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COMMENTS RECEIVED 

 

FOR 

 

CALABASAS LANDFILL 

 

REVISED WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS 

FOR 

WASTE DISPOSAL, ASSESSMENT MONITORING PROGRAM, AND 

CORRECTIVE ACTION PROGRAM 

 

 

1) County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (comments received 3/10/2009) 

 

2) Edward Wosika, State Water Resources Control Board (comments received 3/9/2009) 

 

3) Edward Wosika, State Water Resources Control Board (comments received 3/25/2009) 

 

4) Jeff Ogata, Office of Chief Counsel, State Water Resources Control Board (comments 

received 3/20/2009) 

 

5) Mary Weisbrock, Save Open Space, (comments received 4/13/2009) 

 

6) County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (comments received 4/14/2009) 
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1) 

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 

(received 3/10/09) 
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From:  "Min, Yoonkee" <YMin@lacsd.org> 

To: "Rodney Nelson (E-mail)" <RNELSON@waterboards.ca.gov>, "Enrique Casas (E... 

CC: "Louie, Brian" <BLouie@lacsd.org>, "Ruffell, Kristen" <KRuffell@lacsd.org> 

Date:  3/10/2009 2:00 PM 

Subject:  Written Comments on Tentative Order R4-2009-XXXX - Waste Discharge Requirements for 

Calabasas Landfill 

Attachments: DMS-#1220460-v5-Comments_on_Tentaive_Order_R4-2009_Revised_Waste_Discharge_ 

 Requirements_for_Calabasas_Landfill.pdf 

 

Rod, 

 

Attached to this electronic mail is a letter with the Districts' written comments on Tentative Order No. 

R4-2009-XXXX regarding Waste Discharge Requirements for Calabasas Landfill.  The original wet signature letter 

is being sent via USPS.  In accordance with the Regional Board's cover letter to the Districts transmitting the 

Tentative Order, written comments must be received at the Regional Board's office by 5:00 pm on March 10, 2009.  

This electronic mail with attached written comments should meet this requirement.  

 

Please contact me if you have any questions. 

 

Sincerely, 

Yoonkee Min 

 

Yoonkee Min 

Project Engineer 

Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts 

1955 Workman Mill Road 

Whittier, CA 90601 

(562) 908-4288, ext. 2441 

(562) 908-9572 (FAX) 

 

<<DMS-#1220460-v5-Comments_on_Tentaive_Order_R4-2009_Revised_Waste_Discharge_Requirements_for_Cal

abasas_Landfill.pdf>>
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Comment 1: 

Section G.5 of the Tentative Order should be revised to allow the Districts’ current practice of wastewater 

management until the Executive Officer can make a determination regarding the suitability of on-site use of 

landfill liquid… 

Requested Revisions: Revise Section G of the Tentative Order. Clarify the provisions to indicate that “The 

Discharger’s current practice of removing VOCs from the wastewater sources, blending with recycled 

water, and applying the blended water on the Landfill for dust control is allowed until the Executive Officer 

can make a determination as to the suitability of each wastewater source for on-site use. Within 120 days of 

adoption of Order No. R4-2009-XXXX, the Discharger shall submit a technical report for approval by the 

Executive Officer which describes the current practices, characterizes the wastewater sources, and evaluates 

the suitability of each wastewater source for on-site use” 

 

Response: 

The purpose of Provision G.5 is to allow Regional Board staff an ability to assess the quality of various 

wastewater streams to evaluate their suitability for on-site reuse prior to mixing /diluting with recycled 

water. A technical report that describes current operational practices, characterizes wastewater sources, and 

evaluates their suitability, within a defined period of time (120 days), that must be approved by the 

Executive Officer, achieves this purpose while not initially disallowing the beneficial reuse of any 

wastewater as on-site dust control. The recommendation is appropriate and the tentative Order has been 

modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Finding No. (2)P, tentative Order: 

The National Park Service (NPS) has issued Amendments Nos. 4 and 5 to the NPS Special Use Permit 

(SUP). Insert reference “The NPS issued Amendments Nos. 4 and 5 to the NPS SUP on December 6, 2005 

and August 28, 2007, respectively”. 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Finding No. 23, tentative Order: 

The Tentative Order references "Figure 6" regarding the location of the six subsurface barriers.  Figure 6 

does not show the subsurface barriers.  Figure 5 shows the location of the six subsurface barriers. 

Replace "Figure 6" with "Figure 5". 

 

Response: 

The corrected Figure number is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Finding No. 23, tentative Order: 

The Tentative Order indicates that the six subsurface barriers have a minimum thickness of twelve 

inches.  The six subsurface barriers have a minimum thickness of twenty-four inches. Replace "twelve 

inches" with "twenty-four inches". 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Finding No. 30, tentative Order: 

The Tentative Order indicates that proposed landfilling will reach a maximum elevation of 1,350 feet 

above mean sea level.  Proposed landfilling will reach a maximum elevation of 1,360 feet above mean 

sea level in accordance with the Report of Disposal Site Information (RDSI) for the Landfill. Replace 

"1,350 feet" with "1,360 feet". 
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Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Finding No. 34, tentative Order: 

The Tentative Order indicates that the Landfill is enrolled under general NPDES permit WDID No. 

4B196000293 to regulate surface water discharges and is subject to industrial stormwater permit No. 

419S006192.  The Landfill is enrolled under general NPDES permit WDID No. 4B196000294 to 

regulate surface water discharges and is subject to industrial stormwater permit WDID No. 4 19I006192. 

Replace "WDID No. 4B196000293" with "WDID No. 4B196000294".  Replace "No. 419S006192" with 

"WDID No. 4 19I006192". 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Finding No. 41, tentative Order: 

Tentative Order indicates that the Discharger submitted a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) on March 

3, 2000.  The Discharger submitted a ROWD on March 13, 2000. Replace "March 3, 2000" with "March 

13, 2000". 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Finding No. 51.d, tentative Order: 

Leachate is sampled annually from the liquid collection and removal systems (LCRSs) for the 80-Acre 

Liner, D-Cut Liner, and combined P-Cut, 97-Cut, 99-Cut, Southeastern Cut, North Ridge Cut Liner 

Areas. Replace "(Liner 2, 80-acre, D-Cut, 97-Cut, 99-Cut and SE Cut areas)" with "(80-Acre Liner, D-

Cut Liner, and combined P-Cut, 97-Cut, 99-Cut, Southeastern Cut, North Ridge Cut Liner Areas)". 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Finding No. 53, tentative Order: 

The finding appears to have some typographical errors.  The constituent of concern (COC) lists for areas 

downgradient of Barriers 3, 4, and 6 include, from Appendix II, only those constituents that have been 

detected and verified in leachate.  For groundwater monitoring wells downgradient of Barriers 1, 2, and 5 

areas, the COC list includes all Appendix II constituents. Replace "Barriers Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6" with 

"Barriers Nos. 3, 4 and 6" in the second and third sentences of the finding.  Replace "Barriers No. 2 area" 

with "Barriers Nos. 1, 2 and 5 areas" in the last sentence of the finding. 

 

Response: 

The finding seeks to describe the COCs applicable to areas of the Landfill where a groundwater release 

has been detected versus the COCs for areas where no release has been detected in the context of the 

subsurface barriers where downgradient groundwater monitoring is conducted. The finding incorrectly 

lists Barrier Nos. 1 and 5 as areas where no release has been detected. The suggested edit is appropriate 

and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Finding No. 54, tentative Order: 

The first sentence of the finding appears to have some typographical errors.  Leachate sampling from the 

LCRSs for the Subsurface Barriers Nos. 3, 4 and 6 areas also serves as a basis for narrowing the scope of 
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VOCs which the Discharger must monitor. Replace "Barriers Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6" with "Barriers Nos. 3, 

4 and 6". 

 

Response: 

See Comment, Finding No. 53, tentative Order, above. The reference is intended for areas where a 

groundwater release has not been detected. The suggested edit is appropriate and the tentative Order has 

been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Specification No. 14, tentative Order: 

The requirement appears to have a typographical error. Delete "Main Canyon". 

 

Response: 

The specification makes an erroneous reference, as there is no "Main Canyon" area at the Landfill. The 

suggested edit is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Specification No. 14, tentative Order: 

The first sentence of the requirement appears to have a typographical error. Replace "M22B" with 

"M22D". 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Specification No. 13(b), tentative Monitoring and Reporting Program: 

The second sentence of the requirement appears to have a reference error. Replace "12(g)(ii)" with 

"13(g)(ii)". 

