
4 180 66 26 0.008
5 225 56 16 0.003

Vibration levels were in the “Barely Perceptible” range for the residences closest to Valencia
Ave.  Vibrations are unlikely to cause architectural damage of any type.  Figure 3-12 presents
the observed vibration propagation with distance relationship.  The “Distinctly Perceptible”
range extends to within approximately 60 ft of the street centerline.  The “Barely Perceptible”
range extends to within approximately 185 ft of the street centerline.
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Figure 3-12

RMS Velocity Level vs Distance - Santa Fe
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Figure 5.11-2
Riding and Hiking Trails in the Vicinity of the Olinda Alpha Landfill
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