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5500 Overland Ave, Suite 110 MS O560
San Diego, CA 92123

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

Dear Mr. Henderson:
URSis pleased to provide this report for the above referenced project. The scope of work in
Agreement # 536046 includes the following items:

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

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

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

d. Compare the PCPMP to CEQA Documents.
e. Compare PCPMP to Regulatory Requirements.

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

URS CORPORATION

’O A z mﬂ"[ f"’n’ |

David Marx, REHS, REA Kristen Potente Walker
Vice President and Project Manager Senior Environmental Specialist

DM/KPW:mv

Sincerdly,

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



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Section 1

Section 2

Section 3

Tables

Tablel

Ll 0 Yo 10 o3 oY o I 1-1
11 BaCKOrOUNG.....cceeeiiieiiee ittt s e et e s ste e en e snnaeeaeestaesnreeenrenas 1-1
A Y, < 1 0o o TR 1-1
oY U1 T 2-1
(I L= 0 ] 1= 3-1

Review of JTD (including PCPMP) and CEQA Documents

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



List of Acronyms and Ahbreviations

CCR Cdlifornia Code of Regulations

CEQA Cdlifornia Environmental Quality Act

DEH County of San Diego, Department of Environmenta Health
EIR Environmental Impact Report

LEA Loca Enforcement Agency

JID Joint Technical Document

PCPMP Preliminary Closure Post-closure Maintenance Plan

RFEIR Revised Final Environmental Impact Report

SWFP Solid Waste Facility Permit
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Gregory Canyon Landfill Permit Documents — CEQA Documents Gomparison

SECTION 1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1.2 METHODS

DEH provided URS with a hard copy and PDF files for the JTD (Volumes I, 1I-A, II-B, and Il1) and
SWFP application package. The JTD includes an integrated PCPMP as allowed by 27 CCR Section
21780(c)(2). URS reviewed the JTD and SWFP documents and identified pertinent details within each
document. Details included, but were not limited to, information regarding the project description,
mitigation measures, and operation of the landfill. Details were highlighted for subsequent consistency
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Gregory Canyon Landfill Permit Documents — CEQA Documents Gomparison

review with each of the six CEQA Documents. Each highlighted detail in the JTD and SWFP was cross-
checked for consistency with each of the six CEQA documents, beginning with the 2003 EIR and
continuing through the remaining documents in consecutive order. Any discrepancies noted between the
JID and CEQA Documents, and the SWFP and CEQA Documents was documented and input into a

spreadsheet, which includes a brief description of the inconsistency and the section and page numbers of
the affected documents (Table 1).
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SECTION 2 RESULTS

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

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

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

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

URS suggests consolidating all of the project mitigation measures into one table within the JTD to
eliminate the inconsistencies and redundancies. This will also provide a more organized and useful tool
for both the operator and the LEA to manage mitigation activities for the project. Further, it may be
advisable to remove the specific references to mitigation measure numbers contained within the text of
the JTD, and instead generally referencing mitigation measures found in Appendix “X”.
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SECTION 3 LIMITATIONS

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

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

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

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

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

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

e Theterm “correct” reflects the standard of care.

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

e Insurance/Financia assurances documents.
e Lega description.

e Calculations and models.

o References

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

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

The Storm Water Management Plan was prepared by URS.

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

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

Theinitial Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) was prepared by URS.
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Review of JTD (including PCPMP) and CEQA Documents