 

Response: 

The reference to the cited specifications is incorrect. The clarifying statement is appropriate and the 

tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Specification No. 13(b)(i), tentative Monitoring and Reporting Program: 

The first sentence of the requirement appears to have a reference error. Replace "13(b)(i)(C & D)" with 

"13(b)(i)(B & C)". 

 

Response: 

The reference to the cited specifications is incorrect. The clarifying statement is appropriate and the 

tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Specification No. 14(b)(iii), tentative Monitoring and Reporting Program: 

The first sentence of the requirement appears to have a reference error. Replace "13(a)(ii)" with 

"14(a)(ii)". 

 

Response: 

The reference to the cited specifications is incorrect. The clarifying statement is appropriate and the 

tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Specification No. 17, tentative Monitoring and Reporting Program: 

The second sentence of the requirement appears to have a reference error. Replace "13(b)(i)(A)" with 

"13(b)(i)(B)". 
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Response: 

The reference to the cited specifications is incorrect. The clarifying statement is appropriate and the 

tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Table 1, page T-25, tentative Monitoring and Reporting Program: 

Footnote 2 appears to have a typographical error. Delete "Liner 1-, Liner 2-," in Footnote 2. 

 

Response: 

The Liner-1 and Liner-2 areas of the Landfill are not part of the PLSC leachate collection and removal 

systems. The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Table 1, page T-26, tentative Monitoring and Reporting Program: 

The table appears to repeat the information in Table 1 on Page T-25. Replace Table 1 on Page T-26 with 

Attachment 1.1 enclosed herein. 

 

Response: 

The attached Table inadvertently repeats page 1 of the table as page 2. The referenced attachment is page 

2 of the table. The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified 

accordingly. 

 

Comment, Table 2, page T-28, tentative Monitoring and Reporting Program: 

The table appears to have a typographical error in the table title. Replace "Well M02B" with "Well 

R02B". 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Table 2, page T-29, tentative Monitoring and Reporting Program: 

The table appears to have a typographical error in the table title. Replace "Well M22B" with "Well 

M22D". 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Table 2, page T-37, tentative Monitoring and Reporting Program: 

The table appears to have a typographical error in the table title. Replace "Well M07B" with "Well 

R07B". 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Table 2, page T-38, tentative Monitoring and Reporting Program: 

The table appears to have a typographical error in the table title. Replace "Well M08B" with "Well 

R08B". 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Table 2, page T-44, tentative Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
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The table appears to have a typographical error in the table title. Replace "Well P69S" with "Well 

M15B". 

 

Response: 

The referenced table is incorrectly labeled. The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative 

Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment, Table 2, page T-45, tentative Monitoring and Reporting Program: 

The table appears to have a typographical error in the table title. Replace "Well P69S" with "Well 

M16A". 

 

Response: 

The referenced table is incorrectly labeled. The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative 

Order has been modified accordingly. 
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2) 

Edward Wosika 

State Water Resources Control Board 

(received 3/10/09) 
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From:  Ed Wosika 

To: Casas, Enrique;  Graves, Leslie;  Nelson, Rodney 

Date:  3/9/2009 4:29 PM 

Subject:  Re: Emailing: Calabasas tentative WDRs 

Attachments: Calabasas_tentWDRs_EW.pdf 

 

Dear Enrique: 

We have had back-to-back petitions running our lives here for the last six months or so, but I managed to 

just squeak by getting the Calabasas WDRs reviewed. You are a VERY careful listener, sir, regarding the 

all-day hammer-session T27 WDRs class from last year! However, you'll find many suggested changes in 

the attached mark-up anyway. The idea is to set your group up with a set of "platen" (model) WDRs that 

you can use for propagating subsequent changes to other landfill WDRs. As such, I went through it extra 

carefully. You have some very good new ideas in there too, which I have noted. If you have a question 

regarding any proposed change just let me know. I have taken the time to include suggested re-wording, 

in most cases, to help save you time and to prevent playing the "guessing game," whereby one tries to 

create wording that will meet the commentor's input (I hate it when that happens!). 

  

Rod, consider changing to a semi-annual Reporting Period for those landfills that get this "new 

approach." It will cut their monitoring cost almost in half but will also give you far more reliable 

monitoring program results. That cost savings will tend to salve over the Discharger's reaction to the 

many more things they are required to do and report. This longer Reporting Period is needed to 

accommodate the improved pass-1-of-3 retesting approach and the quarterly time-between-successive-

samples approach (for data to be used for statistical tests), so that ALL retesting can be completed in a 

single Reporting Period in spite of the greater time period (to give sample independence) between 

successive retests. As you may have guessed already, my flavorite Italian dish is, indeed, Squid Pro Quo. 

  

Leslie: I saved a copy of this on the S: drive [S:\bLAND 

DISPOSAL_Program\EW\WDREVU_EW\R4_some] in case you want Roger, Ember, or any new hire to 

look through it. 

Regards, Zeek 
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Page: 9 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

This should be singular ("The . . . network focuses on . . . ."). 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

1) Because it is an introductory prepositionsl phrase, there must be a comma after the section number; 2) 

21769 is about the CPCMPlan, not monitoring. The correct reference here is 20415(d), which address UZ 

monitoring. 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 3 

By whom? Under what authority? The passive voice, here, makes the meaning unclear. Instead, why not 

say that your Board has grated an exemption to further unsaturated zone monitoring, pursuant to 27 CCR 

20415(d)(5)? 

 

Response: 

Comment noted. The specification has been modified to make clear that this Regional Board grants is 

granting an exemption from continued unsaturated zone monitoring. 
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Page: 10 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

Not true. Please change to ". . . adopted a WDR revision, for each MSW landfill in the Region, that 

implement the . . . .". 

 

Response: 

Comment noted. The tentative Order has been modified accordingly to incorporate the more specific 

language suggested. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

This is a common error. Under Title 27, the entire landfill has only one WQPS. Please correct this by 

substituting, ". . . increase, relative to the applicable Concentration Limit (background data reference data 

set) for any Constituent of Concern named in the landfill's water qulaity proteciton standard (WQPS)." 

 

Response: 

The suggested language makes a more definitive statement that the Landfill's water quality protection 

standard is the applicable concentration limit (based on the background reference data set) for any 

constituent of concern. The tentative Order has been modified accordingly to incorporate the more 

specific language suggested. 

 

Sequence number: 3 

This is your region's "Super Order." All it does is implement the missing portions of a federal detection 

monitoring program (258.54). It does NOT include a CAP or the ongoing AMP (under 258.55) that 

would be ongoing at a landfill running a CAP. Your order must include ALL things from this prior 

RWQCB order that is appropriate plus all new requirements for a releasing landfill (under 258.55, 

258.56, 258.57, and 258.58) that are over-and-above what would be required under Title 27, for a landfill 

in corrective action. The current draft wording will not EVEN get this done. Use the "Sub-D Checklist" 

to identify those federal standards that are missing from the current draft and then INCLUDE them using 

specific wording (not incorporation by reference). This is a serious problem. 

 

Response: 

Comment noted. The general reference to the "Super Order” in the tentative Order, was intended as a fail 

safe to cover any inadvertent omissions of federal requirements for a Landfill corrective action program. 

The development of Regional Board 00-077 incorporated all federal requirements for a releasing landfill 

(under title 40 of the code of federal regulations sections 258.55, 258.56, 258.57, and 258.58) are 

incorporated into the revised tentative Order and general references to the "Super Order” have been 

omitted (see for example specification no. I.8 and I.26). 

 

Sequence number: 4 

Surely you mean "Concentration Limits" instead. 

 

Response: 

See comment page 10, comment 2 above. The clarified language defines the Landfill's water quality 

protection standard as the applicable concentration limit (based on the background reference data set) for 

any constituent of concern. The tentative Order has been modified accordingly to incorporate the 

corrected language. 
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Page: 12 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

1) Get rid of the comma after CCR; and 2) Add in the federal sections, unless you want to do the CAP 

adoption all over again: 40 CFR 258.56(d) and 258.57. If your Board did not implement those federal 

sections when adopting the CAP, then you have a state CAP and have failed to implement the federal 

CAP (not good!!!). That is the sort of blunder that using the Sub-D Checklist will help you to avoid. 

