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S.0 Summary

The County of Shasta has prepared this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to address the
ongoing operation and further development, as planned and approved, of the Richard W.
Curry West Central Landfill (West Central Landfill), a regional solid waste disposal facility.
The landfill is located approximately 12 miles southwest of Redding on County-owned
property, near the rural communities of Igo and Ono; access is via Clear Creek Road. This
EIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the implementing CEQA Guidelines.

This document has been prepared in response to substantive comments received from the

public review of the Draft EIR. Those substantive changes in response to comments, and
updates due to new information have been shown in bold and underlined text in this

document.

S.1 Scope and Uses of This EIR
S.1.1 Scope

This EIR evaluates the potential environmental effects of ongoing and future operations at
the West Central Landfill, within the confines of the existing permitted area, focusing on
potentially significant issues identified by the County and issues known to be of concern to
the public and regulatory agencies. The document is an update of previous environmental
assessments, beginning with the first programmatic and siting review of potential landfill
locations and continuing through two subsequent addenda. This EIR addresses the landfill
area currently approved by the State Integrated Waste Management Board (IWMB), the
County of Shasta, Department of Resource Management, Environmental Health Division
(serving as the Local Enforcement Agency), and other agencies.

Eventual final closure of the entire site is reasonably foreseeable, although not in complete
detail at this time; consequently, final closure is addressed only generally in this EIR.
Similarly, future expansion of the West Central Landfill beyond the waste volumes and
land areas currently approved is also reasonably foreseeable; it is conceivable that other
suitable portions of the County-owned property at West Central may be developed for
solid waste disposal in the future. Such expansion, which would require detailed design
and permitting, is undefined and not proposed at this time; therefore, it is not addressed in
this EIR. The environmental effects of future expansions, if any, and final closure of the
landfill are actions that would be subject to CEQA reviews at the appropriate time.

The County of Shasta’s Notice of Preparation for this EIR invited comments from state and
federal agencies on the scope and content of the document. Comments were received from
the IWMB, California Department of Fish and Game, Region 1; California Department of
Transportation, District 2 (Caltrans); the City of Redding, Development Services
Department; and the County Environmental Health Division (serving as the Local

AT
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Enforcement Agency). Issues addressed in these scoping letters are addressed in the Draft
EIR, including: compliance with the Solid Waste Facility Permit; traffic volumes and
intersection congestion as attributable to landfill use; road conditions and maintenance on
County and City roads; and possible alteration of surface water features as part of landfill
operations and further development.

The Draft EIR was circulated for public and agency review in March 2003 and comments
were invited from interested citizens and public agencies. Nine comments were
received to the Draft EIR; comments were very similar to those received in response to
the County’s Notice of Preparation. Based on comments to the Draft EIR, this Final EIR
has been prepared.

S.1.2 Uses

This EIR is intended to provide the lead agency (i.e., the County of Shasta), other
responsible and trustee agencies, and the general public with an objective assessment of the
environmental effects of continued operation of the West Central Landfill. It also updates
and consolidates past CEQA documentation related to the landfill. Additional uses are:

To consider environmental effects of continued operations at the landfill in light of
changes in regulations;

To consider and document new issues or information not addressed in previous
assessments.

To update potential effects based on accumulated monitoring data and other recent
information;

To review previously identified environmental effects and examine the
effectiveness of previously prescribed mitigation measures;

To identify additional mitigation measures, as appropriate; and

To invite public and agency involvement and review.

The EIR will be used by the County and other public agencies as required or otherwise
appropriate when considering permit renewals or other reviews and approvals for the
project. Among these possible discretionary actions and reviews are the following:

Periodic reviews by the Regional Water Quality Control Board of ongoing
compliance with established Waste Discharge Requirements.

Periodic reviews of the Solid Waste Facility Permit by Shasta County Department of
Resource Management’s Division of Environmental Health (the Local Enforcement
Agency; see Section 2.3) and the California Integrated Waste Management Board, as
required by Title 27, California Code of Regulations, Section 21675(a). This permit
review is required every five years over the life of the landfill.

AT
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Compliance with federal, state, and regional air quality laws and regulations as
administered by the Shasta County Air Quality Management District (AQMD). In
addition to acting as a responsible agency under CEQA in reviewing air quality
impacts of projects, the District also has authority for issuing air quality permits for
the landfill under the federal Clean Air Act Amendments. Among these
requirements is compliance with Title V of the Clean Air Act Amendments, under
which landfill operations are subject to a “Title V permit” issued by the Shasta
County AQMD (see Section 5.4.2).

Approvals by the County Public Works Department and County Board of
Supervisors of construction contracts for future waste management units within the
permitted disposal area.

Any required 1600-Streambed Alteration Permit issued by the California
Department of Fish and Game.

In addition, this EIR may serve in the future as a tiering document for future CEQA
documentation. Tiering is a multi-level approach to document preparation where general
matters are covered in a broader, first tier EIR, and subsequent tiers focus on specific
activities of narrower focus. This approach is intended to help streamline the CEQA
process and eliminate repetitive discussions (e.g., by incorporating by reference the general
discussions in the broader document).

S.2 Project Objectives

Through proper development and operation of the West Central Landfill, the County of
Shasta provides a regional solid waste disposal facility where County residents and
commercial entities can meet their ongoing and future needs for the sanitary disposal of
nonhazardous municipal wastes. The County’s underlying objective is to provide a cost-
effective facility for disposal of nonhazardous solid waste in a manner that protects public
health and safety and the environment, in accordance with state and federal laws and
regulations. The County seeks to provide a state-of-the-art waste disposal facility with
sufficient capacity to handle current and projected volumes of nonhazardous solid waste
for the reasonably foreseeable future.

S.3 Project Description

The “project” addressed in this EIR is the ongoing operation and future development, as
permitted and approved, of the West Central Landfill, a regional facility for the disposal of
nonhazardous, municipal solid waste. The landfill is jointly operated by Shasta County
and the City of Redding serves the Cities of Redding, Anderson, and Shasta Lake, and
unincorporated areas of the County. West Central Landfill receives about 120,000 tons of
solid waste annually. The first phase of disposal occurred in the early 1980s. By current
projections, the currently permitted landfill disposal area will reach capacity in about 2019.

AT
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S.4  Summary of Alternatives

The focus of this EIR is on the proposed project and the “no-project” alternative. As
discussed below and in Chapter 4.0, the County considered other alternatives in the context
of this EIR; however, none was found to warrant detailed analysis. The decision to site the
regional landfill in the Igo-Ono area was made in the early 1980s, based on environmental
and other information made available to decision-makers and the public at that time; that
siting decision is not revisited in this “update” EIR.

S.4.1 No-Project Alternative

An EIR must evaluate the specific alternative of no project and consider its potential effects
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)). For analysis purposes in this EIR, the County has
defined the no-project alternative as cessation of operations and closure of the landfill.
Under this scenario, the County would stop receiving waste at West Central Landfill.
Required closure activities, including final grading and proper installation of final cover
would be conducted as required for active disposal units. Additional units of Phase 1l
would not be developed. Leachate collection and monitoring, surface and groundwater
monitoring, and landfill gas monitoring would continue indefinitely.

This scenario would not meet the County’s basic objectives, nor would it be cost-effective
because it would not take full advantage of the County’s financial investment to date in
developing West Central Landfill. 1t does, however, provide the necessary comparison to
the proposed project for the purpose of analyzing and comparing potential environmental
effects.

S.4.2 Other Alternatives

The EIR generally discusses and rejects a number of “alternatives” to the project. None of
these options was considered by the County of Shasta to warrant detailed analysis for the
reasons explained below. Some alternatives are considered not technically or economically
feasible; other “alternatives” do not meet the basic project objectives or would clearly result
in significant effects greater than the proposed project. These conceptual alternatives are
described in the following sections.

Off-Site Alternatives. Development of new, undisturbed locations would involve
unknown, but presumably greater, environmental effects compared to continued
operations at an existing, already disturbed site. It is unlikely that any significant effects
would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another location.
Also, other sites could not be developed as economically as continued operations at the
existing site. Therefore, the County finds that offsite alternatives do not meet the basic
objectives for this project, and, for economic and environmental reasons, no other offsite
alternative landfill disposal site is at this time feasible.
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Waste Transport Alternatives. Transporting some or all the volume of solid waste that
would go to the West Central Landfill to another landfill outside the County or even
outside the State - e.g., a waste-by-truck or waste-by-rail program — would use landfill
capacity elsewhere and could encourage expansion of landfills in other jurisdictions,
instead of making use of the permitted capacity and existing infrastructure at the West
Central Landfill. Such a program presumably would involve permitting and approval
issues and considerably higher transportation costs and transportation-related impacts.
Therefore, the County finds that, under present circumstances, waste transport alternatives
do not meet the basic objectives for this project, and, for economic and environmental
reasons are not feasible.

Smaller Area Alternative. An apparent “alternative” to the project is the development of
only a portion of the permitted area and containment of the landfill within a smaller area
than that planned. Instead of developing all units with Phase Il, for example, the County
could, conceivably, restrict the landfill to only some of the units. This restriction, while
technically feasible, would be completely artificial, and this “alternative” would not attain
the basic objective to provide disposal capacity for the foreseeable future. It would also not
be cost-effective for County government in the long term because capacity for the
continuing waste stream would need to be developed elsewhere. Therefore, the County
finds that detailed consideration in this EIR of a smaller area alternative is not warranted.

Other Variations in Disposal Area “Footprint”. Variations in the disposal area
configuration could involve higher or lower vertical limits for waste units, larger or smaller
horizontal limits, changes in phasing sequence or timing, or changes in landfill design or
operation. However, as long as the waste disposal remains within the permitted quantity
and area limits, changing the dimensions of the waste units generally offers little
opportunity to reduce environmental impacts. The effect of different height waste units
may, however, have implications for visual effects, and accordingly, height variations are
addressed in this EIR to the extent that they may serve as mitigation measures for reducing
identified potential impacts of the proposed project. Overall, however, the County finds
that disposal area footprint “alternatives,” while technically feasible, do not assist in
avoiding or reducing significant impacts. Therefore, with the exception noted for
mitigation measures, disposal variations within the approved footprint are not considered
in detail in this EIR.

Alternative Waste Technology Alternatives. Waste-to-energy programs recycle waste into
more useful products and convert waste materials into energy. Such waste-to-energy
facilities offer a number of benefits, particularly for public agencies required to manage
extremely large quantities of solid waste; among these benefits are the reduction of landfill
waste volumes, the commensurate extension of landfill life, and the generation of useful
electrical power. Such facilities, however, also present inherent environmental issues,
including those related to air quality, disposal of by-products, and consumption of large
amounts of water for cooling. For Shasta County, such a facility would require
considerable advance planning, financing, and design work. It would not meet the
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County’s basic objectives for providing the needed ongoing and future waste disposal
capacity. Therefore, the County finds that alternative waste technology alternatives do not
meet the basic objectives for this project, and, for economic and environmental reasons,
they are at this time considered not feasible.

S.5 Summary of Environmental Effects and Proposed Mitigation
Measures

This EIR assesses the potential impact of the continued operation of West Central Landfill
as permitted and approved. The analysis of potential effects and mitigation measures is
presented in Chapter 5.0 for the physical environment, Chapter 6.0 for the biological
environment, and Chapter 7.0 for the human environment. A summary of potential effects
and mitigation measures is presented in Table S-1. Following Table S-1 are brief, topic-
specific descriptions of the project’s effects.

Table S-1

Environmental Effects of Operation and Development of the West Central Landfill and
Proposed Mitigation Measures

Significance

Potentially Mitigation Measures Level After
Significant Effect Mitigation
Applied

Physical Environment (Phys)

Phys-1. Potential Phys-1/MM-1. Construction of future unit Below significant.
effects on groundwater | liners according to specifications approved by
from leachate, contact | the Regional Water Quality Control Board.
water, and landfill gas. | Continued use of underdrain and leachate
collection system; continued use and further
development of runoff diversion trenches and
pipe; continued monitoring for landfill gas.

Phys-2. Landfill Phys-2/MM-2a. Compliance with requirements | Cumulatively
contribution to a of the Title V permit program, as mandated by | significant, but
cumulative air quality | the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 and unavoidable.

problem in the region | enforced by the Shasta County Air Quality
related to particulate Management District.
matter and ozone.

Phys-2/MM-2b. Continued use of dust-control
and emissions-control measures and similar best
management practices.

Biological Environment (Bio)

Bio-1. Low probability | Bio-1/MM-1. Field investigations for sensitive | Below significant.

of adverse effects to species by qualified personnel will be conducted
sensitive species. prior to further construction of new landfill
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Environmental Effects of Operation and Development of the West Central Landfill and

Table S-1

Proposed Mitigation Measures

Potentially
Significant Effect

Mitigation Measures

Significance
Level After
Mitigation

Applied

units beyond the currently approved area.

Bio-2. Loss and
conversion of oak
woodland and other
habitat areas, including
possible riparian
habitat in the lower
canyon area.

Bio-2/MM-2a. Implementation of a natural
resources conservation program for the overall
landfill property.

Bio-2/MM-2b. To the extent that future riparian
or other sensitive habitat is lost to landfill areas,
the County, in conjunction with the California
Department of Fish and Game, will restore
comparable amounts of similar habitat in other
County- controlled locations.

Bio-2/MM-2c. Management of oak woodlands
on buffer areas of the County landfill property
in accordance with State and County policies.

Bio-2/MM-2d. Restoration and revegetation of
closed landfill units using seed mixtures and
plant species that more closely resemble and
restore the habitat values and ecological
functions that existed onsite prior to
development, while complying with landfill
closure requirements. Appropriate
environmental restoration manuals will be used
to develop revegetation and restoration
specifications.

Below significant.

Bio-3. Some degree of
sediment loading of the
downstream aquatic
ecosystem, particularly
during wet seasons.

Bio-2/MM-2e. The County shall revise existing
sediment and erosion control plans to increase
the likely retention onsite of sediment arising
from ongoing operations, and shall enact
additional onsite Best Management Practices to
assure that sediment is not released to offsite
aquatic ecosystem elements.

Below significant.
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Environmental Effects of Operation and Development of the West Central Landfill and

Table S-1

Proposed Mitigation Measures

Potentially
Significant Effect

Mitigation Measures

Significance
Level After
Mitigation

Applied

Human Environment (Hum)

Hum-1. Landfill traffic
contributes to a
cumulative traffic
congestion problem at
the State 273/Clear
Creek Road
intersection.

Hum-1/MM-1. West Central Landfill will
contribute to the installation of a new traffic

signal at the intersection in conjunction with
Caltrans and the City of Redding.

Below significant.

Hum-2. Viewshed
effects resulting from
alteration of the
existing landforms and
topography, including
views of the landfill
from nearby rural
residential areas and
the future Northern
California Veterans
Cemetery.

Hum-2/MM-2. Preservation and maintenance
of a vegetated buffer between the landfill and
the Veterans Cemetery and residential areas as
needed to provide landfill screening.

Below significant.

Hum-3. Inadvertent
discovery of previously
unknown cultural
resource artifacts, sites,
or materials.

Hum-3/MM-2. In the event that project
activities encounter any previously unknown
archaeological or historical discoveries (e.g.,
human skeletal remains, culturally modified
stone materials, structural features, or historical
artifacts), all ground-disturbing activities shall
cease within a 100-foot radius of the discovery,
and a qualified archaeologist shall be contacted
to determine the nature of the find, evaluate its
significance, and, if appropriate, suggest
preservation or mitigation measures.

Below significant.

S.5.1 Physical Environment

The West Central Landfill is located in a tributary canyon that drains to Dry Creek, a
tributary of Cottonwood Creek, which flows into the upper Sacramento River. The region
surrounding the landfill is generally characterized by hilly terrain and dendritic-style
drainages, dissected canyons with moderate to steep slopes, and moderately level

ridgetops.
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Available evidence suggests that potential environmental effects associated with geologic
hazards are less-than-significant. Generally, geologic formations and soils at the site are
considered suitable for landfill development and use in terms of stability, soil texture,
permeability, and other factors. Potential geologic hazards associated with the landfill
resulting from seismic events and slope instability have been considered insignificant in
previous site planning evaluations. The nearest significant fault is the Battle Creek Fault, a
Quaternary east-west-trending normal fault approximately 20 miles to the east. The last
known major movement on this fault appears to have been over 400,000 years ago; the
maximum credible earthquake on the Battle Creek Fault has been estimated to be a Richter
magnitude of 6.0 to 6.5. West Central Landfill is not located in an Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Special Study Zone.