Tablel

EIR 2007

ltem # | JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text EIR 2003 (Section, EIR 2003 - Text Comment (JTDV. | o -tion, EIR 2007 Comment (re: EIR Other
Page) EIR 2003) Page) 2007) documents
SWFP (Habitat
Restoration
1 | A21,p.A2-1 1,770 acres 3.4,p.3-1 1,770 acre NIA NIA N/A N/A Plan) 22, p. 2-1
- 1,783 acres
(discrepancy in
acreage)
SWFP (Habitat
. ) _ Minor acreage 49, p. Minor acreage Restoration
2 A21,p. A2-1 308 acres 3.2,p.35 Approximately 308 acres; Table 3-1 = 307.8 inconsistency 4.9-14 308.6 acres inconsistency Plan) 2.3, p. 2-1
- 308.6 acres
Minor
Two dairies (the Lucio and Verboom properties) were operated for inconsistency
3 A21,p.A241 a number of years within the property limits though neither 3.1,p. 34 ...one dairy is operational on the site (also see EIR N/A N/A N/A N/A
operated within the proposed disposal area footprint 2003 Land Use
section)
Different numbers
(global - 196
figure seen thru
4 A21,p. A2 183 acres will be used for refuse disposal 3.1,p.35 Table 3-1: landfill footprint 196.3 acres EIR 2003). The N/A N/A N/A N/A
EIR evaluation of
a larger site is
conservative.
EIR 2003 speaks
generally of "an EIR 2007 speaks
operator", no generally of "an
Gregory Canyon Limited will also be shown as the operator of mention of operator", no
5 A22,p.A2-3 record on all permits and approvals. Actual day-to-day operations | N/A N/A "contract operator" | N/A N/A mention of "contract | NA
at the site will be conducted by a contract operator. for day-to-day operator" for day-to-
operations in day operations in
Project Project Description
Description
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Tablel
Review of JTD (including PCPM P) and CEQA
(Continued)
EIR 2003 (Section Comment (JTD v EIR 2007 Comment (re: EIR "Other"
Item# | JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text ’ EIR 2003 - Text " | (Section, EIR 2007 )
Page) EIR 2003) Page) 2007) documents
SWFP (Habitat
Restoration
Plan) 2.1, p. 2-1
- Gregory
Gregory Canyon Limited Discrenancy in EIR 2007 uses Canyon Ltd, LLC
6 A22,p.A2-3 Certificate of President and Presiding Member of Gregory 3.1,p. 34 Gregory Canyon, Ltd. pancy N/A N/A Gregory Canyon, (Discrepancy in
name i
Canyon, Ltd. LLC (A.5) Ltd. In appendices name used
throughout doc
(however, cover
says Gregory
Canyon Ltd.))
It is anticipated that an average of approximately
3,200 tpd., or 1.0 million tgns anpual!y, qf wa§te will JTD = 30.7 million
be deposited at the landfill over its site life with
, , tons, EIR 2003
maximum peaks of 5,000 tpd experienced - _ -
occasionally, based on the waste stream projections implies 30.0 JTD = 30.7 milion
7 A23 p. A2-5 Thg proposed disposal areg will provide approximately 30.734-4 3.6.1, p. 3-60 for North County. Accounting for the volume m|II|'on tonsinEIR | 45.3.2,p. NA .tons', EIR 200? glso N/A
million tons of refuse capacity ES3.2, p. ES-3 . . . Project 4.5-9 implies 30.0 million
occupied by the containment system, daily, L
. . : . . Description (PD), tons
intermediate, and final covers, the estimated site life | . .
is approximately 30 years indicates 30
PP y S years. million in ES
...with a 30-million ton capacity
The project described in the JTD was downsized from the
.proposed project” in the FEIR and “as aresult ha§ Ie§§ potential The total estimated refuse volume, based on a
impacts than would occur from the “proposed project” in the FEIR. . . ) . .
A23 p. A2-5 Abox Anpendix B-2 bresents comparison information contained in the refuse to daily and intermediate soil cover volume The extra digits in
8 €9 P AL29, AP PP P P 3.6.1, p. 3-60 ratio of 41, is approximately 49.44 49.52 mcy or the EIR 2003 are | N/A N/A N/A N/A
B-2 FEIR and JTD to show these changes. - .
33.43 million tons based on an in-place refuse a typo.
JTD App. B-2 indicates 49.44 mcy or 33.43 million tons (FEIR density of 1,350 Ibsfcy
"Proposed Project")
Total PGM accepted as ADC may not exceed 20% of the amount Info not included Info not included in
o A24,p.A26 of waste accepted for disposal each day N/A N/A in EIR 2003 PD N/A N/A EIR 2007 N/A
URS W:\27650080\01000-b-r.doc\20-Dec-10\SDG T'2
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Tablel
Review of JTD (including PCPM P) and CEQA
(Continued)
EIR 2003 (Section Comment (JTD v EIR 2007 Comment (re: EIR "Other"
Item# | JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text ’ EIR 2003 - Text " | (Section, EIR 2007 )
Page) EIR 2003) Page) 2007) documents
H.G. Fenton Materials...a sand and gravel
operation...located to the northeast Fenton Material
A sand and gravel extraction operation was formerly located south | 3.1, p. 3-4 Contradicts (also 412 currently used for
10 B.1.2,p.B.1-3 of SR76 approximately 3,000 feet north of the proposed landfill The H. G. Fenton Materials, Inc. (formerly known as | see EIR 2003 e y Contradicts N/A
: . o C e , 4.12-2 sand and gravel
footprint, but is now inactive. 41,p.4-4 Fenton) sand and gravel mining operation is located | Land Use section) operations
south of SR 76 about 3,000 feet north of the P
proposed landfill footprint.
Table 3-1: Footnote a: includes 13.1 acres for the Minor - JTD
1 B.1.4,p.B.1-3 13 acres for power pole pads. 3.1,p.35 three SDGAE transmission pads rounds number N/A N/A N/A N/A
The remaining 25 acres will be utilized for the main access roads Table 3-1: Ancillary Facilities Area (11.9 ac), access . ]
and bridge, desilting basins, stockpile/borrow area, haul road and road and bridge (4.1 ac), borrow/stockpile haul road Typoin JTD;
12 | B.14,p.BA-3 9¢, Cesiing basins, S1ockprerb , nautroa 34,p.35 9e (.1 ac), prie a1 Minor - JTD N/A N/A N/A N/A
the ancillary facilities discussed in Section B.3. (stockpiles = to 87 (3.1 ac), desilting basin E (1.8 ac), desilting basin W rounds number
acres - should not be included in this sentence; delete) (3.7 ac) = 24.6 acres
Two additional parcels, totaling 13.43 acres, are within the overall Minor - EIR 2003
13 B.14,p.B.1-4 project boundary but are owned and maintained by San Diego 3.1,p. 31 SDG&E owns two parcels totaling 13 acres N/A N/A N/A N/A
. rounds number
Gas and Electric (SDG&E).
These parcels will be incorporated into the site Info deleted from
14 B.14,p.B.1-4 Thelandfillownerisin-the-process-ofacquiring-these-parcels: 3.1,p. 31 area...resulting in a total size of approx. 1,766.5 JTD N/A N/A N/A N/A
acres
(Objective) Provide a Class Il solid waste disposal EIR more
Though the service area has not been determined, it is anticipated facility that is locally available, cost effective, and definitive that the
15 B.1.5.1,p.B.1-5 that the GCLF will serve the North County area of San Diego 2.1, p. 2-1 provides a long-term solution (i.e., 25 years) for objective is to N/A N/A N/A N/A
County. disposal of waste generated in North County serve North
jurisdictions. County
Conflicting
. . . - numbers (But JTD
16 B.1.6, p. B.1-11 Site Capacity Section. 3.6.1, p. 3-60 Wastestream Characteristics and Volumes N/A N/A N/A N/A