 

Response: 

1) The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

2) See page 10, comment 3, above. The revised tentative Order incorporates all federal requirements for 

a releasing landfill (under title 40 of the code of federal regulations sections 258.55, 258.56, 258.57, and 

258.58) and omits general references to the "Super Order”. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

The federal rule also requires the RWQCB to develop and adopt the CAP pursuant to the 

steps/studies/hearings/findings listed in 258.56 and 258.57. If your Board DID that, then please say so. 

Otherwise, the RWQCB will need to make a VERY careful check of 258.56 and 258.57 to see what it 

missed doing. Given anything missing, you'll need to re-adopt the CAP under those new considerations. 

THAT is WHY using the Sub-D Checklist is so important. You can download it from 

http://waternet.epanet.ca.gov/ 

dwq/pubs/html/training_ld_regs.html (it is ~ one screen down from the top). 

 

Response: 

Comment noted. See page 10, comment 3, above. The development of Regional Board 00-077 

incorporated all federal requirements for a releasing landfill. The finding language has been modified 

accordingly to more definitively state that the corrective action program requirements of the tentative 

Order comply with state and federal regulations. 

 

Sequence number: 3 

Excellent move! 

 

Response: 

Comment noted. No modification of the tentative Order is necessary. 
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Page: 16 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

The words "CWC" and "section" and "13050" are part of a formal name, so there should be no line break 

intruding. Here is a neat trick, in Word, for eliminating such unwelcome line breaks: Backspace out each 

of the two spaces between these three words and then insert a non-breaking space (hold down both the 

Ctrl and Shift keys and then hit the Space bar while keeping them held down) to replace each deleted 

space. If you remember to do this when creating the document, then you'll never have to worry about 

having a formal noun ripped apart by a rude line break. It is a REALLY neat trick. Likewise, for a non-

breaking dash between two words (as in "SWRCB Resolution 63-62"), hold down the Ctrl and Shift keys 

and hit the NON-NUMBER-PAD dash (the number-pad dash, in this context, can cause a software fault, 

so DO NOT DOOOOO that). It LOOKS like a regular dash, but will NOT allow a line-break. 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

The Basin Plan does not apply to the discharger except as interpreted and specified in the WDRs. So, the 

paragraph needs to be more specific. How about rewording to something like: "The Discharger shall 

conduct site operations such that there is no release from the landfill that causes any Basin Plan 

Objective to be exceeded at any location under, or in the vicinity of, the landfill. At the least, no 

Constituent of Concern (COC) shall exhibit a measurably significant increase over its respective 

Concentration Limit (background data set) at any well, as indicated by an approved statistical or 

nonstatistical data analysis method (including that method's retesting approach)." 

 

Response: 

Comment noted. Staff concurs with the need to be as specific as possible with all WDR specifications. 

The proposed language is consistent conceptually with water quality protection standards discussed in 

comment 2, page 10, above. Hence, the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 3 

Please consider adding "municipal solid waste (MSW)" to this list, given that the landfill WILL be 

receiving MSW and MSW contains some portions that are designated waste and hazardous waste. 

Therefore, the current wording would preclude the landfill from accepting MSW. Not good! 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 
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Page: 19 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

That will not meet 40CFR 258.28(a)(2), which applies at this landfill. Consider adding to the end of the 

sentence, ". . . Officer, and the condensate is discharged to a composite-lined portion of the landfill." 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly.
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Page: 20 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

 

Response: 

No comment. A response is not necessary. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

This T27 paragraph can only apply to the extent that the landfill meets 40 CFR section 258.28. Thus 

BOTH apply, rather than just the one. Consider adding here, ". . . 20340(g), and 40 CFR section 258.28." 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. Also, see 

page 10, comment 3 above regarding federal post release monitoring requirements. 

 

Sequence number: 3 

This wording allows the discharger to ignore hints of prior high-groundwater (soil mottling). Please 

consider rewording as, ". . . a natural spring or seep or subsurface soil mottling is observed." 

 

Response: 

Expansion of indications of high groundwater that could impact refuse in unlined portions of the Landfill 

to include soil mottling is appropriate. The referenced specification in the tentative Order has been 

modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 4 

Add here, "and areas exhibiting mottled subsurface soil conditions". 

 

Response: 

See comment page 20, comment 3, above. 
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Page: 21 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

The (or) in this wording will let them use a prescriptive approach that does not meet the performance 

goal. Consider rewording as, ". . . meeting the applicable prescriptive and performance standards of 27 

CCR [or, for an engineered alternative design under 20080(b & c) meeting its applicable performance 

standards therein]." 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

Save yourself a LOT of trouble, here, by adding something like the following, ", including a proposed 

and substantiated triggering concentration-or-condition, for that annual test, that will indicate that the 

LCRS can no longer handle at least twice the maximum expected annual leachate flow rate [see 27 CCR 

20340(b, c, & d)]." 

 

Response: 

The suggested edit is appropriate to clarify requirements by requiring a proposed and substantiated 

triggering concentration/condition for annual LCRS system testing. The tentative Order has been 

modified accordingly. 
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Page: 22 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

This is the word's possessive form, so there should be an apostrophe inserted between the "s" and the "l" 

(Landfill's). 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

 

Sequence number: 2 

This is a REALLY GOOD IDEA! Please consider asking Rodney to share this paragraph with the other 

Land Disposal Program folks at the next Round Table. 

 

Response: 

Comment noted. No modification of the tentative Order is necessary. 
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Page: 23 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

For a given landfill, there is only one Point of Compliance, along the Unit's downgradient boundary [see 

T27 20390 and 20405] and only one WQPS [see T27 20390]. There should be at least some of the 

landfill's wells placed along the surface trace of the Point of Compliance (to meet federal requirements), 

but wells located elsewhere are just as important. As a component of the landfill's WQPS, the Point of 

Compliance must either be described in the WDRs or (more likely) its surface trace can be shown on a 

map in the WDRs. The federal rule allows the POC to be located up to 150 meters downgradient of the 

landfill, but T27 20405(a) allows it to be placed ONLY along the downgradient boundary of the landfill. 

Therefore, the only alternative would be as an engineered alternative under 20080(b & c). The WDRs are 

not complete unless they SHOW or DESCRIBE the POC. It cannot be something to turn in at a future 

date, as indicated here. SUGGESTION: Draw in the POC on the site map and revise this paragraph to 

read something like: "9. The Point of Compliance is located along the landfill's downgradient boundary, 

as shown on [refer here to the map number]." 

 

Response: 

The clarifying information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. See 

Figure 8 of the revised tentative requirements for a site map showing the Landfill point of compliance. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

The MPars are a subset of the landfill's COCs, so this paragraph, as drafted, introduces a needless 

complexity by not allowing you to refer, succinctly, to those COCs that are not MPars. Suggestion: 

replace "MPars and COCs" with just "COCs" (in this paragraph) and then modify M&RP General Items 

10 and 11 to implement the idea that the COCs, at any given time, consist of the MPar List plus the 

UCOC List (Uninvolved COCs) for each group of wells (e.g., the wells monitoring the unlined portion 

will have more COCs). That way you have a nice "handle" both for those COCs that are subject to 

regular monitoring (the MPars) and those COCs that are subject only to periodic every-five-years checks 

(UCOCs). This approached is not addressed in the regulations, but should have been (My bayad! My 

bayad!). Doing it 

causes no regulation violation. 

 

Response: 

The intent of the monitoring and reporting program is establish a set of monitoring parameters (Mpars), 

as defined in Attachment I of the tentative Order, that is the subset of the Constituents of Concern that is 

subject to testing for a measurably significant increase, in detection mode, at all compliance wells. The 

suggested use of “uninvolved” COCs better defines those constituents that are not Mpars / indicator 

parameters. The clarifying information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified 

accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 3 

Add here, "the total number of years of" 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 4 

Please delete this phrase because it adds an incorrect meaning to the sentence. 
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Response: 
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The phrase “the total number of years of the entire active life of a waste management facility” 

encompasses the cited closure and postclosure maintenance periods, thus the clarifying statement is 

appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 5 

Not true. Please meet T27 20410 by replacing this phrase with, "plus the estimated duration of the 

closure period. The landfill's estimated compliance period duration is {add here the estimated number of 

years}." You, of course, insert the estimated number of years in the quoted phrase. T27 section 20410 

requires that the WDRs state the duration of the compliance period, so the WDRs will be incomplete 

without that estimate. The landfill can only have a for-certain Compliance Period duration after it 

completes closure. Until then, an estimate must do. By the way, the compliance period is a totally 

worthless thing the USEPA forced us to include, given that, under our rules, the post-closure 

maintenance period extends for as long as the waste poses a threat, which is FAR longer than the silly 

federal end-of-post-closure (30 years duration, unless changed for that landfill). So, we guess at the 

compliance period's duration, stick it into the WDRs, and call it good. 