Extensive alteration of canyon topography has been, and will continue to be, a major
consequence of operation and further development of West Central Landfill under the
existing operation. The operation will ultimately fill up the canyon with a compacted
mixture of solid waste and soil. The landfill area will be graded for stability and drainage
in a generally mounded shape across the canyon. Topsoil, were possible, is, and will
continued to be, stockpiled for subsequent use as cover. Final grading for the closed units
will be designed to blend with the existing landforms, and grading will be supplemented
with routine surface maintenance to remediate any differential settlement. Final grades
defining the final topographic “shape” of the site when the landfill reaches capacity were
developed through the Preliminary Closure plan and will be reviewed as part of final
closure plans; the County will evaluate at that time the need, if any, for further CEQA
compliance.

Routine monitoring at West Central Landfill discovered the presence of volatile organic
compounds (VOC) in January 2003 in the landfill underdrain system, in excess of amounts
allowed by the Regional water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) in the waste discharge
requirements for the landfill. Subsequent follow-up inspections resulted in the RWQCB
issuing of a Notice of Violation to the County for this release. In response, the County has
taken corrective action to address the immediate release and is working with the RWQCB
to develop an evaluation monitoring program and Corrective Action Plan.
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S.5.2 Biological Environment

The dominant plant association in the landfill area may be generally described as a blue
oak-foothill pine woodland, with a mixed-structure understory of shrubs, plants, and
grasses; the habitat can be classified as Blue Oak—Foothill Pine type. Under other biological
classification systems, the area can be described as presenting three broad plant “series’:
(1) whiteleaf manzanita chaparral, (2) blue oak woodland, and (3) arroyo willow riparian.
Within active and previously developed areas, this vegetation has largely been converted
to revegetated grassland or reduced to “islands”; substantial oak woodlands, however,
remain on the remainder of the 1,058-acre County property. Policies adopted by both the
state and Shasta County recognize hardwood resources as important natural and economic
resources and generally encouraging long-term conservation of hardwood habitats.

No special-status species are known to occur on the landfill site; however additional field
surveys are warranted. Previous environmental documents for West Central Landfill did
not identify the presence of, or high potential for, any endangered, rare, or other special-
status plants, animals, or natural communities. Records reviews by the California Natural
Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) for the subject USGS topographic quadrangle and adjacent
areas identified no special-status species or communities at or near the West Central
Landfill. Prior to development of future landfill areas, the County will retain qualified
personnel to conduct sensitive species surveys in the appropriate seasons.

An intermittent, natural water feature previously existed in the landfill canyon; the County
in 1990 diverted the surface flow that would have entered this channel around the disposal
area into another canyon. Existing operations, particularly in wet seasons, may be
contributing sediment to downstream aquatic habitat. Further consultation with the
Department of Fish and Game is warranted, as required, regarding potential impacts to
riparian habitat prior to any future development of landfill units lower in the canyon, as
well as appropriate restoration measures as mitigation.

Black bears have been a (relatively minor) management issue at West Central Landfill. At
West Central, no serious incidents have been reported, although foraging bears may
occasionally disrupt the daily cover on the active face. For bears, feeding on refuse may be
a health concern. Landfill operators have taken steps to minimize wildlife problems by
maintaining the active face in a small area, covering the refuse daily, “bear-proofing”
refuse containers, and equipping the Class Il leachate pond with an electrified perimeter
fence to discourage entry by larger wildlife.

The landfill project in future stages will eliminate or reduce existing vegetation within
active and developed areas of the landfill, with corresponding decreases in wildlife habitat
values. Future development of the West Central Landfill will mean that additional oak
woodland and other habitat areas, including possible riparian habitat in the lower canyon
area, will be affected, resulting in additional habitat conversion from current conditions to
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revegetated cover. Remaining oak woodland will be managed in accordance with existing
State and County policies.

Avoiding or minimizing the potential, adverse effects of future development of the landfill
on biological resources deserves additional consideration, particularly with respect to
riparian habitat and special-status species. Measures have been identified in this EIR to
reduce potential effects to these biological components.

S.5.3 Human Environment
S.5.3.1 Land Use

West Central Landfill is located in a sparsely populated, rural region of Shasta County off
Clear Creek Road, approximately 10 miles west of State Route 273. Along Clear Creek
Road, mostly within the City of Redding limits, are a number of commercial and industrial
land uses; there are also single-family residences in this area. The Bureau of Land
Management administers public land to the west of the landfill and along Clear Creek
Road to the east, including the Horsetown/Clear Creek Nature Preserve.

The small community of Igo is located along Placer Road approximately 2 miles to north of
the landfill; the small community of Ono is located along Platina Road, approximately 4
miles west of the landfill. Along Clear Creek Road west of the landfill access and off Gas
Point Road and Small Farms Drive west and south of the landfill are rural residential
parcels generally varying in size from approximately 5 to 20 acres.

Continuing operations of the West Central Landfill is consistent with, and further
implements, the Shasta County General Plan and the County’s Solid Waste Management
Plan. In the General Plan, the West Central Landfill is identified as the largest of three
operating landfills in the County. The land use designation for the landfill property is
“Public Facility”; surrounding areas are designated “Rural Residential.” The West Central
Landfill property is zoned U-Unclassified (zoning provisions, however, do not apply to
lands owned by the County); surrounding properties are classified as various types of
residential zones including Rural Residential A.

Continued development of the landfill may have some implications for surrounding land
uses, especially with respect to further residential growth and development in the
surrounding area. There may also be potential visual quality and noise compatibility
issues between the landfill and the future Northern California Veterans Cemetery, a project
sponsored by the federal and state offices of Veterans Affairs and the County of Shasta on
approximately 60 acres off Gas Point Road west of West Central Landfill, as discussed
below.
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S.5.3.2 Public Health and Safety

The protection of public health and safety is the County’s essential underlying objective in
developing and operating the West Central Landfill, in accordance with state and federal
laws and regulations. Specific procedures for response to fires, accidents, explosions, spills,
and other emergencies at the West Central Landfill are provided in the site’s Operation
Manual. Public health and safety issues considered for this EIR concern three areas:
hazardous materials, wildland fires, and vector control.

No significant effects have been identified in the area of public health and safety. The
continued operation and development of the West Central Landfill as permitted and
approved will not pose any known significant hazard to public health and safety. There is
no evidence to indicate that the landfill is now emitting, or would in the future emit,
hazardous emissions or acutely hazardous materials that would have any impact on
residences, schools, or other land uses.

West Central Landfill is a designated Class |11 disposal site and is permitted to accept only
non-hazardous solid waste; hazardous materials are prohibited. The landfill has a load
screening program to help reduce the possibility of hazardous materials entering the site,
as well as operating procedures to follow if questionable or suspicious waste loads are
encountered. The waste screening program is not infallible; however, there is no evidence
to suggest that significant quantities of hazardous materials are entering the landfill.

The West Central Landfill is located in an area of high fire hazard for wildland fires. Fire
prevention and suppression in Shasta County is the shared responsibility of various
agencies at local, state, and federal levels of government who provide mutual aid fire
response across jurisdictional boundaries. At West Central Landfill, the first response to a
fire, as with any emergency, is the responsibility of the site operators, who are trained to
begin fire suppression activities using on-site heavy equipment, fire extinguishers, and
other means to the extent they can do so without endangering personnel or equipment. No
serious fire incidents have occurred at West Central Landfill.

The County and the City of Redding will continue to use an integrated vector control
program, which will continue to include: the use of a minimal working face at the active
disposal area; solid waste compaction; application of daily soil or equivalent and approved
cover; and revegetation of completed or inactive areas. Shasta County Environmental
Health Division will continue its current schedule of periodic inspections. Overall, the
potential effects of continued operation of West Central Landfill on public health and
safety are less-than-significant.
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S.5.3.3 Traffic and Circulation

Traffic related to the West Central Landfill contributes to cumulative traffic congestion at
the intersection of State Route 273 and Clear Creek Road. Caltrans has proposed a joint
signal installation at this intersection. In keeping with past accepted practice, the
responsible public jurisdictions contribute to the signal project according to an accepted
formula. The County expects that the City of Redding will continue to work with Caltrans
to program traffic impact fees for the City’s share of the Clear Creek Road signal costs at
State Route 273. West Central Landfill will also contribute a fair share of the signal cost,
and other maintenance costs along Clear Creek Road.

Traffic impacts associated with continued landfill operations can also be reduced by
additional transfer stations, larger (and therefore fewer) trucks, compaction of refuse prior
to hauling, increased recycling, and reduction in waste discarded.

S.5.3.4 Utilities and Services

The proposed continued operations and future development of the West Central Landfill
would not have adverse effects on existing services and utilities at the site. The project
would not result in the need for new or expanded services or facilities, or otherwise affect
current levels of service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for fire
protection; police protection; or schools, parks, and other public facilities. Continued
operation would not require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities. Stormwater management is an
essential part of the landfill design and continued operation.

The County is aware of one other proposed project in the vicinity of West Central Landfill
that would require future utilities and services, including a water service extension — the
Northern California Veterans Cemetery, mentioned above. This project, which would
involve the development of a cemetery accommodating about 34,000 burials located off
Gas Point Road, will require a new water line extension for potable water and irrigation.
As proposed, an 8-inch water line would be extended from the Clear Creek Community
Services District water pump site across country to the cemetery. The specific location of
this line will need to be coordinated with activities at West Central Landfill.
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S.5.3.5 Visual Quality

As additional landfill units are developed within the permitted and approved area, landfill
areas and possibly operational activities will become more visible from surrounding
viewpoints. Units will likely be filled to elevations similar to the closed Phased | - i.e.,
about 1130 feet above sea level, which is the approximate elevation of the ridges in the
landfill canyon. As future units are developed and filled, landfill working areas and
graded, revegetated units will potentially become more visible from the future Northern
California Veterans Cemetery. This potentially adverse effect on visual quality as
experienced by visitors to the Cemetery is reduced to a less-than-significant level by
landscaping measures included in the cemetery design and by the maintenance of a
vegetated buffer on the landfill property.

S.5.3.6 Noise

The County has not recently received complaints regarding noise at the landfill.
Nevertheless, daily operation does involve heavy equipment that generates noise, which is
audible offsite. Continued operation activities at West Central Landfill will involve the use
of heavy equipment and trucks that generate noise. Future development of disposal units
will involve periods of elevated construction noise. No new activities are proposed,
however, that would generate new types of noise, such as blasting or tire shredding.

Operation and construction at the landfill will be periodically audible at the future
Northern California Veterans Cemetery, including sounds generated by heavy equipment,
trucks, diesel engines, and vehicle back-up alarms. Environmental documentation for the
cemetery indicates that the existing noise environment was considered in siting and
preliminary design of the cemetery. No significant noise effects were identified in the
associated document, however, and no mitigation measures were found to be needed
(ENPLAN 2002). Nevertheless, noise from the landfill is likely to be occasionally audible to
future visitors at the cemetery.

S.5.3.6 Cultural Resources

In conjunction with this EIR, an archaeological reconnaissance was conducted for the entire
landfill property; this study also incorporated the results of previous cultural resource
studies. Nine recorded sites have been identified on the landfill property; all of these sites
are historical. Because the landfill property overall was found to contain numerous,
scattered historical mining-related features, the entire landfill property was recorded as one
large historic mining site. Other individually recorded sites are also related to mining
activity, or otherwise characterized as historic camps, ditches, or debris.

Based on the criteria for eligibility of historic properties for the National Register of
Historic Places and the California Register of Historic Resources, none of the recorded sites
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is considered eligible for these registers, and concurrence from the State Historic
Preservation Officer on this determination is expected.

Continued operation of the West Central Landfill is likely to obliterate some of the
historical surface features identified within the impact area. Because none of these
historical sites is considered eligible for the federal or state registers, loss of these sites
would not constitute a substantial adverse change under CEQA. Therefore, the potential
effects of continued operation of West Central Landfill on cultural resources is judged to be
less-than-significant.

There is some possibility that project-related activities could result in the discovery of
previously unknown cultural resource materials, including sites below the ground surface.
The EIR, therefore, identifies a mitigation measure to reduce any potential adverse effect to
such yet-undiscovered resources.

S.6 Other CEQA Considerations
S.6.1 Areas of Environmental Controversy

Subsection 15123(b)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the summary of an EIR
include a listing of known or expected areas of environmental controversy for the project
covered by the EIR. The County is unaware of any major areas of environmental
controversy related to operation and development of the West Central Landfill.

S.6.2 Effects Found Not to Be Environmentally Significant

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR contain a statement briefly
indicating why various possible effects were found “not to be significant and were
therefore not discussed in detail in the EIR.” The environmental subject areas that the
County found to be not significant in terms of continued operation of the landfill, and
which, therefore, were not addressed in detail in this EIR, were effects related to:

Airport noise or safety hazards. The project is not related in any evident way to air
traffic or airport land use planning.

Agricultural resources. The landfill is not located in a major agricultural area, and
continued operation has no evident connection to agriculture resources.

Mineral resources. The project is not related to the extraction, conservation, use, or
restriction of mineral resources in any evident way.

Public services. The continued operation of the landfill cannot reasonably be linked
directly or indirectly to any physical effects associated with new schools, parks, or
other public facilities, nor is it likely in itself to be associated with an increased
demand for fire or police services.
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S.6.3 Summary of Effects Reduced to a Level of Insignificance

The assessments in Chapters 5.0, 6.0, and 7.0 of this EIR considered the potential effects of
the proposed project and, where appropriate, identified mitigation measures that will
reduce the Preferred Alternative’s effects to levels that are consistent with findings that the
mitigated effects are less-than-significant. The EIR has identified the following
environmental concerns as being reduced to levels of insignificance:

Potential effects on water quality, including groundwater resources.

Potential effects on sensitive species of plants or animals.

Loss or conversion of oak woodland and possible riparian habitat.

Traffic on local roads associated with the landfill and the corresponding increased
potential for accidents and intersection congestion.

Potential effects on public health and safety.

Conversion of undeveloped rural land to landfill.

Effects on archaeological and other cultural resources.

S.6.4 Significant Effects that Cannot Be Avoided

Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that this EIR identify any effects that
are both significant and unavoidable, including effects that can be mitigated, but not to a
level that is less-than-significant.

Almost all of the potential effects of the project identified in this EIR have been found to be
less-than-significant, including those that would be reduced to a level of insignificance by
identified mitigation measures. In one area, however, the EIR has identified an
unavoidable significant effect. As part of a cumulative impact, the landfill will have an
unavoidable significant effect on air quality through its contributions to the region’s non-
compliance with air quality standards.

S.6.5 Irreversible Changes

Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR identify any significant
irreversible changes in the environment that would occur from implementation of the
proposed project. Irreversible commitments of resources include both direct and indirect
effects that would be associated with the proposal and which would commit future County
decision-makers to courses of action based on the current proposal. This EIR has identified
the following irreversible changes:

Commitment of undeveloped rural land to a solid waste disposal area.
Viewshed changes resulting from major topographic changes.

Some reduction in biological productivity in areas developed for landfill units.
Long-term limits on future land uses for closed landfill units.
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S.6.6 Growth Inducement

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate potential growth-
inducing aspects of the proposed project. These are identified as aspects fostering
economic or population growth, either directly or indirectly, by removing obstacles to
population growth, or by encouraging and facilitating other activities that could have
adverse environmental effects.

The planning context of the West Central Landfill includes considerations under the
County General Plan and solid waste management program, as addressed in this EIR. As
noted in the first CEQA document to address a landfill operation at the West Central
location in 1980, solid waste disposal facilities do accommodate planned growth; however,
use of the site as a sanitary landfill is not directly growth-inducing.

S.6.7 Summary of Cumulative Effects

Section 15130 of the Guidelines requires that an EIR identify cumulative impacts. The
assessment of cumulative effects requires, for each category of effect, an analytical
mechanism which allows the impacts of the project and other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects to be jointly assessed. In chapters 5.0, 6.0, and 7.0, cumulative
effects were included in the assessments of each topic considered in this EIR.