App. B-2 updates
these)
in contrast to previous | consistent with JTD
. . traffic studies for the in that water trucks
. L Table 3-3: Bullet list on p-32 lists no water trucks; . 45.3.2,p. . )
17 B.1.8,p.B.1-13 Bullet list of vehicles includes 3 types of water trucks. 34.2,p.3-32 Table 3-3 lists only 5,000 Gallon Water Truck. Consistency 4512 prOJect, . are noted; hgwever, N/A
implementation of not updated in
water trucks... Project Description
Mitigation measures related to the early warning system for both S)i(f?::ﬁ I(\)/IfM 4 JTD intended to use
18 B.1.8,p.B.1-14 daily and hourly traffic restrictions are contained in Mitigation Section 3, 4.5 N/A N/A N/A 2007 MMs N/A
between 2003 and L
Measures 4.5-2 and 4.5-3 of the EIR. numbering in JTD
2007 EIRs
URS W:\27650080\01000-b-r.doc\20-Dec-10\SDG T'3
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Tablel
Review of JTD (including PCPMP) and CEQA
(Continued)
EIR 2003 (Section Comment (JTD v EIR 2007 Comment (re: EIR "Other"
Item# | JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text ’ EIR 2003 - Text " | (Section, EIR 2007 )
Page) EIR 2003) Page) 2007) documents
. . , — . JTD intended to use
Implementation of the daily traffic restriction is set forth in Example of
19| B18.pBIA15 Mitigation Measure MM 4.5-2 of the EIR...4.5-3 of the FEIR. MM 452 MM 4,53 diferent MM #5 | " NiA 2007 WMMls. NIA
numbering in JTD
20 B.1-7 14 CCR, Section 17354 Ch.4-15,p. 15 EIR states "14 CCR, Section 1354" instead of "14 Apparent typo in
CCR, Section 17354" for tire storage on site. EIR
CIWMB approved the
CIWMP for SDCo. On
, " Feb. 12,
A revised Siting Element was prepared and approved by the The CIWMP (approved and adopted lSeptember 16, Updated siting 4139,p. | 1997.. Countywide .
21 B.2.2.3,p.B.2-4 County of San Diego on January 5, 2005 and approved by the 41,p.4.1-16 1996 by the County Board of Supervisors) The clement 411 Sitin consistency N/A
CIWMBCalRecycle on September 20-21, 2005. County Siting Element, which is part of the CIWMP. ' g
Element...approved
by the CIWMB on
September 21, 2005
The temporary facilities, such as scales and structures, will be
22 B.3.1, p. B.3-1 replaced with permanent facilities within three years of the initial N/A N/A Not ID'ed in PD N/A N/A N/A N/A
receipt of waste.
The improvements include an increase in pavement
In addition, the improvements will widen the roadway from 52 to widih west of the access ro.ad to 48 feet to provide
: ) for an eastbound deceleration lane, and pavement .
64 feet to provide for an eastbound deceleration lane and a imorovements east of the access road fo a width of Minor
23 B.3.1.1, p. B.3-1 westbound turn lane into the GCLF. The proposed access road ES3.2,p. ES-5 P inconsistency in N/A N/A Consistent with JTD | N/A
. . 36 feet to accommodate a westbound left turn lane.
from SR 76 will be two to three lanes, approximately 32-36 feet Road lengths
) - , . . The proposed access road from SR 76 to the
wide and will include a bridge over the San Luis Rey River. . e :
ancillary facilities area is a two to three lane paved
road, 32 to 44 feet wide.
4 B3.11, p. B3-2 A bridge, a'pprOX|mater 681 feet in length, supported by five large 323, p. 3-14 A bridge, approxmately 640 feet in Iength, with five !\/Imor . NA NA NA NA
diameter piers. sets of two piles each (for a total of ten piles). inconsistency
A 10,000-gallon water tank will be constructed within Borrow-
Stockpile Area B to provide water for dust control related to
25 B3.14, p. B34 excavation or placement gf soil at this location. The wgter tank NA NA Not ID'ed in PD NA N/A N/A Addressed in
would be continuously refilled from proposed percolating 2009 addendum
groundwater wells located at the western edge of
Borrow/Stockpile Area B.
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Tablel
Review of JTD (including PCPMP) and CEQA
(Continued)
EIR 2003 (Section Comment (JTD v EIR 2007 Comment (re: EIR "Other"
Item# | JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text ’ EIR 2003 - Text " | (Section, EIR 2007 )
Page) EIR 2003) Page) 2007) documents
Based on a more recent evaluation of water needs, the operator
has determined that it can purchase clay liner material pre-
conditioned at the clay mine, eliminating the requirement for the Not ID'ed in PD or Addressed in
2% B3141,p.B33 125,000 gallons per day of water. In addition, the operator will N/A N/A 4.3 N/A N/A N/A 2009 addendum
implement the widespread use of chemical dust suppressants for
unpaved roads on the landfill site.
The operations support facilities will consist of an office building to .
N i . . PD mentioned a
be used for administrative functions, a maintenance building, an
equipment and storage area, a parking area for employees and recyclable area
27 B.3.1.5,p.B.3-6 . L N/A N/A with bins for drop- | N/A N/A N/A N/A
visitors, a water tank, portable toilets, and a concrete pad used for off - minor
temporary storage of source separated recyclable goods, which . .
. . . inconsistency.
will be transported off-site periodically.
At this location, the LCRS outfall will discharge into one of two
10,000-gallon leachate storage tanks.
o Minor
The outfall pipe is connected to up to two 10,000-gallon leachate . ,
. . inconsistency.
collection storage tanks located in the southwest corner of the JTD reasonabl
ancillary facilities area. (B.5.1.1.2, p. B.5-3). Two 10,000-gallon leachate holding tanks and one y
B.3.1.8,p. B.3-7 10,000-gallon subdrain water tank will be located in | 25oumes that the
28 | B 1OPE o 3.2.4,p.3-19 U0 . ca EIR language N/A N/A N/A N/A
The outfall pipe will discharge to two 10,000-gallon leachate the southwestern corner of the ancillary facilities . .
. . intent is that the
collection storage tanks located in the southwest corner of the area.
. - two tanks are the
ancillary facilities. (C.2.5.4, p. C.2-12). .
maximum, not
Leachate will flow from the outfall to two above ground tanks with minimum.
a minimum storage capacity of 20,000 gallons (C.2.5.4.1, p. C.2-
13).
Traffic coming to the site before the hours of operation will be Minor
queued on the access road up to the fee booths/scales to prevent inconsistency. It is
stacking of vehicles on SR76. To accommodate the queuing, the reasonable to
29 B.4.1,p.B.4-1 gates located at the north side of the bridge will be opened one N/A N/A assume that N/A N/A N/A N/A
hour prior to the hours of operation. Therefore, the entrance gates opening the gate
will be opened at 6:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, and 7:00 a.m. is not considered
on Saturday. (B.5.5, p. B.5-43). "operating".
Actual staffing is dependent on the waste inflow rate. This level of ;Z?nrt]:i:zesrafi; mp::zzﬁﬁ ir;e de:e:nt(;)eﬁ?iﬁﬁeaagurs Minor
30 B.4.2.1,p.B4-2 staffing is based on handling the average (3,200 TPD) to peak 3.4.9,p. 3-39 g "y . P , . . N/A N/A N/A N/A
a facility is open, the daily tonnage received, and the | inconsistency