 

Response: 

The suggested revision that defines the compliance period duration based on an estimated duration of the 

Landfill closure period is appropriate. The tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 6 

Wrong term. Please substitute "Concentration Limits". 

 

Response: 

The suggested term is more appropriate, see page 10, comment 2, above. The tentative Order has been 

modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 7 

Replace with "their respective". 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 8 

Need a comma here, for clarity, given that Attachment 1 does not use USEPA method 8260. 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 
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Page: 24 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

Consider broadening the scope, and correct the intent, by rewording as, "If the Discharger or Executive 

Officer determines that the CAP either fails to contain the release or fails to provide effective 

remediation for those portions of the aquifer already affected by the release, pursuant to 27 CCR, 

paragraphs 20430(i or j) respectively, . . . ." 

 

Response: 

Broadening the scope and intent of an appropriate response to a groundwater release from the Landfill as 

subject to a determination by the Executive Officer is appropriate. The tentative Order has been modified 

accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

This says that the Discharger can make any changes that they want to. If that is not what you meant, then 

consider adding something like the following to the end of the sentence, ", subject to approval by 

(delegated) Regional Board staff." 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 
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Page: 26 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

This pronoun might be appropriate if the landfill were owned and operated by, for example, a duck. 

Suggestion: replace either with "he has" or with "the Discharger has". 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

 

Response: 

No comment. A response is not necessary. 

 

 

Sequence number: 3 

Consider adding to the end of this sentence, ", and shall also be included in the next scheduled 

monitoring report." That way, such occurrences will not escape being noticed by any interested party 

monitoring the landfill's M&RP reports, using GeoTracker. 

 

Response: 

Expanding the notification requirements for any noncompliance with the tentative Order shall to improve 

interested party review is appropriate. The tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 
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Page: 28 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

This is a bogus requirement, given that it is the Regional Board's job to include site-specific 

interpretations of all relevant T27 requirements in the WDRs/M&RP. Essentially, this tasks the 

Discharger with doing the Regional Board's job. Consider replacing with something like, "Any time the 

Discharger becomes aware of a requirement in 27 CCR, or 40 CFR Part 258, that should be addressed in 

this order, the Discharger shall so notify the Regional Board within seven days." 

 

Response: 

The intent of the specification is not to task the Discharger with environmental compliance oversight. 

Replacing the specification with a more specific requirement for notifying the Regional Board any time 

the Discharger becomes aware of a noncompliance concern is appropriate. The tentative Order has been 

modified accordingly. 
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Page: 29 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

A "do not . . . nor" sequence is nonstandard and, therefore, lacks clarity. Consider replacing "do not" with 

"neither", thereby creating the standard-usage "neither . . . nor" sequence. 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 
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Page: 30 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

Now THAT is a REALLY cool paragraph! 

 

Response: 

Comment noted. No modification of the tentative Order is necessary. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

This phraseology distinguishes between the WDRs and the M&RP in a way that is confusing (the M&RP 

are a PART OF the WDRs, given that the M&RP is incorporated by reference therein). Please consider 

replacing with something like, "for these WDRs, including any M&RP or other body of requirements 

incorporated by reference therein." 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 3 

Such a requirement is unenforceable unless you add, here, a date certain by which it must be in place, 

after the "coverage" is approved by your EO and the "instrument" is approved by the CIWMB's Financial 

Assurance Group. 

 

Response: 

Clarification is required to make the requirement more enforceable. The specification has been edited to 

expand the discussion of required assurances of financial responsibility for initiating and completing 

corrective action for all known or reasonably foreseeable releases from the Landfill and to include a date 

certain submittal date (within 90 days of the adoption of this Order). 

 

Sequence number: 4 

Unless this landfill is completely closed already, you'll need a new paragraph, similar to this one, that 

requires the establishment of closure financial assurance, acceptable to the EO, by a date certain. If they 

already have that in place, then, instead, recognize it and require them to maintain it. 

 

Response: 

See page 30, comment 3, above. The specification has been edited to expand the discussion of required 

assurances of financial responsibility for initiating and completing corrective action for all known or 

reasonably foreseeable releases from the Landfill that includes an requirement to maintain the financial 

assurance. 
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Page: 31 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

Consider substituting the word, "delineated" for clarity. 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 
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Page: 32 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

You know, "the idea" behind the Super Order of 1993 was to act as a stop-gap measure until its federal-

detection-monitoringprogram-only (DMP-only) requirements could be folded into the next subsequent 

WDR revision, including any revision that replaced the DMP-only requirements by applying a federal 

assessment monitoring program and, later, a federal corrective action program. The Super Order 

(implemented via your Board's Order No. 93-062) cannot function in such an everlasting fashion as 

implied here and cannot apply unless the landfill is only under a DMP. To figure what federal 

requirements apply in addition to the known-applicable T27 requirements, just fill out a copy of the 

Subtitle D Checklist for the landfill. Any question in the Checklist whose answer falls in the rightmost 

column thereof is missing from the WDRs, so needs to be applied. Other than that, all that applies from 

SWRCB Order No. 93-62 are the over-and-above composite liner requirements in the body of that order. 

The way these WDRs/M&RP read to me, if you make the changes suggested, you will be applying all 

applicable state and federal requirements, but best double-check by running the Sub-D Checklist. 

 

Response: 

See page 10, comment 3, above. The revised tentative Order incorporates all federal requirements for a 

releasing landfill (under title 40 of the code of federal regulations sections 258.55, 258.56, 258.57, and 

258.58) and omits general references to the "Super Order”. 
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50 

Page: T-1 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

It is the Regional Board's job to do this by including a site-specific interpretation of EVERY applicable 

standard in the WDRs/M&RP. Don't tell the Discharger to do the Regional Board's job for it! Therefore, 

consider rewording this phrase to read, ". . . 20430, as interpreted in this Order." 

 

Response: 

The intent of the specification is not to task the Discharger with environmental compliance oversight. 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

Please add here, ", as interpreted in this Order." 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 
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Page: T-2 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

Please replace this phrase with, " and NPDES requirements, as interpreted in this M&RP and the 

landfill's NPDES permit." 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

Please add here, ", at-or-above the constituent's respective PQL concentration,". 

WHY: it will have to be at least that strong to have any chance of being detected in a release, at-or-above 

its MDL concentration. Therefore, in order to avoid adding in a bunch of constituents you'd never be able 

to detected (given a release), this meaning for "detected" is handy for leachate testing. 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 3 

Suggestion: in order to keep the COC list perpetually updated, and to prepare each new COC for if/when 

it becomes an MPar, consider adding here something like, "During any year when one or more 

constituents is added to the landfill's COC list, the Discharger shall proclaim the new COCs prominently 

in the annual monitoring report and shall include the revised COC list in an appendix to that report, 

which revised list shall take the place of COC list included herein. For any newly-added COC, the 

Discharger shall begin immediately collecting samples quarterly from each compliance and background 

well for 2.5 years (10 data points per well, for each new COC) and shall include, in the next monitoring 

report following collection of this data, a proposed Concentration Limit for that new COC at each 

compliance well respectively (i.e., list the 10 data points from the chosen background source, and name 

that source whether it is a given background well {interwell background} or is the compliance well in 

question {intrawell background}) together with a viable substantiation for using that background data 

source for that well/COC pair. If the new COC is a VOC, then it shall become a monitoring parameter 

(MPar) as of the next reporting period following the establishment of its Concentration Limit. If the new 

COC is not a VOC, then it shall go onto the landfill's UCOC list (i.e., those COCs that are not MPars) 

immediately following the establishment of its Concentration Limit." Remember, if you STATE this stuff 

in the M&RP, then you don't have to respond to it by "shooting from the hip" every time the issue comes 

up. 