Several effects considered in this EIR appear to indicate that ongoing operations and future
development of the West Central Landfill may have a potential for participating in
environmentally significant cumulative effects, specifically as related to air quality and
traffic. As discussed above, mitigation measures have been identified for traffic impacts.
For air quality, although measures have been identified that will reduce the effects of the
project, operation and development of West Central Landfill will continue to contribute to
regional air quality non-compliance for particulates and ozone.

S.6.8 Environmentally Superior Alternative

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the Guidelines includes the following text: “If the environmentally
superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.” Inferentially, the EIR
is thus required to identify an “environmentally superior alternative” from among the
proposed action alternatives, if one of those is environmentally superior.

The County believes that the proposed project — the continued operation of the West
Central Landfill as permitted and approved - is the environmentally superior alternative.
In fulfilling its mandate to provide and implement an integrated solid waste management
program, the County’s underlying objective for this “project” is to provide a cost-effective
facility for disposal of nonhazardous solid waste in a manner that protects public health
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Summary

and safety and the environment, in accordance with state and federal laws and regulations.
In Shasta County, as elsewhere in California and throughout this country, people and
businesses depend on local government to provide solid waste disposal capacity.

In developing and operating the West Central Landfill, the County provides a regional
solid waste disposal facility where County residents and commercial entities can meet their
ongoing and future needs for the sanitary disposal of nonhazardous municipal wastes. The
increasing practice of “reduction, re-use, and recycling” helps extend the life of landfills;
however, there continues to be on ongoing and projected need for solid waste disposal.
West Central Landfill has been, and will continue to be, designed and operated in
accordance with environmental protection regulations.
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1.0 Introduction

The West Central Landfill is a regional solid waste management facility in Shasta County,
California, for the disposal of nonhazardous, municipal solid waste; it serves much of the
County, including the Cities of Redding, Anderson, and Shasta Lake, and western
unincorporated areas. The landfill is located approximately 12 miles southwest of Redding
on property owned by the County of Shasta; it is operated jointly by Shasta County and the
City of Redding. West Central Landfill receives about 120,000 tons of solid waste annually.

The County of Shasta has elected to prepare this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to
address the ongoing operation and further development, as planned and approved, of the
West Central Landfill. This EIR updates previous environmental documentation, as
explained below, section 1.2. The first phase of disposal occurred in the early 1980s; when
this phase reached capacity it was closed in accordance with regulations current at that
time. Subsequently, other disposal units have been developed sequentially and, in some
cases, filled. By current projections, the currently permitted landfill disposal area will
reach capacity in about 2019.

1.1 The EIR Process Under CEQA

Siting, construction, operation, expansion, major changes in operation and maintenance,
and closure of any landfill, including the West Central Landfill, are discretionary activities
that may cause a direct physical change in the environment; therefore, such activities
constitute “projects” subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). 1 CEQA and the related CEQA Guidelines 2 establish procedures to be followed
by California public agencies in analyzing and disclosing the environmental consequences
of projects they propose to carry out or approve. Under CEQA, agencies must comply with
both procedural and substantive requirements; generally, the process is meant to ensure
that environmental information is compiled for the public record and considered in
decision-making. For projects that may have a significant effect upon the environment,
CEQA requires public agencies to prepare Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs). An EIR
must be prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.

This EIR is intended to provide the lead agency (i.e., the County of Shasta), other
responsible and trustee agencies, and the general public with an objective assessment of the
potential environmental effects of proposed actions involving the West Central Landfill.
The purpose of this EIR is to provide information so that the County and other
participating agencies can make factual findings to support decisions regarding the project.

1 Public Resources Code, Division 13, Sections 21000-21177.

2 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000-15387 and Appendices A
through K. These are administrative rules for implementing CEQA, which have been judged by state courts
to have the force of law. The CEQA Guidelines may be reviewed on the Internet at
http://www.ceres.ca.gov/cega/.
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The substance of the report is intended to identify potential adverse environmental effects
and ways in which these effects may be avoided or reduced by implementing feasible
alternatives or mitigation measures (consistent with other legal requirements).
Involvement of other public agencies and public participation are essential components of
the CEQA process.

As discussed in the next section, this EIR incorporates previous CEQA documents
prepared for landfill siting and operation. Additionally, this document may be used in the
future for “tiering” of subsequent, related assessments. Tiering is a multi-level approach to
document preparation where general matters are covered in a broader, first tier EIR, and
subsequent tiers focus on specific activities of narrower focus. This approach is intended to
help streamline the CEQA process and eliminate repetitive discussions (e.g., by
incorporating by reference the general discussions in the broader document).

1.2 History of CEQA Compliance at West Central Landfill

Since early stages of planning for a “new” sanitary landfill to serve the region in 1979 and
1980, the County of Shasta, as the lead agency and as represented by the County
Department of Public Works, has conducted several environmental reviews of the West
Central Landfill. This section briefly describes the project’s CEQA history; for a more
complete description of current landfill components and phases of development, see the
Project Description in Chapter 3.0.

1.2.1 1980 EIR

A landfill at the West Central location was initially addressed under CEQA as one of
several alternatives in the Environmental Impact Report for a Proposed Sanitary Landfill Site
(SCH Number 79021259), which addressed acquisition and development a new regional
sanitary landfill site in 1979 and 1980. That EIR, certified in 1980, considered West Central
Landfill site and several other alternative landfill locations — including the Anderson Sites
and Oak Creek Site — based on earlier siting studies and investigations. This EIR addressed
issues on a regional basis and provided information to decision-makers and the public
informing the decision to select a site at the West Central location.

As described in the 1980 EIR, the “West Central Site” would have a storage volume of 17
million cubic yards and a storage area of 165 acres; it would be developed in three phases
over a period of 40 years (Shasta County, 1980). While this description was sufficiently
accurate for decision-making purposes at that time, it does vary somewhat with the landfill
project as it has actually been developed, as discussed further in Chapter 3.0.

1.1.1 1992 EIR Addendum

In 1991, during the closure of the Phase | area (and preparation of the Final Closure and
Postclosure Maintenance Plan for this phase), the County prepared an EIR Addendum to
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update the 1980 EIR and provide supplemental information. Among the issues addressed
at that time were those associated with implementation of the California Integrated Waste
Management Act of 1989. Other operation and maintenance documents, monitoring data,
and regulatory reporting were also addressed. The Final West Central Landfill EIR
Addendum (SCH Number 91123013) received approval in 1992 (Shasta County 1992a).

1.2.3 1999 EIR Addendum

A second EIR Addendum was prepared and approved in 1999 for the continued operation
of Phase Il at the West Central Landfill. At the time, the County was preparing a
construction contract for ongoing development of Phase II; the work included grading,
placement of cell lining, and installation of a leachate collection system (Shasta County
1999). (Excerpts from this document are included in this EIR as Appendices A, B and C.)

1.2.4 This EIR on Continuing Operations

This 2003 EIR incorporates relevant and historic information and findings from previous
environmental and technical documents as appropriate, and incorporates the previous
CEQA EIR and Addenda by reference. In addition, this EIR updates information and
assessments where appropriate. The scope and uses of this document are discussed below.

1.3 Scope and Uses of This EIR

This section briefly discusses the scope of the EIR and its intended uses. “Scope” refers to
the general substantive content, following a process of appropriately focusing the
document on actions, alternatives, and relevant issues. The Notice of Preparation is part of
this process because agency responses help shape the issues to be addressed in the EIR;
under CEQA, this early consultation may be called “scoping” (CEQA Guidelines 15083).

EIRs may be used for various purposes under applicable laws, regulations, and policies;
the overall intent is for an EIR to inform decision-making by providing information on
potential environmental effects of a proposed project. As indicated below, there are several
possible occasions for using this EIR in decision-making; other uses are also noted.

1.3.1 Scope

An EIR necessarily involves some level of forecasting, while avoiding speculation. This
EIR is focused on identifying potential significant effects on the environment attributable to
ongoing and future operations at the West Central Landfill. Because more technical detail
is available for recent, current, and immediately upcoming phases of landfill operation and
development, the level of specificity in the EIR is greater for activities in those time periods.

Eventual final closure of the entire site is reasonably foreseeable, although not in complete
detail at this time; consequently, final closure is addressed only generally in this EIR.
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Similarly, future expansion of the West Central Landfill beyond the waste volumes and
areas currently approved is also reasonably foreseeable; it is conceivable that other suitable
portions of the County-owned property at West Central may be developed for solid waste
disposal in the future. Such expansion, which would require detailed design and
permitting, is undefined and not proposed at this time, however; therefore, it is not
addressed in this EIR. The environmental effects of future expansions, if any, and final
closure of the landfill are actions that would be subject to CEQA reviews at the appropriate
time (see Section 1.1 above regarding “tiering”).

The EIR also addresses issues of concern to the County and issues known to be of concern
to the public and regulatory agencies. It considers not only ongoing operations, but also,
with respect to cumulative impacts, past and reasonably foreseeable actions. Information
from previous CEQA documents, particularly with respect to previously identified
environmental impacts and mitigation measures, is incorporated — and where appropriate,
updated - throughout this EIR.

1.3.2 Uses

This EIR is intended to provide the lead agency (i.e., the County of Shasta), other
responsible and trustee agencies, and the general public with an objective assessment of the
environmental effects of continued operation of the West Central Landfill. This EIR also
updates and consolidates past CEQA documentation related to the landfill, and thus serves
as an environmental reference document. Through compliance with CEQA, this EIR
provides an occasion:

To consider environmental effects of continued operations at the landfill in light of
changes in regulations;

To update potential effects based on accumulated monitoring data and other recent
information;

To review previously identified environmental effects and examine the
effectiveness of previously prescribed mitigation measures;

To invite public and agency involvement and review; and

To consider and document new issues or information not addressed in previous
assessments.

The EIR will be used by the County and other public agencies as appropriate when
considering permit renewals or other reviews and approvals for the project. Among these
possible discretionary actions and reviews are the following:

Periodic reviews by the Regional Water Quality Control Board of ongoing
compliance with established Waste Discharge Requirements.

Periodic reviews of the Solid Waste Facility Permit by Shasta County Department of
Resource Management’s Division of Environmental Health (the Local Enforcement

AT
J:\02\502006 West Central Landfill\Final EIR\Rev 1.3-pdf.doc =l



1.0 Introduction

Agency; see Section 3.3) and the California Integrated Waste Management Board, as
required by Title 27, California Code of Regulations, Section 21675(a). This permit
review is required every five years over the life of the landfill.

Compliance with federal, state, and regional air quality laws and regulations as
administered by the Shasta County Air Quality Management District (AQMD). In
addition to acting as a responsible agency under CEQA in reviewing air quality
impacts of projects, the District also has authority for issuing air quality permits for
the landfill under the federal Clean Air Act Amendments. Among these
requirements is compliance with Title V of the Clean Air Act Amendments, under
which landfill operations are subject to a “Title V permit” issued by the Shasta
County AQMD (see Section 5.4.2).

Approvals by the County Public Works Department and County Board of
Supervisors of construction contracts for future waste management units within the
permitted disposal area.

Any required 1600-Streambed Alteration Permit issued by the California
Department of Fish and Game.

1.4 Preparation of 2003 Draft and Final EIR
1.4.1 Notice of Preparation and Responses

The County of Shasta issued a Notice of Preparation for this EIR on 31 October 2001 (see
Appendix D), inviting comments from state and federal agencies on the scope and content
of the document applicable to their areas of jurisdiction. The County also held “scoping”
meetings with public agencies and with interested individuals. Written comments were
received from the California Integrated Waste Management Board (IWMB), the State
Department of Fish and Game, Region 1; California Department of Transportation, District
2 (Caltrans); the City of Redding, Development Services Department; and the County of
Shasta, Department of Resource Management, Environmental Health Division (serving as
the Local Enforcement Agency; see Section 3.3). Issues raised in these scoping letters are
addressed in this EIR, including the following:

Compliance with the Solid Waste Facility Permit. The County Environmental
Health Division (the LEA) commented that the Solid Waste Facility Permit will not
need to be revised for ongoing operations within permitted boundaries; however, an
application would be required if expansion outside boundaries is contemplated.

Traffic Volumes. Caltrans expressed concern regarding traffic volumes and
congestion at intersections serving landfill truck traffic. According to Caltrans, the
Clear Creek Road/State Route 273 intersection and the Oxyoke Road/State Route
273 intersection both meet at least some of their warrants for signalization.

Road Conditions and Maintenance. The City of Redding’s comments identified
two traffic-related issues: (1) According to the City, Clear Creek Road was not
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constructed for the amount of heavy truck traffic now using the road to access the
landfill. The City indicated that the EIR should contain some analysis of the
condition of the road and maintenance needs. (2) The City also indicated that the
EIR should address the need for a traffic signal at the Clear Creek Road/State Route
273 intersection.

Alteration of Surface Water Features. DFG commented on the possible need for a
(Section 1601) streambed alteration agreement with respect to any surface water
features.

An EIR must include a description of the physical environment within the local and
regional vicinity of the project. This description is used as a baseline to determine whether
an impact is significant. The environmental setting is usually described as it exists at the
time the notice of preparation is issued; however, the CEQA Guidelines allow a lead
agency to use different baselines in some circumstances.

In this EIR, the environmental baseline is defined as the environmental conditions in
existence at the time the Notice of Preparation was issued — i.e., October 2001. Given that
one of the purposes of this EIR is to update previous environmental documents, it is
relevant in some discussions to consider the history of the landfill as reflected in those
documents. It is not, however, within the scope of this EIR to revisit the original landfill
siting decision. Environmental impact assessments in this EIR are focused on the
continued operations of West Central Landfill, as permitted and approved.

1.4.2 Preparation of DEIR

The County of Shasta developed a Draft EIR (DEIR) and circulated the document for
public and agency review on March 6, 2003. The comment period closed on April 28,
2003 and written and any oral comments on environmental issues received during this
review period and prior to preparation of this Final Environmental Impact Report are
addressed in this document. The DEIR was available for review at the following
locations:

Shasta County Department of Public Works;
Shasta County Library, Redding Branch;
Shasta County Library, Anderson Branch;
Eastern Shasta County Regional Library.

The DEIR was also available at www.co.shasta.ca.us/Departments/Public\Works.

The DIER was also distributed to numerous interested individuals; the Notice of
Availability and distribution list is shown in Appendix H.

In addition, the County held a public meeting at the 1go-Ono School on May 29, 2003 to
hear public concerns about the proposed project. A notice for the public meeting was
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sent to interested individuals and adjacent residents; three interested citizens attended
the meeting. A copy of the notice, distribution list and names of persons attending the
meeting are shown in Appendix |.

CEOQA requires that a Final EIR be prepared, certified, and considered by public
decision-makers prior to taking action on a project. The Final EIR provides the Lead
Agency (County of Shasta, Department of Public Works) an opportunity to respond to
comments received on the DEIR and to incorporate any additions or revisions to the
DEIR necessary to clarify or supplement information contained therein.

1.4.3 DEIR Comments

Nine (9) written comments were received by the County in response to the circulation of
the DEIR. Issues raised in the comment letters ranged from requesting to close the
landfill to suggestions for additional information to be developed. DIER comments, and
the County’s response to comments are included in Section 2.0. The Final EIR has been
revised to incorporate relevant comments and additional information to clarify the
previously distributed DEIR.

1.4.4 Preparation of FEIR

The Final EIR (FEIR) was prepared in accordance with the CEQA qguidelines to address
public and agency comments to the DEIR. The FEIR has been prepared as a single
document, incorporating the previous DEIR sections updated with comments, along
with comment letters and responses to comments. The FEIR also has a Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program developed to outline specific monitoring
requirements for this project.

In addition, this FEIR may serve in the future as a tiering document for future CEQA
reviews and documentation (see Section 1.1).

1.5 Document Organization

This FEIR has been prepared following CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, and it reflects the
required contents accordingly. Shasta County does not have a standard format for EIRs.

The Summary provides a concise summary of the report, including the major issues and
conclusions in the FEIR and the specific discussions required under CEQA. The Summary
discusses the report’s main conclusions, including the identified significant effects and
proposed mitigation measures.

Chapter 1.0, this chapter, addresses the basic CEQA framework and the scope of this FEIR,
including a discussion of the history of CEQA compliance at the West Central Landfill.
Following this introduction, Chapter 2.0 outlines the public review process and provides
a list of the agencies and public who commented on the DEIR. This chapter also
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provides copies of actual comment letters and responses to those letters by the County.
Chapter 3.0 defines the project subject to analysis in this document, including the project
objectives, regulatory context, design components, and past, ongoing, and future activities.
Chapter 4.0 provides a discussion of alternatives and describes the alternatives considered
by the County for the proposed project.