(5,000 TPD) tons per day received.

overall areas to be maintained.
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Tablel
Review of JTD (including PCPMP) and CEQA
(Continued)
EIR 2003 (Section Comment (JTD v EIR 2007 Comment (re: EIR "Other"
Item# | JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text ’ EIR 2003 - Text " | (Section, EIR 2007 )
Page) EIR 2003) Page) 2007) documents
31 | Table6, p. B4-2 Traffic Director/Spotter = 2; Recycled Water Supervisor = 1; Total | 0\ 3.5 1 349 Traffic Director/Spotter = 1: Total = 20 Minor N/A N/A N/A N/A
=22 inconsistency
Excavated rock will be stored on-site for future use; or ground for .
. . . . EIR analysis
use as daily or intermediate cover.;-orused-as-base-materiak-for .
. ’ includes the
BA44A1, p.BAT it Crushed rgck V\{I|| be stored for future use, ground for | potential to export
use as daily or intermediate cover or for use on the rock and to use
32 3.4.6,p.3-38 . . N/A N/A N/A N/A
. . . internal haul roads, and any excess material could crushed rock for
B.5.3.1, p. B.5-37 Most unpaved haul roads will be constructed with a non-toxic soil . . . . -
L L . be exported off site for sale if a MUP is obtained. roads. This is has
sealant, which is thoroughly mixed into the uppermost six inches
e . . . been removed
of the road, and then maintained periodically with a topical
o . from the JTD.
application of soil sealant.
The use of ADC has been shown to reduce refuse-to , .
- . . 7.1v 751
daily/intermediate cover ratios from 4:1 to 7:1, .
The use of ADC has been shown to reduce refuse- (conflct between
33 B.4.4.5.1,p.B4-15 . 3.4.5.1,p.3-38 . : ) i JTD sections, and | N/A N/A N/A N/A
The use of ADC has been shown to reduce refuse-to daily cover to-daily cover ratios from 4:1to 7:1. JTD and EIR
ratios from 4:1 to at least 7.5:1 (C.2.2.2, p. C.2-3 & Table 9A, p.
2003)
C.2-4).
The quantity of excavated rock and soil material
Assuming a 4:1 cover ratio, approximately 11.54 million cubic would be about 7.93 million cubic yards (mcy), of
yards (mcy) would be needed for daily operations during the life of which 1.48 mcy would be used in the formation of
the landfill. An additional 4:24-52.7 mcy of material will be the landfill bottom prior to placement of the
necessary to provide for canyon shaping, the operations layer and containment system. This alternative would reduce
final cover ever for the site. The total anticipated soil requirement, total excavation for the project by approximately 3.5
34 B.4.4.8,p.B4-17 including cover, would be 42:914.1 mcy. The proposed landfill 6721 1 6-76 mcy in comparison to the proposed project. Inconsistency and N/A N/A N/A N/A
JTD Appx. B-2 development will include the excavation of approximately 7.9 mcy fe b Approximately 6.44 mcy of rock and soil material rounding.
within the landfill footprint, of which approximately 4.9 mcy would be available from the refuse footprint area and
consists of topsoils, alluvium/colluvium, or weathered bedrock and 4.5 mcy would be available from the stockpile/borrow
rippable hard rock that would be suitable for cover material with areas for use as final, intermediate and daily cover
limited processing required, primarily crushing of the rippable hard soil. The amount of cover material needed for daily,
rock. intermediate, and final cover is estimated at 12.7
mcy.
e n il |t cibe anmrai A rerman Based on drilling conducted on the site,
35 | B4.4.8,p.B4-18 of the-material-excavated-from-the andfil footprint-or-3.9-mey; | 3.4.5.1, p. 3-37 approximately 40 percent of the stockpiled 9.8 mey | 11y o 7 | /A N/A N/A N/A
. \ of material excavated from the landfill footprint, or
could-be-used-directly-as-covermateriak