 

Response: 

An express intent of the monitoring and reporting program is that the COC list perpetually updated, and 

to prepare each new COC for if/when it becomes an MPar. The clarifying statement is appropriate and 

the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 4 

Insert a space here. 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 
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Page: T-3 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

This word should really be changed to the phrase, "The MPar List and, therefore, the COC List (= MPar 

List + UCOC List), varies . . . ." 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

For simplicity, consider adding at the end of this sentence, ", shall identify this move (from the UCOC 

List to the MPar list, for that portion of the landfill) prominently in the next scheduled monitoring report, 

and shall exhibit a revised COC List (showing the revised MPar and UCOC Lists for that portion of the 

landfill) as an appendix in the next annual summary monitoring report, which revised COC List shall 

replace the prior COC list (e.g., the one in this M&RP)." 

 

Response: 

Because an express intent of the monitoring and reporting program is that the COC list perpetually 

updated, and to prepare each new COC for if/when it becomes an MPar it is imperative that there be 

adequate notification and reporting on the status the Landfill COCs and Mpars. The clarifying statement 

is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 3 

Whoa!! You REEEALLLY need to add here, " every Appendix I VOC that have ever shown up in a 

leachate sample and been verified by retest, and . . . ." 

 

Response: 

The suggested correction is consistent with the definition for an MPar, as discussed in Attachment 1 to 

the WDRs. The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified 

accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 4 

To complete the picture, use this wording to check yours in Item 11, "UCOC List - Likewise, the UCOCs 

and, therefore, the COCs (= MPar List + UCOC List), vary for unlined versus lined portions of the 

Landfill. For the unlined areas described above, the UCOC List includes all Appendix II constituents that 

have never been identified as being in groundwater pursuant to the five-year scans under Item No. 12(a, 

b, or c), plus any constituents added by the Executive Officer. For lined areas described above, the 

UCOC List includes only those Appendix II constituents that have been detected and verified (by retest) 

to be present in leachate at-or-above their respective PQL concentration under Item No. 6 of this M&RP, 

and that have not become an MPAR pursuant to the five-year scans under Item No. 12(a, b, or c), plus 

any constituents added by the Executive Officer. 

See? I told you it would be both simple and a most succulent model of brevity! 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 5 
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Given the way you break up the MPar and UCOC lists, in 10 & 11, be SURE that you assign the 

compliance and background wells to each group having a unique MPar list. Otherwise, the discharger 

will not know which MPar list to use for a given well. That should not be left up to chance. 

 

Response: 

See Table 2 (Mpars for Montoring Program Wells) include in M&RP CI-4992 that specifically includes 

the MPar list for each compliance monitoring well as suggested in the comment. 
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Page: T-4 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

General comment: this would be a good place to make clear that the ENTIRE landfill is included in the 

state-and-federal CAP (no "concurrent programs" approach). If you don't make that issue very clear, the 

reader has to guess ~~~> not eeeeven good! 

 

Response: 

A clarifying statement has been added to the tentative monitoring and reporting program, as suggested, 

indicating that the tentative Order places the entire Landfill into a CAP while implementing corrective 

measures for the known releases meeting applicable state and federal requirements. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

This should be "UCOC". 

 

Response: 

See page 23, comment 2, above. The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been 

modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 3 

UCOC 

 

Response: 

See page 23, comment 2, above. The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been 

modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 4 

Better as, " . . . of all UCOCs applicable to that well." 

 

Response: 

See page 23, comment 2, above. The suggested use of “uninvolved” COCs better defines those 

constituents that are not Mpars / indicator parameters. The clarifying information is appropriate and the 

tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 5 

The annual UCOC scans you describe in 12.b.i-&-ii completely blow away the need to have the more 

ineffective five-yearly statistical UCOC testing Title 27 requires, and that you misidentify in 12.c. So, 

blow 12.c. away and add here something like, "In addition, this approach is imposed, pursuant to Section 

20080(a)(1) of Title 27, as a replacement for the less-stringent-and-effective five-yearly statistical testing 

of UCOCs normally applied under Title 27." 

 

Response: 

The proposed correction revises the template post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. 

The proposed revision information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 6 

UCOC 
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Response: 

See page 23, comment 2, above. The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been 

modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 7 

Shouldn't this word be "affected", as described under 12.b? 

 

Response: 

No comment. A response is not necessary. 

 

Sequence number: 8 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 9 

UCOC 

 

Response: 

See page 23, comment 2, above. The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been 

modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 10 

Please change to "UCOC (COC that is not yet on the MPar List applicable to that well),". 

 

Response: 

See page 23, comment 2, above. The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been 

modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 11 

UCOC 

 

Response: 

See page 23, comment 2, above. The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been 

modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 12 

Try, instead, "moves automatically from the UCOC List applicable to that well to its MPar List." 

 

Response: 

An express intent of the monitoring and reporting program is that the COC list perpetually updated, and 

to prepare each new COC for if/when it becomes an MPar, see Page T2, comment 3, above. The 

clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 13 

For completeness, add to this sentence, ", and shall include an updated COC List (showing the revised 

MPar and UCOC Lists applicable to that group of wells) as an appendix to the annual monitoring report, 

which revised COC List shall supercede the previously applicable COC List for the wells to which it 

applies (named at the top of the list)." 
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Response: 

See Page T4, comment 13, above. The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has 

been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 14 

So, as described in the note at the end of 12.b, above, this paragraph is no longer needed (blow it away). 

 

Response: 

See Page T4, comment 5, above. The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been 

modified accordingly. 
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Page: T-5 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

There IS no such Item Number, given that Item 12 ends with 12.c (after eliminating that from the draft, it 

will end in 12.b.ii). Please fix. 

 

Response: 

See the response to the Sanitation Districts 3/10/2009 Comment, Specification No. 13(b), tentative 

Monitoring and Reporting Program. The reference to the cited specifications is incorrect and has been 

corrected in the tentative Order. 
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Page: T-6 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

You may know this already, but you can defend this minimum sample size, if necessary, by having ready-

to-hand (at the adoption meeting or a prior hearing) Anita Singh's many references to the need for at least 

8 to 10 data points (see her manuals for Pro-UCL, which are in the Technical e-Library under the DATA 

ANALYSIS topic listing). 

 

Response: 

Comment noted. No modification of the tentative Order is necessary. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

Good thinking on this (and its underlying subparagraphs). I like it. Of course, you have to take into 

account that fact that I am a bit warped but it is good thinking nevertheless. 

 

Response: 

Comment noted. No modification of the tentative Order is necessary. 
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Page: T-7 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

 

Response: 

No comment. A response is not necessary. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

Consider rewording such that the Discharger is not in the catbird seat and it addresses related issues too: 

"For each well/MPar pair, the discharger shall use a data analysis method approved, for that well/MPar 

pair, by delegated Regional Board staff (e.g., Executive Officer), that the Discharger has demonstrated 

meets all applicable requirements under 27 CCR 20415 (e)(9). For the purposes of this paragraph, 

pursuant to authority under 27 CCR 20080(a)(1), the error rate restrictions of 27 CCR subparagraph 

20415(e)(9)(B) does not apply to any statistical method that (including its retesting approach {e.g., a 

pass-1-of-3 approach) meets or exceeds the USEPA's Reference Power Curve. 

 

Response: 

The proposed correction revises the template post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. 

The proposed revision information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

 

Sequence number: 3 

Insert here "either" and do the next change too, to open up options. 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 4 

To complete the broading-of-options, consider inserting here, ", or, pursuant to 27 CCR 20080(a)(1), any 

of the better-performing resting options (e.g., the pass-1-of-3 approach) in which the triggering 

concentration is lowered to counter the adverse effect that retesting would otherwise have on the data 

analysis method's false-negative rate (compared with a no-retest pass-1-of-1 approach). Nevertheless, any 

approved nonstatistical method used for data analysis shall use a pass-1-of-2 retesting approach." 

 

Response: 

The proposed correction revises the template post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. 

The proposed revision information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 5 

This comma should be a semi-colon. 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 
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Page: T-8 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

Given the broader scope of acceptable options, consider rewording it something like, ". . . exists only if 

the retesting does not countermand the preliminary indication, according to the retesting formula (e.g., 

under a pass-1-of-3 approach, the preliminary indication stands if neither of the retests countermands it)." 

 

Response: 

The proposed correction revises the template post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. 

The proposed revision information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

Good thinking, here, and clearly written! That is far easier to note than to accomplish. 

 

Response: 

Comment noted. No modification of the tentative Order is necessary. 