Chapters 5.0, 6.0, and 7.0 provide the main topical analyses for the West Central Landfill
environment; the chapters are organized by groups of related topics, resources, and issues.
For each group, the discussion includes the existing setting, the environmental issues and
thresholds for determining significance, the potential environmental effects, including
cumulative effects, and appropriate mitigation measures, including those identified in the
previous CEQA documents. The physical environment is covered in Chapter 5.0, including
geology and soils, water quality, and air quality. Chapter 6.0 addresses the biological
environment. Chapter 7.0 addresses the human environment, including land use, public
health and safety, traffic and circulation, utilities and services, visual quality, noise, and
cultural resources.

Additional CEQA-required topics are addressed in Chapter 8.0, including summaries of
effects found not to be significant, unavoidable and irreversible effects, growth-inducing
effects, cumulative effects, and the “environmentally superior alternative.”

Chapter 9.0 is the required listing of persons involved in preparation of the FEIR, including
their organizational or agency affiliation. Chapter 10.0 is the required identification of
documents and other sources used in FEIR preparation. These documents are available for
public review upon request through the County Department of Public Works.

Section 11.0 presents the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the
implementation of the FEIR.

The FEIR also includes several appendices, which supplement the information in the body
of the document. Appendix A discusses the landfill design and operation, Appendix B
outlines the waste quantities and types, and Appendix C identifies the load screening
program for the landfill; these appendices are taken from the 1999 EIR Addendum,
prepared by the County of Shasta. Appendix D consists of the Notice of Preparation for
this EIR and copies of letters received in response to that notice. Appendix E is a report of
a biological reconnaissance study, and Appendix F is a copy of the main body of an

archaeological reconnaissance study. Both Appendix E and Appendix F reflect studies
conducted in support of this EIR and address the entire landfill property. Additionally,

information about the approval of the use of Alternative Daily Cover at the landfill is
shown in Appendix G. Appendix H has the DEIR notice of availability and distribution
list and Appendix | has the notice of public meeting and distribution list.
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2.0 Public and Agency Review

The CEQA guidelines require public disclosure in an EIR of all project related
environmental effects and encourages public participation throughout the EIR process.
CEOQA also requires that a public review period of no less than 45 days is required for
the DEIR. Shasta County provided the West Central DEIR for public review from
March 6, to April 28, 2003 (53 days), and provided an additional opportunity for the
public to comment at a separate public meeting on May 29, 2003; there were no public
comments requiring responses at the May 29th meeting.

2.1 Comments to DEIR

This section presents written comments received from the public and reviewing
agencies in response to the preparation and circulation of the DEIR. For ease of review,
comment letters are immediately followed by the County response to relevant points in
the comment letters. Table 2-1 shows a listing of individuals and agencies that
responded with comments to the DEIR. Following that listing, copies of actual comment
letters are provided, with responses to the letters from the County following. Each
comment letter is numbered for identification and tracking purposes, and responses to
comments follow the same numbering process.

Table 2-1
West Central Landfill
DEIR Comments
. Contact Name and
Comment # Commenter Name Date Received
Phone Number
WCL -1 Holmes 4/28/03 Ronald and Joan
Holmes
(530) 396-2748
WCL -2 CIWMB 4/17/03 Diana Post
(916) 341-6000
WCL -3 RWQCB 4/10/03 Katie Bowman
(530) 224-4845
WCL -4 Caltrans 4/07/03 Marcelino Gonzalez
(530) 225-3369
WCL -5 Waste Management 4/15/03 Richard King
(530) 347-5236
WCL -6 Shasta County Planning 3/24/03 Jim Cook
Division (530) 225-5532
WCL -7 Erickson 4/28/03 Arnold Erickson
(530) 396-2220
WCL -8 Droisher 4/28/03 Celeste Droisher
(no contact information
provided)
WCL -9 Shasta County 4/24/03 Carla Serio
Environmental Health (530) 225-5787
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Comment Letter WCL-1

RECEIVED

APR 2 8 2003

DEPT. OF PUBLIC WORKS
We have several comments in reference to the Draft EIR for the West Central Landfill.

First, the Shasta County Dept. of Public Works in their Notice of Preparation fur'\
Draft Environmental Impact Report states on page & that *0Ongoing monitoring activities
demonstrate compliance with State and Federal Standards”, NO, the County is not in
compliance. On page 34 of Draft EIR it states that on December 23, 2002 the "under
drain system had detected positive for the presence of volatile organic compounds” and
that it was “visually estimated that the under drain was discharging approximataly 0.5 1-1
gallons per minute to the ground surface”. On page 35 it states that "There is no
evidence that the VOC release has entered groundwater”, That is a contradiction. The
under drain system is the groundwater and contamination has been occurring for an
unspecified period before this test up until the County responded to the Notice of
Violation issued by the RWQCE on January 21, 2003 for the release of VOC in the
under drain system, Why did the County not take action immediately after discovering
the contamination, instead of waiting a month for the RWQCBE to issue a Notice of
Violation? That certainly does not inspire one's confidence in the regulatory system. /

On page 37 of Draft EIR it states that "Groundwater monitoring results in
January 1999, however detacted VOC's at low concentrations in three wells, and the
RWQCE issued a Natice of VWiolation”

On page 34 of Draft EIR the “County is confident” that they can limit impacts to
the surface and groundwater”, Well, the evidence is too the contrary and we find this
attitude as arrogant. We think that one would be humbled by the situation—on both
lzaks the cause is speculative, not known and not CORRECTED.

The second issue is discussed in the Biological Reconnaissance West Central Landfill
contained in the Draft EIR. Page 12 of this document states that "The stream courses,
floodplains, any associated wetlands, and the riparian forests within the streams in the
WCL site constitute an environmentally sensitive habitat complex, Future activities at
the WCL site would cross a threshold of significance under CEQA if those activities
resulted in losses of wetland areas or functions, loss of riparian forests, the placement
of fill or the depasition of sediment or debris in the stream channels or on the
floodplains of the site's stream courses, or polential effects of operations such as
effects from diverting additional water flows into existing stream courses.” It is also
noted that the sediment contral ponds within active stream channels is contrary to the
requirements of Section 1600 of the Fish & Game Code. In addition, no permit could be
found for the eriginal stream alteration. A substantial plan of corrective action is
outlined in this documenit.

(One can see from the Draft EIR that a lot of work needs to be done to correct
environmental problems in the streambed and that future expansion of the dump site
will be impracticable. The County notes on page 25 of the Draft EIR that Alternative
Waste Technology Alternatives which reduce landfill waste volumes “would require a 1-2
considerable advance planning, financing, and design work”. Further, “alternative
waste technology alternatives do not meet the basic objectives for this project, and, for
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economic and environmental reasons, they are at this time considered not feasibla”. .
We think that because such alternatives do take considerable time, effort and 1-2 Continued
financing, MOWV is the time to start considering such alternatives. At the present,
recycling effarts could be greatly increased. Why at the present time is recycling for 1-3
business in Redding not mandatory?
Third issue is the effect of the dump on the surrounding community. On page 8 of
Shasta County Dept. of Public Works in their Notice of Preparation for Draft 1-4
Envircnmental Impact Report is stated that “Surrounding land use patterns have not
changed significantly.” We do not share this opinion.

First is the New Veteran's Cemetery. The mound covering a completed portion
of Phase Il unit is elearly visible and not attractive.

Second, this area is booming with residential construction. To consider
increasing the fill height of the dump would increase this prablem

Third, the ground water flows east away from the dump toward residential
housing, the Clear Creek restoration project and the Sacramento River

Fourth issue is the effect of the dump on air quality, most notably ozone and particulate
matter. The Draft EIR states on page 42 ©.. especially in regard to PM10, the added
increment of dust emissions resulting from the project is considered a significant 1-7
effect.” Shasta County already does not achieve mandated air quality standards. No

mention is made in the Draft EIR if fiberglass waste is being accepted at the dump and

the impact that has on air quality. No plan is propesed to further reduce this impact.

On February 16, 2003 myself and two others conducted a personal inspection of \

the dump. We took photographs, We found six situations that deserve comment.

1. Lots of plastic bags caught in the trees on the southwest boundary of dump.

2. The lowest sedimentation pond was badly eraded at the overflow. This would not

survive a significant rain event.

3. The top of the hill on the northwest side of the dump has been cleared of brush. No 1-5
action was taken to cover the bare earth resulting in severe erosion and degrading
the surface water quality

. The nerth and south streams were turbid,

. The leachate pond was not fenced to the extent that children could not easily get
inside. The plastic surface of the pond is slippery and this could create a dangerous
situation.

6. The leachate pipe had valves that would flush leachate onto ground surface with no
protection from vandals.

L T =N

In conclusion, we understand that waste management and landfills are necessary in a

consumer society. It is necessary to accomgplish this with a minimum degradation to the
environment and the surrounding. It is unfortunate that the original sitting for the dump

was located in an area that presents serious environmental degradation—high ground

water and wetlands. We suggest.

LCEAT
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1} Mitigate and repair the effect of the leachate on the ground water. A

2) Repair damage lo stream beds and riparian areas to preserve water quality,

3) Implement a air quality monitoring program. Comply to Clean Air Act Amendments
of 19390.

4} Implement alternative waste management and plan for early closure of the landfill. 1-6
We suggest you make a transfer station at this location or close it altogether due to
increased residential usage.

3} Slart an intensive, strict recycling program for residential and businesses in Shasta
County. Reducing amount of waste entering the landfill is the most effective way to
reduce environmental effects and extends the limited life of this dump.

J

Sincerely,

Ronald A, Heolmes and Joan E. Holmes
P.0O. Box 128

14515 Small Farms Road,

Igo, Ca 96047

(930) 396-2748

4/28/2003

]

Co o
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Commenter 1, Ronald A. and Joan E. Holmes (WCL-1)

Comment 1-1. Comment 1-1 discusses the release of VOC in the underdrain system of the
landfill and expresses concern regarding the County’s ability to limit possible adverse
effects to the groundwater, especially when the sources of the detected contamination are
unknown. The commenter states:

“On page 34 of the Draft EIR it states that on December 23, 2002 the ‘under drain system had
detected positive for the presence of volatile organic compounds’ and that it was ‘visually
estimated that the under drain was discharging approximately 0.5 gallons per minute to the
ground surface’. On page 35 it states that ‘[t]here is no evidence that the VOC release has
entered groundwater’. That is a contradiction.”

Response 1-1. The two items discussed in this comment are not contradictions of each
other. In the first part of this comment, the issue surrounds the determination that a VOC
release had occurred at a surface drain. The County conducted routine sampling on
December 23, 2002, and was notified that VOC was found in the samples on January 9,
2003. Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) staff were immediately notified
and “follow-up inspections by the RWQCB were conducted at the site on January 10, 13
and 24 and verified the release.” Verification by both the County and the RWQCB showed
that water was discharging to the ground surface and was not being deposited into any
channel. The low volume of discharge made it unlikely that any of this material was
entering the groundwater. However, to verify that VOC was not entering groundwater,
samples were taken from the monitoring wells at the site.

The second part of the comment relates to the monitoring wells and the statement in the
DEIR about no VOC being found in these wells. The full statement from the DEIR reads,
“There is no evidence that the VOC release has entered groundwater on or offsite. The
nearest downgradient well is located less than 100 feet from the underdrain outlet; this
well, and all other downgradient wells, have tested negative for VOC.” If VOC had been
entering the groundwater, previous to the determination of the release and after the
release, groundwater monitoring wells in the immediate vicinity of the underdrain systems
would have detected positive for VOC. This has not happened.

The potential effects on groundwater from landfill operation have been identified in the
EIR as potentially significant. As discussed in Section 4.3.1.3 of the EIR, landfill liners do
not provide a 100-percent barrier, and seepage of contaminants occasionally may occur.
This section also acknowledges that the exact source of contamination is not known. The
County concludes, however, that implementation of an approved Corrective Action Plan
and construction of future liner and groundwater monitoring systems in accordance with
RWQCB requirements and specifications will reduce potential effects to a less-than-
significant level.
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Comment 1-2. Comment 1-2 discusses alternative waste technology to reduce landfill
waste volumes. Specifically, the commenter says:

“The County notes on page 25 of the Draft EIR that Alternative Waste Technology
Alternatives which reduce landfill waste volumes ‘would require considerable advance
planning, financing, and design work’. Further, ‘alternative waste technology alternatives
do not meet the basic objectives for this project, and, for economic and environmental
reasons, they are at this time considered not feasible’. We think that because such
alternatives do take considerable time, effort and financing, NOW is the time to start
considering such alternatives.”

Response 1-2. As stated in the Section 1.0 of the EIR, the County “has elected to prepare
this EIR to address the ongoing and future development, as planned and approved, of the
West Central Landfill.” Thus, the focus of the EIR is on the existing landfill as a permitted
facility, approved under previous CEQA documents for its current location, with planned
operations up to 200 acres under the existing Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) issued by
the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB). This EIR, however, does
not preclude the evaluation of other alternatives in the future, including alternatives of the
types indicated in the comment and discussed in Section 3.2 of the EIR.

The review of alternative waste technologies have been considered in the Shasta County
Integrated Waste Management Plan and further consideration would be an appropriate
subject for a future EIR that will likely be required when the current 200-acre permitted
facility is nearing capacity. At that time, the County will undertake a new round of
environmental reviews to determine if the landfill should be expanded on County-owned
property at the existing site, or if another site is more appropriate. Additionally,
alternative technologies for waste disposal may also be developed at that time as well as
options for transporting waste types accepted at this facility to other currently operating
facilities. Shasta County does recognize that it does take a significant amount of time and
money to evaluate these environmental alternatives, and will prepare a new EIR in
sufficient time to allow adequate site evaluations.

The Summary section of the Final EIR has been clarified to reinforce the purpose of the EIR,
which is to evaluate ongoing and future operations within the currently permitted landfill
area.

Comment 1-3. This comment concerns recycling efforts, the commenter states:

“At the present, recycling efforts could be greatly increased. Why at the present time is
recycling for business in Redding not mandatory?”

Response 1-3. The County agrees that recycling efforts do play a part in diverting solid
waste from the West Central Landfill. To this end, the County, City of Redding, City of
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J:\02\502006 West Central Landfill\Final EIR\Rev 1.3-pdf.doc =l

14



2.0 Public and Agency Review

Shasta Lake and City of Anderson developed a Source Reduction and Recycling Element to
address this issue and be in compliance with state mandated recycling targets.

Additionally, the City of Redding has developed a waste transfer station in Redding, where
waste is sorted and recycled prior to being transferred to the West Central Landfill. The
County currently exceeds the State of California’s 50% waste diversion mandate; the
current approved diversion rate is 64%.

Mandatory recycling has not been implemented for any person, or business, in Shasta
County, including Redding. Shasta County has no regulatory authority for recycling
efforts in the City of Redding. Several recycling programs for businesses are available and
are listed and monitored as part of the Annual Report process for the Shasta County
Integrated Waste Management Plan (IWMP). Detailed information about these programs
can be found in the IWMP, which is available for review at the Shasta County Department
of Public Works, during normal business hours. Information is also maintained by the
California Integrated Waste Management Board online at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Profiles/.

Comment 1-4. This comment concerns land use patterns in the vicinity of the West Central
Landfill property, specifically mentioning the new Northern California Veterans Cemetery,
residential construction, and groundwater flow in the direction of residential housing and
surface waters. The commenter states:

“On page 6 of Shasta County Dept. of Public Works in their Notice of Preparation for Draft
Environmental Impact Report is stated that ‘Surrounding land use patterns have not
changed significantly.” We do not share this opinion.”

Response 1-4. Land use patterns around the West Central Landfill have not significantly
changed in the sense that the predominant land uses in the area remain rural residential
and public facility, with significant land owned by Shasta County. As noted in the DEIR, at
page 56, Section 6.1.3.2, “Continuing operations of the West Central Landfill is consistent
with, and further implements, County land use planning. The County General Plan
specifically addresses and accommodates the landfill in its current location.”