3.9 mey, could be used directly as cover material.
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Tablel
Review of JTD (including PCPMP) and CEQA
(Continued)
EIR 2003 (Section Comment (JTD v EIR 2007 Comment (re: EIR "Other"
Item# | JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text ’ EIR 2003 - Text " | (Section, EIR 2007 )
Page) EIR 2003) Page) 2007) documents
Approximately 6.44 mcy of rock and soil material
B4 48 » B4-18 Therefore, approximately-89.4 mcy of material will be available on- would be available from the refuse footprint area and | Inconsistency
36 JTD A ’ i B.-2 site for cover, leaving a shortfall of readily useable material ever 6.7.2.1, p. 6-76 4.5 mcy would be available from the stockpile/borrow | between JTD text, | N/A N/A N/A N/A
ppX. thelife-of the-project of 3:54.74 mcy. areas for use as final, intermediate and daily cover Appx B-2 and EIR.
soil.
Two-way handheld radios will be used for communication
purposes at the ancillary facilities to the staff located at the -
37 B.4.6.3, p. B.4-20 . ) , N/A N/A Not ID'ed in PD N/A N/A N/A N/A
working face or other locations around the landfill property
boundary.
38 | B4.6.4,p. B4-20 é'(')gght'“g atthe GCLF will comply with the County Light Pollution |, ;4 1 45 San Diego County Light Pollution Ordinance. Minor consistency | N/A N/A N/A N/A
Lighting will be low impact, focused, and shielded to minimize spill Lighting will be low impact, focused, and shielded to Additional info 49
39 B.4.6.4,p. B.4-21 light into the night sky or adjacent properties and to avoid 3.24,p. 3-21 minimize spill light into the night sky or adjacent e N/A consistent with JTD | N/A
— . o . added to JTD text. | 4.9-6
significant impacts to biological resources. properties.
Any constituent identified in the October leachate
sample that is not currently included as a water
. o . quality monitoring parameter and is confirmed to be . .
40 B.5.1.3, p. B.5-15 Ifanew . st|tu'ent S |dent|f|gd in any sample, the LCRS wil 3.5.2.3,p. 3-53 present by a retest sample collected and analyzed in April deleted in N/A N/A N/A N/A
be resampled-in-April-of the-following-year-for-each-non-COC. ) ) ) . JTD text
April of the following year will be added to the list of
routine (quarterly) water quality monitoring
parameters.
The water quality monitoring program will also include monitoring
in the San Luis Rey River valley from an upgradient replacement The water quality monitoring program will also
well Lucio #2R located at the Lucio Dairy near the eastern include monitoring in the San Luis Rey River valley
41 B51.3.1, p. B513 property boundary and three wells downgradient of the project 43,p. 4327 from existing Lucio Dairy well #2 and well GMW-3, Contradicts N/A N/A N/A N/A

area including wells GMW-3; SLRMWD #34R, a replacement well
adjacent to and slightly south of existing well SLRMWD#34
(SLRMWD designation); and well GLA-16 within the San Luis Rey
River valley.

located upgradient of the project area, and wells #34
(SLRMWD designation), and GLA-16 downgradient
of the facility relative to groundwater flow direction.
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Tablel
Review of JTD (including PCPM P) and CEQA
(Continued)
. EIR 2003 (Section Comment (JTD v. EIR 2.0 07 Comment (re: EIR "Other"
ltem# | JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text ’ EIR 2003 - Text (Section, EIR 2007
Page) EIR 2003) Page) 2007) documents
The groundwater monitoring system at the GCLF was initially
designed to include a total of 20 wells, 16 of which monitor the
bedrock fractured flow system...Additional groundwater monitoring
wells have been proposed to reflect Dr. Huntley'’s in addition to the 13 monitoring wells surrounding the
recommendations (Appendix C-2), and the revised workplan is landfill, the water quality monitoring shall include at a
included in Appendix G-2. The water quality monitoring program minimum monitoring of two production wells
42 B.5.1.3.1, p. B.5-13 will also include monitoring in the San Luis Rey River valley from | Table ES-1, p. ES-12 (downgradient SLRMWD well #34 and upgradient Consistency N/A N/A N/A N/A
an upgradient replacement well Lucio #2R located at the Lucio Lucio well #2), upgradient alluvial monitoring well
Dairy near the eastern property boundary and three wells GMW-3, and downgradient alluvial monitoring well
downgradient of the project area including wells GMW-3; GLA-16 located within the project boundary).
SLRMWD #34R, a replacement well adjacent to and slightly south
of existing well SLRMWD#34 (SLRMWD designation); and well
GLA-16 within the San Luis Rey River valley.
If necessary, the effluent (clean water) will be stored in a tank and .If necessary, the effluent (clean water) wil b.e stored
\ . . . . in a tank and then used for dust control onsite, or
then discharged into the San Luis Rey River or used on site and with approved permits, discharged to re-injection Minor
43 B.5.1.8, p. B.5-25 would meet a standard of 500 parts per million (ppm) of TDSora | 5.3.2.3, p. 3-54 , ) ) . : . N/A N/A N/A N/A
standard as set by the RWQCB for discharge to the San Luis Rey wells, or discharged into the San Luis Rey R|ver: The inconsistency.
River. water would meet a standard of 500 parts per million
(ppm) of TDS.
Inconsistent.
However, even
with fewer probes,
the JTD presents
As required in 27 CCR Section 20925(b), a system a more
B523.1, p. B5-29 The gas migration monitoring system at GCLF will ultimately 353, p. 342 of landfill gas migration monitoring probes will be conservative
44 S consist of 14 probes spaced at approximately 1,000-foot centers T installed on 1,000-foot centers around the entire design as the N/A N/A N/A N/A
Figure 10D . : Exhibit 3-3 ) o
around the entire refuse prism. refuse prism to detect gas migration at the property probes closer to
boundary...The 15 probes. the landfill
boundary and will
allow earlier
detection of landfill
gas migration.
Suggest
45 B53, p. 533 Mitigation Measures included in the MMRP from the Certified N/A N/A (;JUWZS:SZZ?S”;)?S N/A N/A N/A N/A

FEIR are included in Appendix D-2 of the JTD.