 

Sequence number: 3 

IDT's new name and address is 

Sanitas Technologies22052 W 66th StreetSuite 133Shawnee, KS 66226 

technical support: (719) 742-3661 

statistical support / sales: (913) 829-1470 

 

Response: 

The contact information for Sanitas Technologies has been corrected accordingly. 
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Page: T-9 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

Best add, here, "once its Concentration Limit (under Item No. 6) has been established at each compliance 

well," . (This assumes that you made the change I suggested at the end of Item No. 6.) 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 
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Page: T-10 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

If the landfill has at least six VOC MPars (i.e., that have been detected in leachate or LFG), consider 

halving that number, rounding down (if the quotient is not an integer) and substituting here. For example, 

if there are seven KNOWN VOCs, then replace this phrase with "Three or more". In any REAL release, 

most VOCs will move in LFG released and will be detected at wells in water touched by that LFG, so 

replacing this "hair trigger" with one requiring a firmer pull will not miss any real releases and will help 

prevent false-positive indications. 

You are likely to have MORE VOC species from the no-leachate unlined portion, so this approach (that 

is based on what is in leachate in the lined portions) remains conservative. 

 

Response: 

The proposed correction revises the template post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. 

The proposed revision information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

This test has evolved since the version you used to create this. The changes (here and below) will update 

the test. 

Consider rewording as "Single Retest (pass-1-of-2 approach):" , given that the phrase "discrete retest" 

means a pass-2-of-3 approach, to most folks, and that would be inappropriate for a nonstatistical test that 

cannot have its triggering concentration adjusted downward to counter the retesting effect. 

 

Response: 

The proposed correction revises the template post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. 

The proposed revision information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 3 

This phrase should be "one new (retest sample" because nonstatistical methods: 1) are not subject to the 

requirements of 20415(e)(8)(E)1 ; and the NSDAM cannot have its triggering concentrations lowered to 

counter the adverse effects of doing a retest. Yet retesting is still important. So, the trick is to allow only 

one retest (pass-1-of-2 approach). 

 

Response: 

The proposed correction revises the template post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. 

The proposed revision information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 4 

Delete the "s" 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 5 

Delete phrase. 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 
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Sequence number: 6 

Rephrase as, "If the retest sample trips". 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 7 

You are starting a "shall" list here, so insert a colon after Discharger. 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 8 

Rephrase as, "in both the original and in the retest sample (i.e., not including constituents triggering in 

only one of the two samples)." 

This way the test "indicates" only for those initially-indicating constituents that have been validated by 

retest, which is how one would proceed if one were running ANY data analysis test on a single 

constituent. 

 

Response: 

The proposed correction revises the template post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. 

The proposed revision information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 9 

Change comma to a semi-colon. 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 10 

Rephrase as "mode (see". 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 11 

Replace with, "move that constituent to Tracking Mode, at that well, thereby eliminating it from the 

"scope list" [under Item No. 14(a) (i) of this M&RP] for that well during future runs of this nonstatistical 

method; shall ". 

 

Response: 

The proposed correction revises the template post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. 

The proposed revision information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 12 

 

Sequence number: 13 

Add here, "; shall note this change prominently in the body of the forthcoming monitoring report and in 

that report's summary; and shall list the revised MPar and UCOC lists, for that group of wells, in an 



 
 

73 

appendix to that year's annual summary monitoring report, with the wells to which it applies noted at the 

top of that listing." Now THAT is a complete list, leaving no turn unstoned. 

 

Response: 

The proposed correction revises the template post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. 

The proposed revision information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 14 

Delete, given that it is included in the TO DO list that follows the inserted colon. 

 

Response: 

The clarifying edit is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 15 

To avoid being pestered by Bozo Boy proposals, consider adding to the end of this sentence: ", together 

with a technical discussion showing how the proposed method performs at least as well as the one 

described above at achieving the goal of providing the earliest possible detection and measurement of a 

release for any given rarely-detected constituent at any given well." 

 

Response: 

The proposed correction revises the template post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. 

The proposed revision information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 
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Page: T-11 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

Many aquifers will not provide sample independence reliably, when sampled this frequently. Consider 

changing this to "quarterly" and, if the Discharger gives you grief, make them do an aquifer-specific 

determination of the time between successive samples needed to avoid serial correlation effects, then 

change it to that period-between-samples (for a given constituent at any given well). 

 

If you DO get data having serial correlation, all statistical test results will be garbage, a fact the 

Discharger can demonstrate rather easily any time the data analysis conclusion proves inconvenient. 

 

FYI: note that the draft changes for the NSDAM retest leave in the usual "within 30 days" time-span for 

grabbing the retest sample (after the initial indication). THAT is because the NSDAM test does not 

require sample independence. 

 

Response: 

The proposed correction revises the template post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. 

The proposed revision information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

Given the change to quarterly sampling, this would be, "for up to 2.5 years." 

 

Response: 

See Page T-11, comment 1, above. The proposed correction revises the template post-release 

requirements developed by State Board staff. The proposed revision information is appropriate and the 

tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 3 

Change to "quarterly" or (better yet) remove the entire sentence, given that the above changes to this 

paragraph make this sentence no longer necessary. 

 

Response: 

The proposed correction revises the template post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. 

The proposed revision information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 4 

These two triggers are a darn good idea. Bravo! 

 

Response: 

Comment noted. No modification of the tentative Order is necessary. 
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Page: T-12 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

Replace with a comma (to accommodate new phrase at the end of i). 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

For consistency, consider adding here, "and shall include the revised MPar and UCOC lists for that group 

of wells in an appendix to the annual summary monitoring report, with the background well added to the 

list of wells to which the lists apply, and, in parentheses after the background well's name, the MPar(s) 

for which that background well now functions as a compliance well." 

 

Response: 

The proposed correction revises the template post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. 

The proposed revision information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 
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Page: T-13 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

This conflicts with the later portion of the sentence. Consider rewording as, "there are no monitoring 

wells located exactly on the POC at this time, ". 

 

Also, add a comma after "so that" and another after "this M&RP", given that the wording in between is a 

parenthetical expression (always set off by commas). ("Better parenthetical than parenpathetical!", I 

always say.) 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

This period is supposed be be equal to the number of years from when it opened until completion of final 

closure. Are you SURE it is only six year? Fix if appropriate (guessing for future event timing is okay). 

 

Response: 

See page 23, comment 5, above. The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been 

modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 3 

 

Response: 

No comment. A response is not necessary. 
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Page: T-14 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

Consider eliminating the phrase "a change in," given that it is the matrix effect, rather than a change 

therein, that makes the MDL differ from that obtained using laboratory-pure water dosed with only the 

analyte. 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

 

Response: 

No comment. A response is not necessary. 
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Page: T-15 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

 

Response: 

No comment. A response is not necessary. 
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Page: T-16 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

Thirty days to sample all wells?! That could make the flow-direction determination unreliable. If you can 

tighten that up A LOT, that would be good. In addition, consider requiring them to do all initial (non-

retest) sampling at the very start of the Reporting Period so that there will be time left over for one retest 

(if needed) at mid-period and another at period-end (roughly quarterly). Otherwise, retesting can get 

VERY COMPLICATED because it extends into the next Reporting Period. Lastly, if you take this 

approach, then let a given well/MPar pair off the hook if it has that second (end-of-period) sample 

taken,regardless of the outcome of the retest, because that takes the place of the sampling done (for that 

well/MPar pair) in that next Reporting Period. 

 

Response: 

The proposed correction revises the template post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. 

The proposed revision information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

If you set up six-monthly Reporting Periods (necessary for the best retesting approach {pass-1-of-3}, 

together with sampling at very start of the Period), then consider a once-a-year CAP Progress Report as 

being better [adopt under 20080(a)(1), & say it is better because the concentration-versus-time plots 

show changes MUCH better with at two new data points each analysis, rather than just one, for semi-

annual reporting frequency] and include it as part of the annual summary monitoring report so that 

interested parties can access it readily through GeoTracker. 

 

Response: 

The proposed correction revises the template post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. 

The proposed revision information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 
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Page: T-20 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

Once again, if you change it to a semi-annual Reporting Period (for the monitoring ~~~> the groundwater 

flow direction work remains as quarterly), then you have TIME to complete all sampling on even a pass-

1-of-3 retesting approach (way good!) before starting the next Reporting Period. In addition, this landfill 

already has a release and is responding to it, so the change to sixmonthly will not cause you to be late in 

detecting a new release (any indication is, instead, a change in the existing release and you have LOTS of 

elbow-room for adjusting the CAP to meet that change). 