The new Veterans Cemetery and additional residential development in the vicinity of the
West Central Landfill property are appropriate considerations for this “update EIR.” The
EIR specifically discusses relationships between the landfill and the Veterans Cemetery in a
number of sections, including Section 6.1.3.2 (Land Use), 6.5.3.2 (Visual Quality), and
6.6.3.2 (Noise). Regarding visual effects in particular, the EIR acknowledges that views of
increasingly visible landfill areas could be perceived by visitors to the cemetery as a
significant, adverse effect; however, the landfill was an existing and active feature of the
environmental setting at the time the environmental review for the cemetery was
conducted. For assessments of potential effects to the Cemetery, the County refers to that
project’s environmental review, which did not find the visual quality effects significant,
primarily because the cemetery design included vegetative screening.
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To further clarify issues regarding adjacent uses, the County has mapped adjacent
residences within a mile of the landfill. No building development is closer than 2890 feet
from the center of the landfill, consistent with statements made in the DEIR. A 2003 aerial

photo has been provided in the FEIR to show the landfill and development on surrounding
parcels.

Comment 1-5. The commenter identifies several items as observed deficiencies of the
landfill facilities, based on personal inspections by the commenter. These items were listed

as:

“1_

Lots of plastic bags caught in the trees on the southwest boundary of dump.

The lowest sedimentation pond was badly eroded at the overflow. This would not survive a
significant rain event.

The top of the hill on the northwest side of the dump has been cleared of brush. No action
was taken to cover the bare earth resulting in severe erosion and degrading the surface
water quality.

The north and south streams were turbid.

The leachate pond was not fenced to the extent that children could not easily get inside. The
plastic surface of the pond is slippery and this could create a dangerous situation.

The leachate pipe had valves that would flush leachate onto ground surface with no
protection from vandals.”

Response 1-5. The following responses are provided by referenced item.

1.

The County recognizes that trash can blow away from the active waste pile and
takes appropriate measures to minimize trash from blowing off the landfill site;
these include covering the waste pile with compacted soil and the use of a tarp
system (also known as an Alternative Daily Cover-ADC). In addition, the County
provides routine cleanup of trash that has been blown off the active waste pile.

The County does not agree with the commenter’s assertion that the lower sediment
pond would not survive a “significant” rain event; the County and City of Redding
provide maintenance of the site and maintain these sediment control structures.
This structure survived significant rainfall this spring. The sediment pond spillway
in question was installed in 1994 by landfill personnel and the outlet is designed to
pass storm water flows generated by a 100-year storm event. It has performed well
during two federally declared storm disasters since its construction. Vegetation
removal for landfill expansions and borrow areas contribute to increased flow to the
pond and were accounted for in the original outlet design. Minor amounts of recent
erosion around the pond outlet was discovered and will be repaired before the next
rainy season. An engineering analysis to evaluate the outlet’s sufficiency will be
performed in the summer of 2003. Based on this analysis, modifications to the
outlet, if necessary, would be undertaken as a maintenance project by landfill staff.

CEA
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Mitigation measures identified in the EIR include a commitment (Mitigation
Measure Bio-2/MM-2e) by the County to revise existing sediment and erosion
control plans to increase the likely retention of sediment onsite, and to enact
additional Best Management Practices (see EIR Sections 5.3 and 5.4).

3. Clearing operations were conducted within the existing permitted landfill area.
Stormwater runoff is controlled at the site through existing surface water diversions
and collection systems. The area photographed was subject to a controlled burn by
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. While some amount of
erosion was anticipated from these activities, the County and RWQCB has noted no
significant surface erosion and degradation of surface waters.

4. The Biological Reconnaissance contained within the EIR describes the condition of
two streams on the landfill property with respect to sediment and turbidity
(Appendix E, Section 3.4). The sediment and turbidity observed during this study
led to the identification of Effect Bio-3 and the corresponding mitigation measure
committing the County to revise existing sediment and erosion control plans to
increase likely retention of sediment on the landfill site, and to enact additional Best
Management Practices. Water quality effects, including potential sedimentation of
surface water features, are addressed in Sections 4.3.3 and 4.3.4 with respect to water
guality and in Sections 5.3.2 and 5.4 with respect to biological resources.

5. The leachate pond does not require fencing immediately around the pond; however,
the County has fenced the area around the pond to deter animals from entering the
area. The landfill property is partially fenced to prevent accidental entry to the site.
There is no reason for children or other persons (other than landfill staff and
regulatory personnel) to be in the area of the leachate pond. For safety purposes,
unauthorized persons in these areas are considered to trespassing and subject to
enforcement actions.

6. All leachate piping and valves are located in areas that cannot direct leachate onto
the ground surface. The observed piping was installed on an emergency basis upon
detection of the VOC release. The purpose of the piping is to capture all VOC
release and route it to the lined leachate pond for containment. No spills or
overflows have occurred. With the summer dry weather pattern, there is currently
no flow of VOC. Further release is not anticipated until the first heavy rains of the
season (typically in November or December) that create infiltration. Permanent
piping is being installed as part of Unit 3 construction scheduled for completion in
early fall 2003.
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Comment 1-6. The commenter lists five items that are recommended for the County to
take action on, those are:

=

“Muitigate and repair the effect of leachate on the ground water.

Repair damage to stream beds and riparian areas to preserve water quality.

3. Implement a air quality monitoring program. Comply to Clean Air Act Amendments of
1990.

4. Implement alternative waste management and plan for early closure of the landfill. We
suggest you make a transfer station at this location or close it altogether due to increased
residential usage.

5. Start an intensive, strict recycling program for residential and businesses in Shasta

County. Reducing amount of waste entering the landfill is the most effective way to

reduce environmental effects and extends the limited life of this dump.”

no

Response 1-6. The following responses respond to the five suggestions listed by the
commenter:

1. The effect of leachate on groundwater is part of the ongoing operations and permit
conditions for the operation of the West Central Landfill. The County is committed
to maintaining water quality at the landfill and is currently working with the
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to use enhanced underdrain and
leachate collection systems, runoff diversion trenches, and pipe, and will continue
monitoring. Additionally, the RWQCB has recently approved the County’s request
to install a liner in proposed waste Unit 3 within the exiting permitted landfill area,
and has issued Waste Discharge Requirements. Also, the RWQCB has approved the
County’s Revised Water Quality Protection Standards Report and Evaluation
Monitoring Program, in response to the discharge of VOC from the landfill.

2. Stream channel restoration recommendations are discussed in Section 5.4 and are
included as part of the Biological Reconnaissance report in Appendix E.

3. The operations of the West Central Landfill are in compliance with the provisions of
the Clean Air Act, as monitored by the Shasta County Air Quality Management
District under their Title V permit. Additionally, the County continues to
implement best management practices and other mitigation measures such as
watering roads and other open areas as needed to prevent fugitive dust from
leaving the site. Air quality mitigation activities are identified for continued
implementation in Section 4.4.5 of the EIR.

4. The purpose of the DEIR is to review ongoing operations of the permitted facility,
not to review options for closure of the landfill, re-siting to another location, or
disposal of the waste at other permitted facilities. The landfill closure alternative,
however, is essentially the No Action Alternative as assessed in the EIR. The EIR
does not preclude the County from pursuing an alternative waste management
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program (e.g., the Other Alternatives discussed in Section 3.2 of the EIR); nor does it
preclude planning for early closure of the landfill. At this time, however, the
County’s position (as discussed in Section 3.1 of the EIR) is that the landfill
represents a considerable, public financial investment and early closure would not
take full advantage of the remaining capacity in the landfill.

5. The County has implemented several successful recycling programs and is in
compliance with the California Integrated Waste Management Act, including
requirements to reduce solid waste by at least 50%. Detailed information is
available be reviewing the County Integrated Waste Management Plan (IWMP) and
all subsequent Annual Reports. The IWMP can be reviewed at the Shasta County
Department of Public Works during normal business hours. Information is also
maintained by the California Integrated Waste Management Board which can be
reviewed online at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Profiles/.

Comment 1-7. Commenter quotes from the Biological Reconnaissance report contained in
the EIR and states that:

“One can see from the Draft EIR that a lot of work needs to be done to correct environmental
problems in the streambed and that future expansion of the dump site will be impracticable. “

Response 1-7. One major purpose of this (or any other) EIR is to disclose “environmental
problems” to decision-makers and the public and to identify ways to avoid or reduce such
potential adverse effects. While this EIR was specifically focused on ongoing, permitted
operations at the landfill, it nevertheless provided an occasion to consider more broadly
how those ongoing activities may be carried out in the future with reduced levels of
impact. Section 5.4 identifies a number of measures that can be expected to reduce ongoing
and future potential impacts to biological resources on the West Central Landfill property.
Additional CEQA review would be required for future activities at the landfill that are not
addressed in this EIR.

Comment 1-8. Commenter makes a statement regarding air quality:

“The Draft EIR states on page 42 “...especially in regard to PM10, the added increment of dust
emissions resulting from the project is considered a significant effect.” Shasta County already
does not achieve mandated air quality standards. No mention is made in the Draft EIR if
fiberglass waste is being accepted at the dump and the impact that has on air quality. No plan is
proposed to further reduce this impact.”

Response 1-8. Section 4.4 Air Quality and Section 4.4.4.2 Continuing Operations discuss
within the DEIR the potential impacts to air quality. In regard to PM10 the DEIR does
discuss on page 42 that “increased ‘dustfall’ and locally elevated levels of particulate
matter (including PM10) are expected” for construction work and traffic on unpaved roads
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within the landfill. Because the increased levels of emissions are considered significant,
several mitigation measures are identified in the DEIR.

Mitigation and monitoring is described in the DEIR for air quality at section 4.4.5, also
located on page 42 and 43.

Regarding the issue of fiberglass waste, the West Central Landfill does not accept fiberglass
waste and there are no plans for accepting fiberglass waste at the facility.
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Comment Letter WCL-2

California Integrated Waste Management Board

Linda Moulton-Patterson, Chair
1001 | Btreet o Sacramento, California 95814 o (916) 341-6400K)
Maifing Address: P. Q. Box 4023, Sacramento, CA P5812-4025

www eiwmb.ca.gov Gray Davis
Lrovermar

Winston H. Hickox
Secretary for
Envirormental
Frotection

MEEEIVE

April 18, 2003 |

tPR 17 2003

Daniel Little ke
Shasta County Department of Public Works | *TE C1FARING HOUSE
1855 Placer Street :

ﬁhﬂ; CA 96001
Re??”

Subject: SCH No. 2001112020 Draft Environmental Impact Report for ongoing operations and
permit renewal and Revision for the West Central Landfill, Solid Waste Facility Permit Neo.
45-AA-0043, Shasta County.

Dear Mr, Little:

The California Integrated Waste Management Board (CTWMB or Board) Environmental Review (ER)
staff has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), cited above. In order to assist the
Lead Agency in preparation of a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) that will be adequate for
the proposed project(s), ER staiT has prepared the following analysis and comments. This letier
containg the CTWIMB role in the California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) process, the project
description for the proposed project, and ER staff analysis and recommendations for the proposed
project based on ER staff's understanding of the project, as described in the above document(s).

CIWMB CEQA REVIEW

The CIWMB is a responsible ageney for the environmental review of this proposed project, and for
concurrence in a Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP). The CIWME operates in cooperation with local
government to assure protection of public health, safety, and the environment from the potentally
detritnental effects of improper solid waste management. The CIWMB concurs in the issuance, or
revision, of SWFPs issued by local enforcement agencies (LEAS) to assure that a solid waste facilily
operates in a manner consistent with all applicable laws and regulations.

ER staff reviews, and comments on environmental documents, 1o assist Lead Agencies in developing
environmental documents that will be complete for use in the CEQA process by the Lead Agency, and
all responsible agencies. ER staff comments are to assist decision-makers in identifying potential
impacts from proposed projects; determine whether any such impacis are significant; and ascertain
California Environmental Protection Apency
Ty Printed on Recyeled Paper

The erergy challenge facing Californéa is real, Every Californizn naeds to ks H_I1ITI:Eh:IIEI.E action o reducs energy consumabon. Fora Bstof
simple ways you can reduce demand and cul your sNergy cosls, see owr Web site al hipfwww ginenbc e
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DEIR West Central Landfilk SWE Mo, 35 AA-0045 4Tk

whether significant impacts can be mitigated 1o a level of insignificance in compliance with the CEQA
statutes and regulations.

When performing the initial review of an environmental decument during the circulation process, ER
staff must analyze and evaluate whether the proposed environmental document clearly deseribes all
phases of the project, and assess all potential primary and secondary impacts to public health, safety,
and the environment that could occur by the implementation of the project. In order for ER staff to
properly evaluate, and rc:m]'mr_i_ﬁznd, whether an environmental document is adequate for use in the
permitting process, the proposed project must be described in sufficient detail for the ER staff to
understand and evaluate the proposed project, the potential environmental impacts, proposed
mitigation measures, and findings as presented by the Lead Agency.

When ihe!pmpasad SWEP, along with the citation of evidence of CEQA compliance by the LEA, is
received by the CTWMB, a second analysis performed by ER staff is done to evaluate whether the
CEQA evaluation in the cited environmental document, supports the requested specifications and
conditions of the SWEP. The environmental document must clearly describe and assess all potential
impacts that can be associated with the proposed project. The SWFP eoncurrence process is greatly
facilitated when this type of information is included, and thoroughly addressed in the environmental
document.

After comparison and analysis of the cited CEQA document, with the proposed SWFP, ER staff makes
a recommendation to the CTWMBE reparding the adequacy of the CEQA document for SWFP
concurrence purposes, The Board members make the final determination of the adequacy of the
CEQA document for SWFP concurrence, as well as whether or not to coneur in issuance of the SWFP.

DEIR PROJECT DESCRIPTION

CIWMB ER staff have reviewed the DEIR for the West Central Landfill {WCL) Solid Waste Facility
Permit {SWFP) revision and renewal, and based on this document, submits the following project
description. Ifthis project description varies substantially from the project as understood by the Lead
Agency, ER staff request that the Lead Agency include or correct any significant differences in the
FEIR, and notify BR staff prior to certification of the FEIR by the Lead Agency.

Shasta County Department of Public Works (SCDPW), acting as Lead Agency, has prepared and
circulated a DEIR in order to comply with CEQA, and to provide information to, and solicit
consultation with responsible agencies in the approval of the proposed project.

SCDPW and the City of Redding, operate a Class Il sanitary landfill located at 14095 Clear Creek
Road, approximately 12 miles southwest of Redding on County-owned property. and near the
communities of Igo and Ono, Shasta County. The property consists of 1,058 acres with a total of 100
acres already developed for waste disposal and related activities. Future development is planned to
cncompass as least another 100 acres. The WCL site has been in operation and accepting waste since
1982 and was developed in two phases.

WYWaste Units
Phase 1

Phase | was operated from 1982 through 1991, and covers approximately 20 acres. Phase IT began
receiving waste in the summer of 1921,

EAR MWoest CentralLF_ 454 A004 3 .doc Page
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DETR West Cenirad Landfill SWE Mo, 45-Aa-U043 4rp83

Phase 11
Phase II is being developed in sub-phases over a period of 20 to 25 years, Unlike Phase I, Phase [T of

the WCL is being developed in smaller increments of 4 to 12 acres, and cover material for an active
unit is taken from the next proposed cell. As excavations are made, an impervious geo-synthetic liner
is installed, and the leachate collection system is extended through these incremental units, The refuse
is then covered with soil excavated from the next increment.

Units of Phase [1 Landfill Expansion
Unit Acres ch;ﬁ;:iﬂ Cnng:;t:tinn Date Filled Closure Date .
1A B Not Specified 19491 1997 2008
1B 7 e 1992 1997 2008
1C 4] ie 1994 1997 2008
1 9 991,143 Summer 2000 January 2005 Summer 2008
2 Mot Specified Mot Specified 1996 2001 2008
3 Mot Specified 1,455,852 Summer 204 June 2009 Summer 2013
4 Mot Specified 1,987,565 Summer 203 December 2004 | Summer 2016
5 Mot Specified 932,407 Summer 2013 March 2017 Summer 2019

The development of the Phase 11 remaining waste management units will require relocation of three
ohservation wells and a segment of power and telephone lines. Two existing contact water ponds will
need to be enlarged, and two sadiment ponds south of Units 1A, B, and C will need to be relocated.