varying MMs in
several places
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Tablel
Review of JTD (including PCPM P) and CEQA
(Continued)
EIR 2003 (Section Comment (JTD v EIR 2007 Comment (re: EIR "Other"
Item# | JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text ’ EIR 2003 - Text " | (Section, EIR 2007 )
Page) EIR 2003) Page) 2007) documents
46 B.53.1, p. B.5:36 Trafﬂc §peeds of no m.ore than 15 miles per hour will be 358, p. 3-59 Trafﬂc.spgeds of no morg than 10 miles per hour will 15v.10 N/A NA NA N/A
maintained on all on-site, unpaved road surfaces. be maintained on all on-site, unpaved road surfaces.
A7 B53.1, p. B.5-36 The main access road will be paved and swept regularly with a 358, p. 359 The main access road. will be paved until the last 500 EIR 2003 has 500 | N/A N/A N/A N/A
wet sweeper. feet of the road and will be swept regularly.
Proposition C identified a truck wash and wash water
treatment area, which was originally proposed in the
ancillary facilities area, but has been removed.
In addition, wheel wash trackout controls may also be installed as Rather than usg a watg r dependent approach for fire. | Suggest revision
, wash, thereby increasing runoff, dry best as follows to be
needed to meet APCD requirements. Most unpaved haul roads , , . ,
. . L o management practices (BMPs), such as sweeping, consistent with
will be constructed with a non-toxic soil sealant, which is the physical removal of loose impediments (i.e ERR " wheel
48 B.5.3.1, p. B.5-36 thoroughly mixed into the uppermost six inches of the road, and FN1,p. 3-5 phy ) . P ' N/A N/A N/A N/A
- o . . . . good housekeeping practices), and the use of wash trackout
then maintained periodically with a topical application of soil . . .
. o absorbents will be incorporated. Other features, such | controls with
sealant. Topical application would occur as needed, at an ) .
. . as berms around the fueling area and hazardous appropriate runoff
estimated frequency of between quarterly and biennially. . ) . "
waste storage area will remain. Equipment BMPS...".
maintenance will be conducted within an enclosed
building. A Hazardous Waste Exclusion Program will
be implemented on the site.
. N N N . . Minor
Litter migrating off-site will be minimized by perimeter fencing. The . .
. . S inconsistency.
operator has also proposed the installation of a 12-foot high litter Information/level
49 B.5.3.3, p. B.5-38 fence along the bridge deck to control litter from waste collection N/A N/A of desian detail N/A N/A N/A N/A
vehicles from reaching the San Luis Rey River (a memorandum . g .
. D . . not included in the
providing litter fence detail is included in Appendix T).
EIR PD.
A 15- to 20-foot high berm will be constructed and
maintained along the northern boundary of
Borrow/Stockpile Area A from the haul road
westward wrapping around the western boundary of
Such as berms or acoustical curtains, are used to reduce Borrow/Stockpile Area A. Five-foot high berms will be
50 B.5.3.4, p. B.5-39 combined landfill noise levels to below the County Noise 4.6, p. 4.6-38 constructed along the southern edge of the Level of specificity | N/A N/A N/A N/A

Ordinance limit.