 

Main Suggestions: 

Go to semi-annual a Reporting Period; 

Go with a pass-1-of-3 retesting scheme as standard for all statistical tests; 

Require all initial tests to be done at the very start of the Reporting Period (first retest is med-period and 

second, if needed, is at end-of-period); and 

Require all statistical tests (including pass-1-of-3 retest) to meet-or-beat the USEPA Statistcal Reference 

Power Curve (Sanitas will do this analysis). 

Given those changes, you'll be in like Flynn. 

 

Response: 

The proposed correction revises the template post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. 

The proposed revision information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Sequence number: 2 

Semi-annual beats semi-anal hands down! 

 

Response: 

Comment noted.  
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Page: T-21 comments and responses 
 

Sequence number: 1 

Consider adding a new paragraphs v. through viii. like: 

 

v. A separate appendix containing any revised COC List (showing its then-current MPar and UCOC Lists 

reflecting any constituent added or constituent moved from the UCOC List to the MPar list), together 

with, for each such listing, the wells to which that list applies. In any such listing, the new or moved 

COC(s) shall be in bolded print (or otherwise emphasized). 

 

vi. A separate appendix containing, for each well/COC pair, the its then-current Concentration Limit 

(background data points) listed (left-to-right) from the earliest datum to the most recent one. 

 

vii. A separate appendix containing, for the first submittal thereof, a complete succinct description of the 

data analysis method, including all parameter settings, for each well/MPar pair. If the method is the 

NSDAM, simply state "NSDAM" following the well/MPar pair's name, without further description. For 

subsequent annual monitoring reports, this appendix need address only those well/MPar pairs for which 

the data analysis method has changed since the initial (comprehensive) listing, together with the date 

when that (most recent) change became effective. 

 

viii. A separate appendix listing, organized by well, listing all MPars that are in Tracking Mode (out of 

compliance) at each well and showing (in parentheses following the constituent name) the date when that 

well/MPar pair changed from Detection Mode to Tracking Mode. 

 

Inserting paragraphs v.-vii. will allow any interested party (yourself included) to do a double-check of the 

Discharger's calculations whenever desired. Inserting new paragraph viii. will enable any interested party 

to track the nature and extent of the release, using this list and the monitoring well location map, and to 

note the changes through time. 

 

Response: 

The proposed correction revises the template post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. 

The proposed revision information is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 
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3) 

Edward Wosika 

State Water Resources Control Board 

(received 3/25/09) 
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From:  Ed Wosika 

To: Casas, Enrique;  Nelson, Rodney 

CC: Graves, Leslie;  Regan, Tim 

Date:  3/25/2009 9:23 AM 

Subject:  Calabasas Heads-Up 

 

                    Note: best viewed in HTML mode (tag this note's "VIEW"  

                   pull-down menu and be sure the radio button is blackened  

                   beside the "HTML" option, rather than the "Plain Text" option). 

  

Dear Rod and Enrique: 

I am not going to review the revised Calabasas WDRs/M&RP you sent, because it is up to you to apply 

whatever aspects you choose of the changes I suggested in my prior review ~~~> suggested changes 

mainly reflect the CAP WDRs class I gave last year. However, assuming that you want to proceed as I 

suggested, I noted some troubles in the Definitions.pdf document for the Calabasas (and, likely, your 

other landfills). Those definitions reflect a much earlier approach that preceded our discovery of the 

many problems our rules (plus the federal MSW rules) pose. After discovering the wide scope of those 

problems, I played catch-up with a bunch of interim fixes, as presented in the CAP WDRs class you 

attended last year. What never occurred to me, when putting on that class, was that most Regions were 

bundling a moldy-oldie set of definitions, as an attachment to revised T27 WDRs, and those definitions 

do not EEEEEVEN reflect the changes from the CAP WDRs class. I did not find this out until I saw your 

Definitions.pdf document (posted with the draft WDR/M&RP on your website for that landfill at 

http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb4/board_decisions/tentative_orders/individual/non-

npdes/calabasas/index.shtml ).  

  

I am so very glad that you brought that definitions list to my attention by including it in the Calabasas LF 

WDR revisions website. Whoooo wrote those now-way-Bozoiferous definitions? Why, of course, that 

famous trio: me, mah-seff, and eyesore! I am having heavy going in revising it and am not sure that I will 

make your Calabasas WDRs adoption deadline. The WHY of that I-may-be-late warning is that yours is 

not the only landfill using that list. The revised list should go out to all T27 folks statewide as an after-

the-fact addendum to the CAP WDRs class. Given this list's wide intended distribution, Leslie indicated 

(and I agree) that we'll need to have our Program Counsel (Tim Regan) vet the changes first, but I know 

that he is a very busy guy right now. Therefore, it would be very wise if you can create some "elbow 

room."  

  

To that end, I suggest that it would be a good idea to make a minor adjustment to the Calabasas WDRs 

that will allow you to attach a new-and-improved Definitions list that might arrive after WDR adoption. 

Of course, the change is subject to approval by you, your Regional Counsel, and the limitations imposed 

by your Region's procedural rules. 

  

At present, the Definitions list is incorporated by reference in the WDRs per se, at Recital 4 (bottom of p. 

4): 

 

 

"This Order includes the attached definition of terms and acronyms (Attachment 1)." 

 

If there is any way you can make a slight change to this Recital, at this point in the proceedings, perhaps 

by introducing it as an editorial/clarification change at the adoption hearing, all we need is for the Recital 

to be altered to make it clear that your EO can revise the Definitions list. As such, this Recital could read 



 
 

92 

something like: 

 

 

"This Order includes the attached definition of terms and acronyms (Attachment 1), which the 

Regional Water Board Executive Officer can revise as the need arises." [This option makes it clear 

that, like the M&RP, the Definitions listing is open to EO-revision.]; or 

  

"This Order includes a list of defied terms and acronyms, located at the end of this Order's associated 

monitoring and reporting program (M&RP)." [This option makes the Definitions part of the M&RP, 

which the EO can alter on an as-needed basis. So, "Attachment I" would disappear, being slapped 

onto the end of the M&RP. When the revised Definitions are substituted for the old list, the effective 

date of the M&RP changes to reflect that revision (you issue the "revised" M&RP to the Discharger).] 

 

I'm going "as fasterest as I can," but, nevertheless, I feel that it would be wise to assure that I won't let 

you down by being late. If your Counsel will go along with a small change, such as those shown above, 

then I'll keep hammering away at the definitions, then give Tim his whack at them, and get the approved 

revision to you (and other T27 workers, statewide) as soon as it passes muster. 

Regards, Zeek 

 

Comment: 

“the Recital to be altered to make it clear that your EO can revise the Definitions list” 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement “, which the Regional Water Board Executive Officer can revise as the need 

arises." has been included to allow the Definitions included in Attachment 1 to the tentative Order to be 

revised by the Executive Officer as necessary. 
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4) 

Jeff Ogata 

Office of Chief Counsel, State Water Resources Control 

Board 

(received 3/10/09) 
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Comment: 

Para 17 has some "private" junk in the text. 

 

Response: 

A response is not necessary. 

  

Comment: 

Para 27: Regional Board 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

  

Comment: 

Para 31: cap Health and Safety Code; sections 13510 to 13512. 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment: 

Para 33 and other places: when you use CFR cites, you can use the word "part" for entire sections, but 

use the word "section" when you refer to specific sections, e.g. 258.54.  And code of fed regs should be 

capitalized. 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified universally accordingly. 

 

Comment: 

Para 36: 40 CFR part 258, not section.  But section later is okay. 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified universally accordingly. 

  

Comment: 

Para 37: same as above, part 258. 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified universally accordingly. 

  

Comment: 

Para 45: 40 CFR sections 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment: 

Para 54: 40 CFRpart 258 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified universally accordingly. 
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Comment: 

Para 58: Please use the longer standard petition language. 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

  

Comment: 

Para E.2, please use "section 20080 (b) and (d)", not combining with "&". 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified universally accordingly. 

 

Comment: 

Para E.3, use 20340(b) through (d). 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified universally accordingly. 

 

Comment: 

Para F.9: use section 258.40(d) of CFR, 20080(b) and ( c). 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified universally accordingly. 

 

Comment: 

Para F.16: sections 20430(i) or (j). 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified universally accordingly. 

 

Comment: 

Para G.2:  shouldn't approval be from Executive Officer, not delegated staff? 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment: 

Para I.8: delete "regulation" after Order cites.  Delete comma after "standard provisions." 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified universally accordingly. 