Waste Types and Tonnage

The WCL is a Class I facility and receives non-hazardous solid and inert wastes as defined by
California Code of Regulations (CCR) Tile 27 §420220 and 20230, The WCL receives approximately
120,000 tons of solid waste per year. The City of Redding waste accounts for approx. 66 percent of
the tonnage that poes to the landfill. The average tonnage per day is 380 tons with a peak of 580 tons
per day. The landfill also accepts approximately 2000 tons of dewatered sewage sludge per year,

Current and Projected Waste Flow
Annual Tonnage Annwal Volume Camiatie Waste Unit
Year (tons) {cubie yards) v‘:" i Capacity
{cubic yards)
2000 120,950 268,778 1,055,444
2001 123,974 275,498 1,330,542 2 Full
2002 127,073 282 381 1,613,326
2003 130,250 280,444 1,902,770
2004 133,506 206,680 2199450
2005 136,844 304,097 2,503,547 1D Full
2006 140,265 311,700 2815247
2007 143 772 319,453 1,134,740
2008 147,366 327,480 3,426,220
2009 151,050 335,660 3,797 886 il i 3 Full
DENE West Cemral LF 4354 40045 doc Pape 3
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IR West Central Landtill SWIF N, 35 A8-0042 4 1RA03
© Current and Projected Waste Flow
: Annual Tonnage Annual Volume Ehmnniycae Waste Unit
ear {tons) {cubic yards) V-_}Iume Capacity
(cubic yards) &
2010 154,826 344,057 4,141,943
;_ 2011 157,697 352,660 4,494,603
2012 162,664 361,475 4,856,078
2013 166,731 370,513 5,226,591
2014 170,899 379,775 5,604,366 4 Full
| 2015 175,172 389,271 5,995,637
| 2016 179,551 399,002 6,394,639
| 2017 184,040 408,977 6,803,616 5 Full
Existing SWFP

The WCL is currently permitted for solid waste disposal per October 31, 1997 SWFP under the
following limitations and specifications:

- Types of waste permitted for receipt: Agnicultural, € anstruction & Demolition, Dead Animals,
Industrial. Mixed Municipal, Sewage Sludge and Tires

. Maximum daily tonnage permitted for receipt: 700 peak tons per day

= Days & Hours of operation: Open to public Monday through Sa amto 5
«  Peak number of vehicles permitted per day: Not Specified

«  Maximum height of landfill: Not Specified

« Permitted footprint area: 200 acres

« Estimated closure date: 2025

« Total design capacity: 6,605,722 vards’

The general public using the landfill hauling their own refuse, are required to dispose of solid waste
materials in transfer boxes located near the entrance gate. Commercial customers are directed o the
active fill areas for discharge of waste from trucks.

Alternative daily cover (ADC) is currently being used at the landfill. The City of Redding has
purchased a tarp machine that is used to cover the working face daily with reusable tarps.

CIWMB STAFF COMMENTS

As a Responsible Agency for SWTP concurrence, Board sta ff will conduct an environmental analysis
for this project, using the DEIR developed by the Lead Agency, in accordance with Title 14, CCR
§15096. To assist in our review of the DEIR for SWFP concurrence purposes, ER staff request that the
following comments and questions be considered and addressed in the Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIR). Some of the requested information may already be included in the DEIR; however, ER
staff will address many issues germane to this type of facility in this comment letter in order to make a
complete record of CIWMB information requirements.

DEIR West ContalLE 45 A A 004 3.doc Page
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DETR Wesl Central Land (il 3WE Mo, 45-AA-0043 4118403
Adegquacy of CEQA Document

It is ER staff's opinion that the DEIR as prepared, does not contain enough information and analysis Tor

ER staff to understand the scope and content of the project. ER staff suggests the Lead Agency

prepare an FEIR for this project that will include additional detailed information and analysis in order 21
to make the FEIR adequate for CIWMB concurrence, and other Responsible Agency purposes. The

Lead Agency may consult with the solid waste LEA, CTWMB Permitting and Enforcement Branch

staff, and CTWME Closure and Remediation Branch staff for assistance in determining the necessary

scope and level of analysis in preparing a FEIR that would be adequate for Besponsible Agency

analysis for this proposed project,

[n the comment letter dated December 21, 2001, ER staff provided a link to CEQA compliance
information germane to landfill facility design and operations for those seeking a SWFP from the
CIWMB. This information was developed by Board staff as a guide to lead agencies in the preparation
of CEQA documentation, and to responsible agencies for their review of documentation for the
construction and/or operation of a solid waste facility requiring a full solid waste facility permil
(SWFP). This is located al our website:

httpedworw. ciwmb.ca gov/Permit Toolbox/CheckTtems/CBQA defanlt. him#Guidelines.

CEQA and Solid Waste Facility Permits

Please note that the FEIR must support all requested specifications and conditions of the SWFP for
concurrence by the CIWMB. This includes (but is not fimited o) details and support for all requested
SWEFP limits such as:

»  Name and address of facility, operator and owner,

« Hours and days of operation for receipt of waste, and for ancillary operations and facility
operaling hours,

s  Peak daily tonnage in tons per day,

«  Peak traffic volume in vehicles per day,

«  Total acreage of the facility, and of the disposal footprint,

«  Permitted area in acres,

«  Design capacity,

«  Maximum elevation,

«  Maximum depth,

«  Types of wastes accepted, and

+  Closure date, efc.

In addition, the LEA must make the following written finding prior to submittal of a new or revised
proposed permit: "The proposed permit is consistent with, and supported by, existing CEQA analysis™
(Title 27, CCR §21650). The permit should also include the date the CEQA document was certified
and filed with the State Clearinghouse, as well as the date that the Notice of Determination was filed
with the State Clearinghouse.

Operating Days and Hours

The proposed operating days and hours {days/week, hours/day, start slop times) are not listed in the

DEIR. Please describe in the FEIR the operating evele of the facility including hours for receipt of 2-2
waste, ancillary operations and facility operating hours.
DMEIR West Central LF 45 AA004 3 doc Page 3
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Sengitive Receptors

The FEIR should identify the surrounding land use of the facility area with a description of the density
of the occupancy for commercial and residential units in the area. The FEIR should also be specific
regarding the current number of homes in the vicinity, their locations (on maps drawn to scale) and
their distances from the landfill boundaries,

2-3

Maps

The DEIR does not contain sufficient maps, photographs, and diagrams supportive.of the land use data\

for the proposed project. The FEIR circulated for public review should contain the following:

« Detailed maps to scale, photographs and'or diagrams wilh legends of any and all access roads, 2-4
Intersections, signs, fraffic signals and any new or modified roads utilized by the facility on or
off-site.

. Detailed maps to scale showing nearest sensitive receptors including all recently constructed
residential homes, businesscs, and schools. )

Traffic and Related Transportation System Impacts

Traffic volumes, proposed average, and peak daily vehicle count, should be projected over the first few\
years of the projcct at peak tonnages of the proposed project. The DEIR does not contain a traffic
study and other information necessary to determine the level of impact the vehicles traveling to and 2-5
from the facility will have on streets, roads and intersections, as well as possible impacts to nearby
sensitive rea:-,epfnrs such as schools and homes, The FEIR should include a traffic study (or copies of

or reference to adequate reports or studies supporting propased traffic totals for the proposed project),
and address the following traffic related 1ssues: Y,

+  MNumber and type of vehicles

»  Access routes and roads (ingress/cgress)

« Loading and Unloading arcas

»  Dn-site roads

« Public and commercial routing

« MNumber and types of vehicles entering and leaving the site per day

«  Madifications required during inclement weather

» Emissions

« Detailed maps to scale, photographs and/or diagrams of 21l intersections, signs, traffic signals,
ete, to and from the facility, any new or modified roads utilized by the facility on or off-site and

«  Mitigation measures for all sighificant traffic related impacts,

Alternative Daily Cover (ADC)

The DEIR states that an ADC program is currently being used al the landfill. Has this program and the

use of tarps as ADC been approved by the enforcement agency (with concurrence by the CIWMB) as 2-6
required by Title 27 CCR §206907 If so, please provide a copy of the approval by enforcement agency
in the FEIR.
DEIR West Cenralll 454 A000 3 dowe Pape G
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Congidering the windy conditions of the area, is the proposed use of tarps as ADC practical for this
site? Has the owner or operator demonstrated that the ADC as used controls vectors, fires, odors,
blowing litter, and scavenging without presenting a threat 1o human health and the environment? How 2-6 Cont.
will the tarps be kept in place over exposed waste especially during windy conditions? What will be

the alternative provisions in place in the event of equipment failure of the tarp machine? Will any
compacted earthen cover material be used, and at which frequency? Dy

Please note that should the application of ADC become impracticable or contribute to conditions
hazardous to public health and safety and the environment, the owner or operator must terminate such
use and revert to the use of compacted earthen cover malerial in accordance with Title 27 CCR
B206R0. Impracticable conditions are those which makes placement of alternative daily cover difficult
due to adverse climatic or other conditions such that the performance requirements cannot be met.

Atthe end of any operating day preceding a period of time greater than 24 hours when the facility is
closed, unless procedures as required by the enforcement agency are in place to ensure that the
requirements of CCR Title 27 §20690(a}2-3) are met, the owner or operator must place compacted
earthen maierial over the entire working face. In addition, a stockpile of earthen cover material and
required equipment shall be available to ensure & corrective response to violation of 27 CCR
§20690(a)(2-3). For further information, please se¢ Title 27 CCR §520670 to 207035 and LEA
Advisory No. 48 which can be located on our website: hito:/www.cowmb.ca, gov/

Alternate Daily Cover Remulations

Please be aware that the CTWME is in the process of revising the regulations that control the use of
alternative daily cover (ADC) materials at solid waste landfills and the reporting of that use. Affected
Code Sections will be Title 27, CCR, §§20680 - 27000; and Title 14, CCR §§Sections 18808-18810,
18812, and 18813.

CIWMB staff is currently preparing the regulation package for noticing. The revised regulations
should hecome effective this year and will affect this facility if ADC is to be utilized. ER staff
recommends that the Lead Agency review the draft proposed regulations, and track their progress as
this project is developed. The proposed regulations are located on our website al:

Phase 11 Relocations and Changes
\

Please describe in the FEIR where the three observation wells, power and telephone lines, and two
sediment ponds will be relocated. The enforcement agency shall review and approve proposed post
closure land uses if the project involves structures within 1,000 feet of the disposal area, structures on
top of waste, modification of the low permeability layer, or irmigation over waste, Please refer 1o Title 2-7
27 CCR §21190 Post-Closure Land Use.

Please provide details in the FEIR regarding the location of all proposed relocated structures,
especially in relation to covered waste/fill areas, If possible, provide maps showing details of the
proposed projects and where cach will be relocated.

DEIR Wesd CentrallLF_45A 40042 doc Page 7
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Odors and Air Quality

The FEIR should mclude a map ol the area showing all possible sensitive receptors to wind eoaditions
from the landfill including the Igo-Ono School nearby.

As the Redding area is in a non-attainment area, it is ER staff”s understanding that a Statement of )
Overriding Considerations (30C) will be adopted for the cumulative degradation of air quality. In

order to assist the Board during a SWFP process, please provide ER staff with a copy of any SOC’s for | 2-8
environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated below a level of significance in the FEIR, [fa30C is
not being adopted, please explain why, and deseribe how the significant impact of the degradation of
air guality will be mitigated to a level of insignificance.

Water and Gas Monitoring <
The DEIR dees not contain sufficient information regarding what types of gas and leachate monitoring
will be done on the site. The FEIR should describe any changes 1o the existing gas and leachate 29
collection and monitoring systems of the landfill, and indicate who will be doing the monitoring,
qualifications of the monitoring personnel or agency, frequency of monitoring and availability of the
results. Describe the gas and water collection and moniloring systems and impacts from the

installation and operations.
~/

Climate, Rainfall and Leachate Production
-~

It should be indicated in the FEIR how the facility has coped, and plans to cope with leachate

production in very high rainfall events, as well as very high rainfall vears. Please describe the back-up 2-10

provisions in place in the event of excessive leachate cansed by high rainfall events/yvears.

—
Litter

-~
The area where the facility is located can be very windy. There have been problems with litter at this 2-11
zite; therefore, the FEIR should indicate or describe measures that will be taken lo prevent this issue

from becoming a significant problem.

Equipment

The FEIR should provide a listing of all equipment at the site, current or proposed, and any mitigation
rneasures necessary to lessen the impacis from this equipment on (but not limited 10} noise, air guality, 2-12
provisions in place in case of failure, and maintenance.

Adequacy of Mitigations

When the Beard considers the proposed revised SWFP, all mitigation measures will be reviewed and
must be implemented, and in place, before the Board can coneur with the proposed permit.

Construction and Demolition (C&DY Inert Debris Regulations
Please be advised that C&D regulations for facilities that accept construction and demolition

debris‘materials are currently in the final stages of the rule-making process, and will directly affect the
proposed project. The regulations will set permitting requirements, tier requirements, and minimurm

DN West ConmalLE 434 A0022 doe Page R
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operating standards for operations and facilities that receive, store, handle, transfer, or process
construction and demolition (C& D) debris and inert debris. C&D debris and inert debris ére specific
types of solid waste that present a different potential threat to public health and safety, and the
environment than typical municipal solid waste, thus, should be handled with different regulatory
oversight, The regulations will place operations dnd facilities that handle C&D debris and inert debris
into the Board's tiers to provide appropriate regulatory oversight to protect public health and safety
and the environment. The LEA will need to make a determination regarding the level of regulatory

anthority required for the project as proposed in the environmental docwment.

For a complete text and status of the regulations please see the Proposed Regulations page of the
Board's web site: hitp:www ciwmb.ca.gov/Rulemaking/CDMater/

Land Use Compatibility

The project’s surrounding land use must be designated as compatible with the proposed/current land

uses ai the project sites. The local government, in whose jurisdiction the facilities will be located, must 2-13
make a finding that the facility is consistent with the General Plan (FRC §50000) and is identified in

the most recent County [ntegrated/Solid Waste Management Plan (PRC. §50001).

Cumulative Impacts

Title 14 CCR §15130 states that the “EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the 2
project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable, as defined in §15065(c)”. Therefore, the -14
FEIR should identify potentially significant comulative impacts resulting from the proposed project,

and any combined projects within the praject vicinity as well as those incremental impacts resulting

from the proposed project's implementation.

Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring Program (MBEMFP)

As required by PRC §21081.6, the Lead Agency should submit a MRMP at the time of local
certification of the EIR. This should identify the environmental impacts associated with the proposed ] 2-15
project, identify mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less than significant level, identify

agencies responsible for ensuring the implementation of the proposed mitigations, and specify a
monitoring/tracking mechanism. PRC §21080 (c)(2) requires that mitigation measures “._avoid the

effects or mitigate the effects to the point where clearly no significant efTects on the environment

would occur” The MRMP is also required as a condition of project approval. Changes to this

§21081.6(b) also requires that "A public Agency shall provide that measures (o miligate or avoid

significant effects on the environment are fully enforceable through permit conditions, agrecments, or

other measures,”

The MRMP should also indicate that agencies designated to enforce mitigation measures in the drafi

EIR have reviewed the MEMP and agreed that they have the authority and means to accomplish the
-designated enforcement responsibilities.