Borrow/Stockpile Area B and the landfill working
face, which face the residential zoned property south
of Gregory Canyon Landfill. A 10- to 16-feet high
sound wall will be constructed along the northern
edge of the facilities.
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Tablel
Review of JTD (including PCPM P) and CEQA
(Continued)
EIR 2003 (Section Comment (JTD v EIR 2007 Comment (re: EIR "Other"
Item# | JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text ’ EIR 2003 - Text " | (Section, EIR 2007 )
Page) EIR 2003) Page) 2007) documents
The drainage control system for the GCLF will consist of a variety
of treatment BMP’s, which may include perimeter drainage
systems for the open channels (for adjacent area run-on) and This system will consist of a buried drainage pipe, Minor
51 B.5.4, p. B.5-41 buried pipe (for run-off from the landfill footprint), drainage berms, | 3.5.2.2, p. 3-47 engineered grading, drainage berms, downdrains, . . N/A N/A N/A N/A
. - - . . . o . inconsistency
downdrains, energy dissipaters, desilting basins, drainage swales, and energy dissipaters, and two desilting basins.
structural media filtration, bio-treatment swales and percolation
areas.
The surface water drainage control system for the GCLF is , - Inconsistency but
designed to accommodate a 100-year, 24-hour storm event run- The surface water drainage control facilties are JTD design is
52 | B54,p.B5-41 g year, . 3522, p. 3-44 designed to carry 100-year, 24-hour storm event g N/A N/A N/A N/A
off volumes and the volume of water caused by a simultaneous runoff volumes more
rupture of the existing Pipeline 1 and 2 and the future Pipeline 6. ' conservative.
Minor
inconsistency.
"conceptual” used
53 .24, p. C.2-1 All of the engmgenng plans reflecting the landfill are conceptual in N/A N/A in EIR PD.;. ' N/A N/A N/A N/A
nature and subject to change. however, "subject
to change",
though implied is
not stated.
comorsand it of excavaton The ovra morspe. e boton ars of e oot il begraded o |
54 C.2.21,p.C.211 gradient will be 2:1 and the flatter botiom areas will have a 3.21,p.3-10 d;a;g\e:;)rtherly at a minimum gradient of three JTD more N/A N/A N/A N/A
minimum gradient of 5 percent. P conservative.
55 224 p.C.2-4 Stockpile Area A = ~22 acres, Stockpile Area B = ~65 acres = 87 31,p. 35 Table 3-_1: Stockpile érea A =22.4 acres, Stockpile Minor - JTD N/A NA NA N/A
acres total. Area B = 64.5 acres = 86.9 acres total rounds number
The maximum height of the Borrow/Stockpile Area B ranges from Borrow/Stockpile Area B will have two decks, witha | Minor
% C224,p.C24 about 940 to 1,020 feet amsl. 322,p.313 maximum elevation of 1,020 feet. inconsistency N/A N/A N/A N/A
Borrow/Stockpile Area A will be used for stockpiling or excavated
material during the initial construction after which the area will be Borrow/Stockpile Area A will be used for stockpiling
graded to promote proper drainage, and then revegetated with during the initial construction after which the area will Minor
57 C224,p.C25 native plant species. Borrow/Stockpile Area A will then not be 3.2.2,p. 3-13 be revegetated with native plant species. Area A will inconsistenc N/A N/A N/A N/A
used again until the last few years of landfill operations;abeut-year not be used again until about year 25 at which time y
25 at which time material will be removed from Area A and utilized material will be used from Area A for cover.
for cover.
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Tablel
Review of JTD (including PCPM P) and CEQA
(Continued)
EIR 2003 (Section Comment (JTD v EIR 2007 Comment (re: EIR "Other"
Item# | JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text ’ EIR 2003 - Text " | (Section, EIR 2007 )
Page) EIR 2003) Page) 2007) documents
The peak daily leachate generation is estimated to
) Modeling indicates that the leachate generation will peak at i be 142 ft3 (1,062 gallons) for the floor areas and Minor - JTD
58 €2531,p.C212 approximately 9,250 gallons per day. 43,p. 4321 1,094 ft3 (8,184 gallons) for the slope areas during rounds number NIA NIA NIA NIA
the 16th year
59 C.2.8.3.4,p.C.20-20 Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation (RUSLE). 3.5.2.2,p. 3-48 Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE) Typoin EIR2003 | N/A N/A N/A N/A
J. Ateshian...The equation (R=16.55xP2.2) utilizes 2-year, 6-hour Je:\:egmr;u:r;n‘?gh‘ﬁ; ((E):L?]ff;:z'é) d‘:ifSRtin' Vinor
60 C.2.8.3.4,p. C.20-21 rainfall data (P), and the product R is used in the RUSLE equation | FN22, p. 3-48 year, , . - P L : . N/A N/A N/A N/A
. o . . used in the USLE equation to estimate potential silt inconsistency
to estimate potential sit-velumessediment loading.
volumes.
The EIR includes the following for the Proposed
Project, but no details are presented related to the
phasing for the Alternative that was selected.
It is anticipated that the initial excavation will be completed in an
area of approximately 50 acres with approximately 34 acres lined 33.1,p.3:27 The initial construction of the project includes:
61 | C.2.9.22,p.C.2-29 pp y 5% acrt PP y: . ! pro) ' Level of detail N/A N/A N/A N/A
to accommodate the first million tons of refuse received at the Excavation of approximately 25 acres of Phase | of
3.6.2.1, p. 3-61 . .
GCLF. the landfill footprint.
The Phase | area will be divided into three smaller
stages (Stages IA, IB, and IC).
The EIR includes the following for the Proposed
Phase Il will be excavated to a depth of approximately 525 feet Prolgct, but no details a.re presented refated to the
ams! or 25 feet below ground level during filing of Phase I. The phasing for the Altermative that was selected.
62 | 2932 p. C232 gro auning iling ' 3622, p. 3-64 Level of detail N/A N/A N/A N/A
total Phase Il excavation is approximately 3.7 mcy. .Phase Il gross o .
fill capacity is approximately 6.3 mcy The total Phase Il excavation is approximately 6.4
' ' mcy as shown on Exhibit 3-20. Phase Il gross
capacity will be approximately 10.8 mcy.
Once the Phase Il excavation is complete two small final phases During filing of Phase Il excavation of Phases Il Minor
63 C.29.4.2,p.C.2-33 of excavation (Phases Il and IV) are proposed prior to and in 3.6.2.3, p. 3-64 , — . . N/A N/A N/A N/A
- : ) . and then IV will begin. inconsistency
conjunction with Phase |l fill operations
The EIR includes the following for the Proposed
Project, but no details are presented related to the
64 | C2944,p.C234 | Phase lll il provide approximately 43.1 mcy of gross airspace | 3.6.2.3, p. 3-64 phasing for the Alternative that was selected. Levelof detail | NIA N/A N/A NIA
Phase Il and IV fill sequences will provide
approximately 43.6 mcy of gross capacity.
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Review of JTD (including PCPM P) and CEQA
(Continued)
. EIR 2003 (Section Comment (JTD v. EIR 2.0 07 Comment (re: EIR "Other"
ltem# | JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text ’ EIR 2003 - Text (Section, EIR 2007
Page) EIR 2003) Page) 2007) documents
Figure 28 shows the annual wind speed and directions as 4711, p.4.7-1 Weather data, including surface and upper air consistency-
recorded at the nearest meteorological station. As indicated measurements, are routinely recorded at Miramar McCellan-Palomar
predominant winds are from the west quadrant with an annual Marine Corps Air Station, the meteorological station | datain JTD v.
mean speed of 6.60 miles per hour (see Figure 28). Winds from nearest the project site....predominant winds at Miramar data in
the southwest and west-northwest are also common. Weather Miramar sre from the northwest quadrant... EIR 2003 ---
data is recorded at the McClellan-Palomar Airport...The land/sea different wind
breeze is primarily easterly/westerly while the canyon topography roses shown of
is oriented north/south. Winds within the canyon are predicted to figures in JTD and
be light due to the conflicting perpendicular flow regimes. Wind EIR --- different
directions in the canyon normally follow a pattern of weak south to predominant
north drainage at night, a light sea breeze from the south- winds, etc. Also
65 D.33,p.D32 southwest during the morning, and a strengthening onshore flow note Exhibit 4.7-1 N/A N/A N/A N/A
from the northwest beginning midday and continuing until late in EIR 2003
evening. The ridgeline east of Gregory Canyon also protects the displays the
canyon from the occasional Santa Ana winds that blow from the Miramar wind
northeast. rose.
Miramar is over 10
miles further from
the landfill site
than McCellan-
Palomar.
consistency (Note
] - did not check all
66 D.4.2.1,p.D4-7 Table: References GLA (1998) Table 4.2-1, p. 4.2-12 References GLA (1997) . N/A N/A N/A N/A
references, simply
noticed this one)
o I ) There are 20 bedrock monitoring wells within the
67 D.5.1.2,p.D.5-6 There.are 26 bedrock mon.|tor|ng wells w.|th|n the proposed fandfil 43.1.3,p.4.38 proposed landfill footprint and along the periphery of | Consistency N/A N/A N/A N/A
footprint and along the periphery of the site. the site.
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Review of JTD (including PCPM P) and CEQA
(Continued)
. EIR 2003 (Section Comment (JTD v. EIR 2.0 07 Comment (re: EIR "Other"
ltem# | JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text ’ EIR 2003 - Text (Section, EIR 2007
Page) EIR 2003) Page) 2007) documents
Regional Groundwater Quality. Water quality data for wells in the
Pala Hydrologic Subarea are sparse. One key indicator of
groundwater quality is the total dissolved solids (TDS)
oncentration. As a result, for aesthetic reasons (i.e., taste, odor,
appearance), the state has recommended that the TDS
concentration be no greater than 500 mg/l in drinking water
supplies. Currently, TDS concentrations in SDCWA imported The JTD
supplies range from about 500 to 700 mg/l (SDCWA, 1997). information is
Based on available groundwater quality data, the alluvial aquifer in more robust as a
68 D-52,p.DAAT the Pala Basin is good, with groundwater concentrations of TDS NIA NIA majority of detail NIA NIA NIA NIA
estimated in the range of 200 to 860 mg/l (J.A. Moreland, 1974) from this section
compared with 600 to 3,400 mg/l TDS for the Bonsall Basin. The notin notin 4.3
average TDS concentration for the Pala Basin is estimated to be
600 mg/l (NBS Lowry, 1995)...Then, beginning in December 2000,
samples were collected quarterly for one year from 15 bedrock
wells and four alluvial wells, and analyzed for the full suite of
“constituents of concern” (COCs) as defined by the Code of
Federal Regulations
The lowest depths of excavation for the Prescriptive
Design with a Double Liner Alternative range from Minor
69 Figure 12 Excavation contours between 380 and ~925 feet 6.7.2.1, p. 6-76 between approximately 400 feet above mean sea inconsistency N/A N/A N/A N/A