SUMMARY

ER staff thanks the Lead Agency for the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIR, and hopes
that this comment letter will be useful to the Lead Agency in carrying out their responsibilitics in the

DEIR West Contral L1 4340042 duw Pape 2
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CEQA process. It is ER staff opinion that the changes to the FEIR by the addition of requested
information is significant, and that the Lead Agency re-circulate the FEIR before certi fication as
required in 14 CCR. §15088.5, .
ER staff requests copies of any subsequent environmental documents including, the FEIR, the Report
of Facility Information/Reporl of Disposal Site Information, any Statements of Overriding
Considerations, copies of public notices, and any Notices of Determination for this project. ER stafl
also requests that the Lead Agency provide a copy ol its responses to the Board's comments at [east ten
days before certifying the FEIR. If the document is certified during a public hearing, please provide
ER staff two weeks advance notice of this hearing. Furthermore, if the document is certified without a
public hearing, ER staff requests two weeks advance notification of the date of the certific ation and
project approval by the decision-making body. [PRC §2 1092.5(a))

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me atl (916} 341-6727, or email at
dpost@iciwmb.ca.gov, Additional information regarding Environmental Impact Reports for landfills
can be found on the Board’s website at www.ciwmb.ca gov/LEACentral/CEQA/disposal.him,

Sincerelv,

g Post, Integrated Waste Management Specialist
Environmental Review Staff

Permitting and Inspection Branch

Permitting and Enforcement Division

Califomnia Integrated Waste Management Board

Pc: Fussell Mull, irector
County of Shasta Department of Resource Management
Division of Envirenmental Health
1855 Placer 5t
Redding, CA 96001

Reinhard Hohlwein

Permitting and Inspections Branch

Permitting and Enforcement Division
California Integrated Waste Management Board

Mary Madison-Johnson, Supervisor

Permitting and Inspections Branch

Permitting and Enforcement Division
California Integrated Waste Management Board

DEIR West Central LE_458A004% doc Page 10
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Commenter 2, California Integrated Waste Management Board (WCL-2)

The County acknowledges the general comments from the CIWMB regarding the agency’s
role with respect to the CEQA process and the Board’s concurrence function for the Solid
Waste Facility Permit. For comments specifically applilcable to the West Central Landfill
EIR, responses are presented below. The CIWMB generally wants permit-level detail in
the project description of this EIR, whereas a broader approach has been taken since the
EIR will likely be applicable beyond the next permit review period. Based on the IWMB
comments, however, additional detail has been added with the understanding that details
can change as permits are amended and renewed. Such changes may still be within the
broad scope of this EIR. The County believes that is important for reviewers to distinguish
between the continued development of the permitted area of the landfill (focus of this
DEIR) and an increase in the size of the landfill (not part of this project). Some comments
from CIWMB may be more pertinent to future and expanded operations of the landfill,
which would trigger a new Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) and related CEQA
documentation for that expanded use.

Comment 2-1. This comment concerns information on the scope and intent of the project;
the commenter states:

“It is ER staff’s opinion that the DEIR as prepared, does not contain enough information and
analysis for ER staff to understand the scope and content of the project.”

Response 2-1. The County has expanded the scope and intent of this EIR, as well as
expanded information regarding the description of SWFP, landfill areas, volumes, and
other characteristics of ongoing operations at the West Central Landfill, under the existing
permit conditions issued by the various regulatory agencies and as identified in the Solid
Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) of October 31, 1997.

Comment 2-2. The commenter states:

“The proposed operating days and hours (days/week, hours/day, start stop times) is not listed in
the DEIR.”

Response 2-2. These changes have been made to the FEIR.
Comment 2-3. Regarding land use, the commenter states:

“The FEIR should identify the surrounding land use of the facility areas with a description of the
density of the occupancy for commercial and residential units in the area. The FEIR should also
be specific regarding the current number of homes in the vicinity, their locations (on maps
drawn to scale) and their distances from the landfill boundaries.”

AT
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Response 2-3. The County has verified land use patterns in the FEIR regarding land use,
current homes and other land uses and occupancy in the vicinity of the landfill.
Additionally, the County has identified potentially sensitive receptors and their distances.
A 2003 aerial photo has been provided in the FEIR to show the landfill and development on
surrounding parcels.

Comment 2-4. This comment is regarding additional maps, photographs and drawings for
the landfill operations. The commenter states:

“The DEIR does not contain sufficient maps, photographs, and diagrams supportive of the land
use data for the proposed project. The FEIR circulated for public review should contain the
following:

Detailed maps to scale, photographs, and/or diagrams with legend of any and all access
roads, intersections, signs, traffic signals and any new or modified roads utilized by the
facility on or off-site.

Detailed maps to scale showing nearest sensitive receptors including all recently
constructed residential homes, businesses, and schools”.

Response 2-4. The FEIR contains an additional aerial photo with base mapping that show
land use and sensitive receptors around the landfill site (see response to comment 2-3).

The County does not feel that additional maps, photographs and diagrams are required or
needed for the access roads to the landfill. Access roads/points of entry to the landfill have
been shown on existing maps and aerial photos in the FEIR and adequately display access
to the site. Onsite access roads for landfill operations change routinely as the landfill is
developed. No new access roads or points of entry are being developed under this EIR.

Comment 2-5. Traffic and related traffic studies.

“Traffic volumes, proposed average, and peak daily vehicle count, should be projected over the first
few years of the project at peak tonnages of the proposed project. The DEIR does not contain a traffic
study and other information necessary to determine the level of impact the vehicles traveling to and
from the facility will have on streets, roads and intersections, as well as possible impacts to nearby
sensitive receptors such as schools and homes. The FEIR should include a traffic study (or copies of
or references to adequate reports or studies supporting proposed traffic totals for the proposed
project), and address the following traffic related issues:

Number and type of vehicles

Access routes and roads (ingress/egress)

Loading and Unloading areas

On-site roads

Public and commercial routing

Number and types of vehicles entering and leaving the site per day
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Modifications required during inclement weather

Emissions

Detailed maps to scale, showing and/or diagrams of all intersections, signs, traffic signals,
etc, to and from the facility, any new or modified roads utilized by the facility on or off-site
and

Mitigation measures for all significant traffic related impacts.”

Response 2-5. The Scope of Work for this EIR did not specifically include a traffic study;
information in the EIR is summarized previous assessments, a recent study for the Veterans
Cemetery, and results of consultations with the City of Redding and Caltrans. The County
recognizes that traffic to and from West Central Landfill contributes to a cumulative traffic
impact, specifically the traffic congestion problem at State 273/Clear Creek Road
intersection, as discussed in the EIR (Section 6.3.3.2.2). Further, the County is aware that,
according to Caltrans, this intersection meets warrants for signalization. Accordingly,
Mitigation Measure Hum-1/MM-1 in the EIR commits the Landfill Joint Powers Authority
to contributing to the installation of a new traffic signal at that location.

The County concludes that, for the purposes of this EIR, there is no further information to
be gained by conducting a separate traffic study for an existing use, where impacts have
already been identified through existing traffic counts and signal warrant evaluations, and
where the mitigation has been resolved among the responsible agencies.

Comment 2-6. Alternative Daily Cover (ADC); the commenter asks:

““Has this program and the use of tarps as ADC been approved by the enforcement agency (with
the concurrence by the CIWMB) as required by Title 27 CCR 8206907? If so, please provide a
copy of the approval by enforcement agency in the FEIR.”

“Considering the windy conditions of the area, is the proposed use of tarps as ADC practical for
this site? Has the owner or operator demonstrated that the ADC as used controls vectors, fires,
odors, blowing litter, and scavenging without presenting a threat to human health and the
environment? How will the tarps be kept in place over exposed waste especially during windy
conditions? What will be the alternative provisions in place in the event of equipment failure of
the tarp machine? Will any compacted earthen cover material be use, and at what frequency?”

Response 2-6. The use of tarps as ADC has been approved by the local enforcement
agency-LEA (Shasta County Department of Resource Management, Environmental Health
Division) with the concurrence of the CIWMB. A copy of the approval has been included
in the FEIR.

The use of ADC at the West Central Landfill has been shown to be a practical and workable
solution for daily earthen cover. While the area is windy, there have been no problems
noted with holding the ADC in place; tarps are held in over the waste pile during windy
conditions by a thick, weighted tarp. The tarp is patented technology specifically designed
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to handle various weather conditions at landfills. The tarps have also been effective at
controlling vectors, odors, blowing litter and scavengers. Fires have not been an issue at
the landfill and the ADC has had a neutral effect on this issue. Should a mechanical failure
make the ADC unavailable for use, the operator will cover the waste pile with earthen
material that is readily available at the site. Additionally, stockpiles of earthen material
will be used to cover the waste pile one (1) time each week.

Comment 2-7. Relocation of utilities; commenter asks:

“Please describe in the FEIR where the three observation wells, power and telephone lines, and
two sediment ponds will be relocated.”

“Please provide details in the FEIR regarding the location of all proposed relocated structures,
especially in relation to covered waste/fill areas.”

Response 2-7. Approximate location of observation wells, power and telephone lines and
two sediment ponds that are planned to be moved during the continued operations of the
landfill are shown on Figure 3-3. Actual relocation sites for these wells will be determined
prior to their removal for continued landfill operations. No structures are planned to be
relocated or constructed

Comment 2-8. Comments regarding Odors and Air Quality:

“The FEIR should include a map of the area showing all possible sensitive receptors to wind
conditions from the landfill including the Igo-Ono School nearby”.

“In order to assist the Board during a SWFP process, please provide ER staff with a copy of any
SOC’s for environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated below a level of significance in the
FEIR.”

Response 2-8. A 2003 aerial photo has been provided in the FEIR showing the sensitive
receptors has been developed and is shown as Figure 7-1. To further clarify issues
regarding adjacent uses, the County has mapped adjacent residences within 4,500 feet of
the center of the current landfill.

Statement of Overriding Considerations. As the comment indicates, the EIR does conclude
that the landfill would contribute to a significant, cumulative problem in the region with
respect to air quality degradation. Accordingly the County expects to adopt a Statement of
Overriding Consideration, as noted in the comment. A copy of this statement will be
provided to the CIWMB.
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Comment 2-9. Comments regarding water and gas monitoring; commenter states:

“The DEIR does not contain sufficient information regarding what types of gas and leachate
monitoring will be done on the site. The FEIR should describe any changes to the existing gas
and leachate collection and monitoring systems of the landfill, and indicate who will be doing the
monitoring, qualifications of the monitoring personnel or agency, frequency of monitoring and
availability of the results. Describe the gas and water collection and monitoring systems and
impacts from the installation and operations.”

Response 2-9. Information about landfill gas and leachate monitoring is found in Sections
2.6 and 2.7 of the DEIR, with additional discussions about landfill gas described in Section
4.4.4.2 and groundwater in Section 4.3 of the DEIR. These sections describe the current
leachate collection system and monitoring. The monitoring program for leachate was
approved by the RWQCB pursuant to CCR Title 27 Regulations, with reports submitted to
the LEA. The DEIR displays the monitoring requirements for Nonhazardous Solid Waste,
Leachate, Groundwater, and Surface Water in Appendix A. These monitoring
requirements remain unchanged for this EIR. City of Redding and Shasta County staff
gualified to undertake monitoring activities conducts monitoring.

The County is subject to tier 2 Testing, as identified in the Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) 40, Part 60, subparts www and dcc. The latest testing, done in 2002, does not show
any need for a gas collection system. No new gas monitoring systems are planned to be
installed. A new leachate collection and removal system (LRCS) and underdrain system
has been approved by the RWQCB for Unit 3. A copy of the liner evaluation and approvals
by permitting agencies is on file at Shasta County Public Works.

Comment 2-10. Regarding climate and rainfall, the commenter states:

“It should be indicated in the FEIR how the facility has coped, and plans to cope with leachate
production in very high rainfall events, as well as very high rainfall years. Please describe the
back-up provisions in place in the event of excessive leachate caused by high rainfall
events/years.”

Response 2-10. The West Central Landfill Phase 11 leachate system has been designed with
the aid of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Hydrologic Evaluation of Landfill
Performance (HELP) model. The HELP model simulates rainfall on the landfill over a 20-
year period. The model then uses site-specific rain, wind, temperature, humidity, and
other factors to evaluate leachate production. The liner evaluation of Unit 3, prepared by
CH2MHill, includes a HELP run. Past and current HELP models do not indicate a problem
with leachate handling even in extremely wet years. A copy of the latest HELP runs are
available for public review at the Shasta County Department of Public Works.

The original Class Il leachate impoundment was designed to be uncovered. With
approximately 45 inches per year average precipitation at the site, an enormous amount of
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storage in the leachate pond was devoted to rain falling directly on the pond. In 1994, the
leachate pond was covered with an industrial roof. Now, no rainwater is getting directly
into the pond. The roof has open sides that allows wind circulation over the pond. The
wind circulation evaporates the water in the leachate. The pond is routinely well below
40% of capacity during peak leachate production periods and is nearly empty by the end of
each summer. Essentially, this pond has twice the capacity necessary for extremely wet
years. The current system has been subject to one very wet ElI Nino year (over 80 inches of
rainfall) and other significant storms without failure since the roof installation.

In case of a catastrophic failure of the system, where rain may enter the leachate system
directly, the clay lined contact water ponds could be used as backup storage. This is not a
likely scenario given the existing system’s performance and extra capacity.

Comment 2-11. Regarding litter, the commenter states:

“The area where the facility is located can be very windy. There have been problems with litter
at this site; therefore, the FEIR should indicate or describe measures that will be taken to prevent
this issue from becoming a significant problem”

Response 2-11. The County is aware that the area of the landfill is prone to windy
conditions that can blow litter away from the active landfill area. The County continues to
take steps in preventing litter from leaving the active work area of the landfill through the
timely covering of waste with soil and through the use of ADC. Additionally, the County
and the City of Redding continue to provide for cleanup of litter that does escape from the
landfill. An employee and specialized equipment are dedicated to picking up wind-blown
trash. While a continuing maintenance issue that the County and City continue to work on,
we do not feel that the issue will become a significant problem.

Comment 2-12. Regarding equipment at the site, the commenter states:

“The FEIR should provide a listing of all equipment at the site, current or proposed, and any
mitigation measures necessary to lessen the impacts from this equipment on (but not limited to)
noise, air quality, provisions in place in case of failure, and maintenance.”

Response 2-12. West Central Landfill is regulated by the Shasta County Air Resources
Board and is subject to Federal Title V permitting requirements. The Title V permit
application lists all equipment at the site and mandates mitigation measures to be followed.
The permit also mandates dust mitigation measures such as increased watering of dirt haul
roads. Permanent haul roads are paved which alleviates any dust generation. The Title V
permit application and permit are available for review at the Department of Public Works.

The landfill’s remote location, at least 1000 feet from any dwellings, and hours of operation
mitigate any potential noise impacts from equipment.
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The landfill site has an enclosed repair shop and all repairs are done in a manner such that
all vehicle fluids are captured and disposed of properly. The shop assures that vehicle
fluids are not transferred by rain to other waterways. Above ground storage tanks located
at the site are permitted by the Shasta County Environmental Health Division. As part of
the permitting process a Spill Prevention and Response Plan has been prepared and is on
file at the Shasta County Department of Public Works. This plan mandates fuel handling
protocols along with an action plan in case of a spill.

Comment 2-13. This comment regards land use compatibility; the commenter states:

“The project’s surrounding land use must be designated as compatible with the proposed/current
land uses at the project sites. The local government, in whose jurisdiction the facilities will be
located, must make a finding that the facility is consistent with the General Plan (PRC §50000)
and is identified in the most recent County Integrated/Solid Waste Management Plan (PRC,
§50001).”

Response 2-13. The County has fully complied with this comment during the
development of the DEIR. The West Central Landfill is an existing facility that has been
previously determined to be consistent with the Shasta County General Plan. The DEIR
discusses land use and the General Plan determination on consistency in Section 6.1.1.1.
Additionally, the West Central Landfill is identified in the current County Integrated/Solid
Waste Management Plan and has a Solid Waste Facility Permit issued for the continued
operations at the site.

Comment 2-14. Regarding cumulative impacts, the commenter states:

“Title 14 CCR 815130 states that the ‘EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when
the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable, as defined in §15065(c)’. Therefore,
the FEIR should identify potentially significant cumulative impacts resulting from the proposed
project, and any combined projects within the project vicinity as well as those incremental
impacts resulting from the proposed project’s implementation.”

Response 2-14. Cumulative impacts from the on-going operations of the West Central
Landfill are discussed in the DEIR in Section 7.6.

Comment 2-15. Commenter states that a Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring Program
(MRMP) with related information should be prepared:

“As required by PRC 821081.6, the Lead Agency should submit a MRMP at the time of local
certification of the EIR.”

Response 2-15. The County concurs with the CIWMB on this comment, and has provided
a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program when the FEIR.
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Comment WCL-3

Q California Regional Water Quality Control Board &

\eor

i _'_'_—".....El:
Central Valley Region 4—*-;;4_'_:"

"

Robert Schneider, Chair o

un H. Hickox Gray Davis
G Redding Branch Office Giierme
" Ealerimct Addness: Bigeiwwse swich oo ooy rivgjch®
315 knelleress Drive, Sme 13, Redding, Califorman 9602
Huane 122340 2244 833 « FAN 453303 124-4 857

L April 2003

Wr. Dan Little, Senior Planner

Shasta County Department of Public Works
1855 Placer Street

Redding. CA 96001

REVIEW OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, OPERATION OF THE
RICHARD W. CURRY WEST CENTRAL LANDFILL, SHASTA COUNTY

We have reviewed the February 2003 Dvafr Environmental Impact Repori (DETR) SCH # 2000 11 2020,
prepared by SHN Consulting Engingers & Geologists, Inc, and Roberts, Kemp and Associates LLC. for
the operation of the Richard W. Curry West Central Landfill in Shasta County.  Shasta County’s purpose
for preparing the DEIR is to “address current operations and future developments at the West Central
Landfill™. Sinee public release of the DEIR and the date of this letter, Regional Board staff has received
additional water guality information that should be considered in the DEIR. Our comments are as
follows:

Section 4.3.1.1.1 Groundwater Protection Measures

The DEIR accurately describes that the operation of the West Central Landfill has the potential 1
impact groundwater and surface water. Groundwater may be impacted from leachate, contact water, and
landfill gas. To prevent the interaction of these substances with groundwater the DEIR indicates that
futore unit liners will be constructed ace u:rJing (18] Rpei_'lﬁi,:a!i,mts: approxcd h}' 1he Central "n.-'.;tlh.*:.
Regional Water Quality Control Board {Regional Board); in addition, Shasta County will eontinue to
use and enhanece the underdrain and leachate collection system, runal¥ diversion trenches and pipe, and
continue monitoring for landfill gas. Construction of a landfill gas extraction svstem may be necessary
in the future, Efforts to prevent impacts to surface waters from leachate and contact water include,
revising the existing sediment and erosion control plans and implementing best management practices
for reducing sediment loading.

The last paragraph of section 4.3.1.1.1 in the DEIR should be revised to disclose that Regional Board

slaff have reviewed and approved a Liner Performance Demonstration for the proposed Unit 3 Liner

design. Regional Board stalf determined that Shasta County adequately demonstrated that the proposed

single composite liner will meet the performance requirement in Title 27, Regional Board staff has 31

prepared Tentative Waste Discharge Requirements thal were available for public review on

T March 2003, These Tentative Waste Discharge Requirements, scheduled for the Regional Board’s

25 April 2003 meeting, include findings discussing the Liner Performance Demonstration. .
California Envirenmentaf Protection Agency

=
3 Rucyeled Paper

The encrgy chatlenge facing Califorrds is real. Every Califootian needs 1o take immedise 2006 10 feduoe ¢necgy consumption. For a lig of simple ways
vou can reducs demand snd cul your emeney costs, see ol Welh-site ol hoipmaw surchocm gond
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Mr. Dan Listle, Senjor Planner -2- 10 April 2003

Section 4.3.1.3 VOO Release from Land (il

Recent monitoring events have confinmed a release of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from the
West Central Landfill to the groundwater under drain system. To mitigate the immediate threat and
discharge. Shasta County connected this under drain system to their leachate collection system.

\

The last paragraph of section 4.3.1.3 in the DEIR should be revised ta disclose that Shasta County has
submitted a revised Water Quality Protection Standards Report and an Evaluation Monitoring Program
(EMPY. which were approved by Regional Board siaff on 28 February 2003 and 21 March 20403,
respectively. Temative Waste Discharge Requirements, scheduled for the Regional Board™s 23 April 3-2
2003 meeting. include findings discussing the confirmed release of VOCs and Shasta County's EMP.
Following the completion of the EMP. Shasta County will submit a corrective action plan to the

Regional Board, The corrective action plan will propose measures to mitigate the VOU release.

Additional environmentzal review. in accordance with the California Environmental Cuality Actl, may be
necessary prior to implementing corrective action. _/

Seetion 4.3.3.2 Continuing (perations

Vs have been detected in groundwater monitoring wells at low concentrations. As described in the

existing Wasle Discharpe Requirements, these ¥OCs may be attributed to landGll gas migration. Itis

stated in Section 4.3.3.2 of the DEIR that these effects are considered less-than-significant. The 3-3
Regional Board considers these effects significant. On 8§ Apnl 2003, Reeional Board stafl issued Shasia

County a Notice of Vielation {NOWV) for the VOC release to groundwater. Shasta County responded 10

the NOV with proposed miligation measures that were not implemented. Currently. in conjunction with

the VIOC release discussed in Section 4,3.1.3, Shasta County 15 re-evaluating the release of VOCs 1o

groundwater through an Evaluation Monitoring Program (EMP) approved by Regional Board staff on

21 March 2003,

Thank vou for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. If you have any questions, please contact me
at (3300 226-3458 or the letterhead address.

KATIE BOWNAN

Water Resource Control Engineer
Tanks / SLIC / Waste Containment Unit

KB: sae

e Mr. Mark Chaney, SHN, Redding
Mr. Bruce Kemp, Roberts, Kemp & Associates, Davis
Ms. Carla Serio, Shasta County Division of Environmental Health, Redding
Mr. John Loane, CI'WMEB, Sacramento
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2.0 Public and Agency Review

Commenter 3, California Regional Water Quality Control Board (WCL-3)
Comment 3-1. The commenter provides the following comment:

“The last paragraph of section 4.3.1.1.1 in the DEIR should be revised to disclose that
Regional Board staff have reviewed and approved a Liner Performance Demonstration for the
proposed Unit 3 Liner design. Regional Board staff determined that Shasta County
adequately demonstrated that the proposed single composite liner will meet the performance
requirement in Title 27.”

Response 3-1. The DEIR has been changed to reflect this comment.
Comment 3-2. The commenter provides the following comment

“The last paragraph of section 4.3.1.3 in the DEIR should be revised to disclose that Shasta
County has submitted a revised Water Quality Protection Standards Report and an
Evaluation Monitoring Program (EMP), which were approved by the Regional Board Staff
on 28 February 2003 and 21 March 2003, respectively.”....”Following completion of the
EMP, Shasta County will submit a corrective action plan to the Regional Board. The
corrective action plan will propose measures to mitigate the VOC release.”

Response 3-2. The DEIR has been changed to reflect this comment. Additionally, the
County is working with the RWQCB to prepare a corrective action plan to address the
VOC detection (please refer to Comment and Response 3-3, below).

Comment 3-3. The commenter provides the following comment:

“VOCs have been detected in groundwater monitoring wells at low concentrations. As
described in the existing Waste Discharge Requirements, these VOCs may be attributed to
landfill gas migration. It is stated in Section 4.3.3.2 of the DEIR that these effects are
considered less-than-significant. The Regional Board considers these effects significant. On
8 April 2003, regional Board staff issued Shasta County a Notice of Violation (NOV) for the
VOC release to groundwater. Shasta County responded to the NOV with proposed
mitigation measures that were not implemented.”

Response 3-3. While VOCs have been detected in low concentrations in monitoring wells
in 1999, no detection in monitoring wells has been detected prior to or since the surface
VOC release in 2003. The reference to the 8 April 2003 NOV is incorrect; the RWQCB
issued a NOV on 8 April 1999 and the County responded with a proposed testing program
to evaluate methods and data collection. No mitigation measures were ever proposed by
the County, and none were required by the RWQCB. After the County developed
proposed testing measures the RWQCB took no further action on the matter.
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After further discussions about this comment, the County and the RWQCB both agree that
this issue is now moot since the County is preparing detailed measures in the Corrective
Action Plan (CAP),which will be approved by the RWQCB, and will reduce this impact to
less than significant levels.

The CAP process is one in which the County, in close coordination with the RWQCB, will
develop a comprehensive plan to address the VOC release and associated environmental
issues. The CAP includes historic information about the site from past landfill activities, a
summary of the current problems with VOC release at the landfill, the potential for
additional releases with the current system in place, on-going work the County is involved
with to ascertain why the VOC release occurred, alternatives for solution to the current
problem, and a selection of the County’s preferred alternative for correction. Associated
with the CAP will be an implementation and monitoring plan, approved by the RWQCB.

While the NOV was an unfortunate incident, it highlights that monitoring and inspection
processes at the landfill are working, and will ultimately remedy the problem.
Additionally, there has been considerable consultation with RWQCB to date for the
development of this EIR, and includes:

An early scoping meeting,

Meetings for discussion and review of Administrative DEIR,

Consultation and development of solutions for the NOV,

Comments and follow-up discussions for DEIR,

Participation of Public Meeting for Review and Comment of DEIR
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Comment Letter WCL-4

STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSHESS, TRANSECRIATION AND HOUSING AGENCY GRAY DAVES. Gesrnal
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION )

P BOX 495073 f;; )
REDDING, CA BE045-5073 R

PHONE (530) 225-3368 e e

FaX [(530) 225-3020

|GR/CEQA Review
Sha-273-11.83
West Central Landfill
Draft EIR
SCH# 2001112020
April 7, 2003

Daniel Little

Shasta County Dept. of Public Works
1855 Placer Street

Redding, CA 96001

Dear Mr. Little:

Caltrans District 2 has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Repert (DEIR)
assessing ongoing landfill activitizs, located at 14095 Clear Cresk Road near the
community of lgo.

As stated in the project information, the prior EIR identified that mitigation to prevent
traffic congestion be provided. The DEIR recognizes that a traffic impact fee program
should be formed for the Clear Creek/State Route 273 intersection as a way to collect
fair share contributions for transportation improvements.  In order to mitigate the
ongoing traffic impacts from the long-term operation of the landfill, we encourage the
County to paricipate in efforts to provide fair share contributions for traffic
improvements in this area. The County should elect to either form a zone of benefit or
caleulate and fund its fair share contribution for the signalization project as a means of
implementing the mitigation proposed in the prior EIR. Caltrans and the City of Redding
are currently moving forward to signalize the highway intersection.

Thank you for providing us the opportunity to review this project. If you have any
questicns, or if the scope of this project changes, please call me at 225-3369

Sincarely.

l'lu (W 1% Qcﬂ

MARCELING GONZALEZ
Local Development Review
District 2

Laltrars phpraces niebelly Deress | '-:-il_,'::;r'-hlu'
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Commenter 4, California Department of Transportation (WCL-4)

4-1
Comment 4-1. The commenter provides the following comment:

“In order to mitigate the ongoing traffic impacts from the long-term operation of the landfill,
we encourage the County to participate in efforts to provide fair share contributions for
traffic improvements in this area. The County should elect to either form a zone of benefit or
calculate and fund its fair share contribution for the signalization project as a means of
implementing the mitigation proposed in the prior EIR.”

Response 4-1. The Landfill Joint Powers Authority’s commitment to participate in
providing fair-share contributions to traffic improvements in the area is indicated in the
mitigation measure identified in Section 6.3.4 of the EIR (Mitigation Measure Hum-1/MM-
1). This mitigation measure states that the West Central Landfill will contribute its fair
share to the cost of the new signal and to other maintenance costs for Clear Creek Road.
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Comment Letter WCL-5

Pkl

w AMNDERSOMN LAMDFILL
BOWASTE MANAGEMERT CORFPANY
1ET08 Ly kd

April 15, 2003

Mr. Dan Litle

Shasta County Public Works Dept.
1853 Placer Strect

Redding, CA 9600]

Re: Draft EIR Comments — West Central Landfill
Dear Mr, Lintle:

Thank you for the opportunity 1o meet with you last week to discuss possible solid waste

disposal alternatives available to Shasta County. As vou know, Waste Management awns

and operates the Andersen Landfill (ALF) in Shasta County, ALF is a fully permitted

Class [ landfill with over 4(-years of permitted capacity. We are also permined o

accept substantially more daily volume than we currently receive. And since ALF

utilizes state-of-the-art liner containment systems on top of the excellent natural geology 5-1
and large separation from ground water, we can offer an environmentally sound

alternative for any current or future disposal needs the County may have.

Agpain, | appreciate the opportumty to meet with you last week and continge to offer the
disposal services available at Anderson Landfill to Shasta County and its residents.

Please fee] free 1o contect me anytime regarding solid waste scrvices available from
Waste Management.

Sincerely,

Y 75

Richard E. King
District Manager
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Commenter 5, Waste Management (WCL-5)

Comment 5-1. The commenter promotes the ability of the Anderson Landfill (ALF) to accept
higher volumes of solid waste; waste disposal at Anderson Landfill is presented as a disposal
alternative.

Response 5-1. This EIR focuses on on-going operations at the West Central Landfill;
alternatives that divert solid waste from the permitted site to another permitted facility are
generally addressed in Section 3.2 of the EIR as among a number of currently infeasible
alternatives to use of the West Central Landfill as permitted and approved. Future
environmental documentation for expansion of the West Central Landfill may find it
appropriate to evaluate the use of the Anderson Landfill as a feasible alternative.
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Comment Letter WCL-6

MEMORANDUM

2.0 Public and Agency Review

SHASTA COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

1853 Placer Street, Redding, CA 96001

Administration
Suite 200
225.5780

Environmental Health
Suite 201
225-5787

Community BEducation Section

Planning Division

Suite 103 Suite 200
223-3531 2255780
o
Fon Daniel J, Kovacich, Deputy Director, Department of Public Works
q
FROM: Jim Cook, ALC.P.. Assistant Director, |
| e
DATE: March 24, 2003 \
\
SLUBIECT: WEST CENTRAL LANDFILL EIR

Adr Cuahity Manaoement
Suite 101
225-5674

Buildimg DNvision
Suite 102
225-3761

"We appreciate receiving a copy of the draft EIR. Please be advised that the Planning Division of the Department

. Resource Management has no comiment.

Please let me know if vou need additional information.
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Commenter 6, Shasta County Department of Resource Management,
Planning Division (WCL-6)

Comment 6-1. The Planning Department had no comments for this project.

Response 6-1. No response was required.
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Comment Letter WCL-7

COPY

RECEIVED
Dan Little, Senior Planner
Shasta County Department of Public Works APR 28 2003
1855 Placer 5t
Redding, CA 96001 DEFT. ﬂFPUEUngm

Re: The February 2003 Draft EIR for the West Cental Landfill (WCL)
Dear Mr. Little:

The Draft EIR contradicts other WCL documents. Cn page 4 of the 2001 Monitoring Data Summary

Report, the total tonnage waste intake for 2001 was 130,504 tons, [n the Draft EIR Appendix B-Waste

Quantities and Types, page 3-1, the wtal tonnage cited in Table 3-1 for 2001 is 123, 974, This equates o 7-1
a difference of 6,530 tons or about 5% underreperted In the Draft EIR. The EIR also underreports the year

2000, by about 5,000 tons.

I hope that these numbers were not indicative of the fuzzy math used to satisty compliance with AB939
under Shasta County's Source Reduction and Eecycling Element (SERE), but since they were cited in the
Draft EIR, [ will assume they were.

Interestingly, the 5,000 tones underreported in 2000 approximates the amount that the City of Anderson
contributes to the WCL. Since, in the final target year of 2000, AB939 required the reduction of Shasta
County's waste by 50%, a joint powers agreement (JPA) was negotiated among Shasta County,
Anderscn, Shasta Lake and Redding. Unable to comply with a 50% reduction, Andersen threatened to
pull its waste out of WCL and withdraw from the JPA negotiation. According to a Shasta County
interdepartmental memorandum dated March 19, 2001, Anderson’s waste withdrawal from WCL would
be a “serious threat™ to the financial maintenance of the dump's bond structure, and an increased burden
1o the remaining JPA members. Since Shasta Lake was having “difficulty™ meeting its obligation o
AB939, and Redding at this time was 15% short of reaching its 50% reduction mandate, the pressure for
regulators to get creative with the waste tonnage numbers and avoid California State Integrated Waste
Management Board (IWMB)-induced penalties was substantial

What's wrong with this picture? If these in charge of the WCL's bond structure were terrified of
Anderson’s 3% reduction in revenue, then ABS39 was a nonstarter at 50% reduction.

Not only are the annual tonnage numbets 5% too low, as falsely reported in the Draft EIR (which in effect

amounted o an automatc and illegal 2.5% reduction under ABS39), but the Draft EIR also conflicts with 7-2
the WCL’s 1958 Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWEF) and what constitutes a cubic vard by weight. The

Draft EIR says that a cubic yard = 500 Ibs. The SWEP says that a cubic yard = 1,000 [bs,

Since compliance with ABS32 is utimately equated to tonnage, this conflict between the WCL's 1998
permit and the 1999 addendum would amount o a 10% reduction of waste, Curiously, this change in the
description of & cubic yard to equal 900 [bs. cocurred right when [t was needed most—coincidence or
not? On paper, this 10% reduction and the false 2.5% reduction cited earlier amaunts to a 12.5%
reduction with no actual corresponding reduction of wastes going to our landfills.

Changing on paper th