level (amsl) at the northern toe of excavation to
approximately 700 feet amsl at the southern toe.

* Page number may be off by one in some sections, as electronic and "editable” PDFs had a page deleted and changed the numbering versus the hardcopies
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Tablel
Review of JTD (including PCPM P) and CEQA
(Continued)
EIR 2003 (Section Comment (JTD v. EIR 2007 Comment (re: EIR "Other"
ltem# | JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text ’ EIR 2003 - Text (Section, EIR 2007
Page) EIR 2003) Page) 2007) documents
The following inconsistencies between the various CEQA documents were observed during the JTD/CEQA consistency review:
Discrepancy bet
MMs, however, no
. . highlight/underline in
A | NA NIA MM 4.5-1, p. 10-13 ..This analysis shall not be extended west... NIA MM 451, | This analysis shallbe | 9q47 jocumentto | NiA
p. 10-6 extended west... . .
ID this. Consolidate
MMs to eliminate
transcription errors?
At the commencement
of operation, the
project applicant shall
At the commencement of operation, the project make a fair-share MMs same;
applicant shall make a fair-share contribution for the MM 4.5-5, | contribution for the however different
B N/A N/A MM 4.5-2, p. 10-3 addition of an eastbound left turn lane and N/A p. 10-8 addition of an number between N/A
westbound through lane on the I-15 overcrossing. eastbound left turn 2003 and 2007
lane and westbound
through lane on the I-
15 overcrossing.
The Project applicant
shall make an
The Project applicant shall make an irrevocable offer irrevocable offer of
of dedication for right-of-way to 108 feet in width dedication for right-of- | MMs same;
within the Project boundary for the widening of SR way to 108 feet in however different
76 to four lanes per the County of San Diego MM 4.5- width within the number between
C N/A N/A MM 4.5-3, p. 10-13 Circulation Element, including a designated bike N/A 6b, p. 10- | Project boundary for | 2003 and 2007 N/A
route. In addition, the project applicant shall provide 9 the widening of SR 76 | (note how this one is
a fair share contribution for the cost to provide four to four lanes per the underlined); portion
lanes on SR 76 from the western boundary of the County of San Diego | missing from 2007
project site to the project access road. Circulation Element,
including a designated
bike route.
New MMs; however,
MM 4.5-2 New MMs (4.5-2, 4.5- | some re-use other
D N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0. 4536 " | 3,4.5-4,4.5-6a,4.5-7, | MM numbers from N/A
" 4.9b, 1g, 1h, 4.9-20) 2003 EIR
(confusing)
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Review of JTD (including PCPM P) and CEQA
(Continued)
. EIR 2003 (Section Comment (JTD v. EIR 2.0 07 Comment (re: EIR "Other"
ltem# | JTD (Section, Page)* JTD Text ’ EIR 2003 - Text (Section, EIR 2007
Page) EIR 2003) Page) 2007) documents
Appendix in
SWFP:
Biological
Assessment for
the Gregory
Canyon San Luis
Rey River Bridge
Replacement
(August 2006);
Section 5 - Note
E N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A that SWFP
contains MMs.
Most are in line
with the 2007
EIR; however,
there are some
that contain
inconsistencies
(e.g., MM 4.9-1d,
1e, etc.)
Revised/New MMs Revised/new MM:
(4.9-1a, 1b, 1c, 1d,
Revised between | MM 49 | 4o 4t 4.0 3a4., | NOWever, somere-
F N/A N/A MM 4.9-1a, p. 10-18 N/A 2003 and 2007 1a, p. 4.9- 4958, 4.9-14. 4.918, use other MM N/A
20 numbers from 2003
4.9-19b, 4.9-19¢; EIR (confusing)
p.10-10)
MM 4.9- EIR 2007 indicates
G N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3b, p.4.9- | N/A change but no N/A
22 change is apparent.
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