 

Comment: 

Para I.16: the Discharger shall work with Waste Board [delete prior words]California Integrated Waste 

Management Board (CIWMB) staff to provide acceptable financial assurance demonstrations for 

corrective action.  What are "demonstrations"?  Are we talking about insurance, bonds, LOC, etc? 

  

Response: 
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The demonstration are financial instruments, i.e. “about insurance, bonds, LOC, etc” accepted by Waste 

Board staff to comply with title 27 of the California Code of regulations. Only the editorial portion of the 

comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly.  

 

Comment: 

Para I.20: subject to being superseded or modifed. 

 

Response: 

The clarifying statement is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

  

Comment: 

RE: CAP: if we need that now because actions are necessary, I think they should provide it before the 

WDR is approved.  If the CAP isn't necessary now, go ahead and give them a deadline and criteria for 

info that should be in the CAP, and say it will be noticed for public comment and EO review/approval, 

unless you want to have the Board approve the CAP later. 

 

Response: 

The existing corrective action program complies with state and federal requirements, made explicit by 

the suggested revisions by State Board staff. No additional action is required to implement the 

state/federal CAP. 
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5) 

Mary Weisbrock, Save Open Space 

(received 4/13/09) 
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Comment 1: 

In the 1970s, the Calabasas Landfill received some 300,000 tons of hazardous liquid wastes in its western 

unlined section. It also accepted 4,643 tons of hazardous solid wastes. There are five years of missing 

records in the mid 1960s. This landfill was closed to hazardous wastes in the 1980s because it was 

determined that the geology was permeable. (LeRoy Crandall & Associates 1980, 81). This entire 

statement needs to be added to this Order for the completeness. 

 

Response: 

The history of permitted hazardous waste acceptance at the Landfill is described in the WDR Finding 

Nos. 2 and 19. Board staff disagrees that the proposed clarification add significant new information to the 

WDR findings. The tentative Order has not been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment 2: 

As time goes on, more of the thousands of barrels of toxic liquid wastes have the potential to rust through 

(per LA Times article, 11-23-84, Bob Pool). As time goes on, the hazardous liquids potentially can move 

from the non-contained dirt wells (Enc. #1) into the groundwater aquifer. 

 

Response: 

Comment noted. Board staff concurs that the hazardous waste disposal area at the Landfill continues to 

be an environmental threat that must be effectively monitored. 

 

Comment 3: 

LARWQCB needs to require quarterly testing of not just the Calabasas Landfill’s shallow groundwater 

wells but also the landfill’s deep groundwater wells. There are no liners in the hazardous western section 

which received these hundreds of thousands tons. Unfortunately, Calabasas landfill’s geology is 

permeable. SOS requests that quarterly testing be continued, since this is not a normal municipal waste 

landfill that received only Class III wastes. In addition, it lacks a lining in the huge hazardous section. 

These are very compelling reasons not the halt quarterly testing. 

 

Response: 

See State Board (3/9/09) Page T-16, comment 2 (above), and related comments included in the 

introductory submittal email regarding the effectiveness of a semiannual versus quarterly sampling and 

monitoring program. 

 

State Board staff recommends setting up six-monthly monitoring and reporting periods, together with 

sampling at very start of the period, and once-a-year corrective action program progress report. ." This 

longer monitoring and reporting period is needed to accommodate a pass-1-of-3 retesting approach and 

the quarterly time-between-successive-samples approach (for data to be used for statistical tests), so that 

all retesting can be completed in a single monitoring and reporting period in spite of the greater time 

period (to give sample independence) between successive retests. Per State Board staff, this approach 

will give far more reliable monitoring program results. 

 

The tentative Order has not been modified accordingly. 

 

See comment 2, above. Board staff concurs hazardous waste disposal area at the Landfill continues to be 

an environmental threat, though we disagree that bedrock underlying the Landfill can be characterized as 

“permeable”. 

 

See comment 4, below regarding monitoring of deep bedrock wells. 
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Comment 4: 

Save Open Space/Santa Monica Mountains (SOS) requests two very important testing measures be added 

to protect the groundwater and this watershed. Calabasas Landfill is located at the top of the headwaters 

of the Malibu Creek Watershed. 1) To ensure the health of this watershed, the testing protocol should 

begin requiring deep groundwater testing. Deep ground water testing all along the Western border 

(unlined hazardous section) has been discontinued for several years. This protective deep groundwater 

testing should not have been stopped. Deep groundwater wells already exist and are called the CA wells. 

2) Also, SOS requests that the Order add annual rainy season specific radionuclide testing since this 

landfill accepted many shipments from Rocketdyne. (See Rocketdyne shipments in the submitted CD). 

Even though the Calabasas Landfill Leachate tested has tested “Hot”, testing for radioactivity is not 

required (Enc. #2) and is not being done on a routine basis. 

 

Response: 

Deep bedrock groundwater monitoring was conducted at the Landfill between August 1989 through 

August 1995. The deep bedrock groundwater monitoring wells network included wells: CA1, CA2, CA3, 

CA4, CA4A, CA5, CA6, CA7, CA8, CA9, CA10, CA12, CA13, CA16, CA21, CA22, CA24, and CA25. 

Because the deep bedrock monitoring wells were not deemed to provide for the earliest possible 

detection of a release from the Landfill, the monitoring program at the Calabasas Landfill was revised to 

the monitoring program proposed in the Calabasas Landfill Water Quality Monitoring System Report in 

Compliance with Order No. 93-062 (Subtitle D Report) beginning in October 1995 to focus on alluvial 

groundwater in pre-existing alluvial canyons..  This monitoring program was approved by the Board staff 

during a June 6, 1995 meeting with the Discharger. 

 

Board staff has reviewed the August 1989 through August 1995 monitoring data for the CA-series wells 

in response to SOS concerns. Though there is no apparent release to offsite wells, a rise in pH to 

approximately 12.0 in several on-site wells indicates the potential for leachate from the hazardous waste 

area to penetrate to depth. These results, in addition to the extended time that deep bedrock water quality 

has been evaluated supports SOS’s recommendation to renew deep bedrock groundwater monitoring. 

 

Finding No. 2(P) has been added to the tentative Order to describe the history of deep bedrock 

monitoring as described above. Provision F.18 has been added to the tentative Order requiring the 

Discharger to submit within 90 days of the adoption of the tentative Order, a technical report for 

sampling CA-series wells. (See also comment 10, below). 

 

Comment 5: 

Page 2. The reason needs to be given why the Calabasas landfill was closed to all hazardous materials. It 

was because the geology report, LC& Associates, found that it had permeable geology that would not 

contain the hazardous wastes. 

 

See comment 3, above. Board staff disagrees that bedrock underlying the Landfill can be characterized as 

“permeable”. The tentative Order has not been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment 6: 

Page 4. When it was finally required by the state to be tested for radioacitivity, The Calabasas landfill 

leachate significantly exceeded established MCLs in Gross Beta and Gross Alpha radioactivity and in 

Uranium. (Enc.#2) 

 

Response: 



 
 

142 

Finding 2(S) includes a summary of the radioactivity testing program requested on April 25, 2002 by the 

Executive Director of the State Board, including an interpretation of the monitoring results. The tentative 

Order has not been modified pursuant to the comment. 

 

Comment 7: 

This Order needs to require testing for Rocketdyne specific radionuclides. Tons of Rocketdyne wastes 

were sent to the unlined part in the 1970’s. Check testing on incoming waste for radioactivity by the 

landfill was not implemented until the 1980’s. To be assured that the surface and groundwater does not 

contain Rocketdyne dangerous radionuclides, this Order needs to add the requirement for yearly specific 

radioactive testing for Rocketdyne known radionuclides. Annual rainy season radioactive testing needs to 

be done on the surface runoff, leachate, and from shallow and deep groundwater well testing. The waste 

disposal practices of Rocketdyne were not protective of Human Health. It has recently been revealed that 

waste was dumped in adjacent Sage Ranch. Also, recently revealed was shoddy and questionable 

Rocketdyne waste operations that included the burning toxic waste and shooting up waste barrels and hot 

lab canisters. The public can’t trust that the Rocketdyne waste, received by the Calabasas Landfill is the 

1970’s, was free of dangerous radioactivity. 

 

Response 

Calabasas Landfill did accept hazardous waste from Rocketdyne Corporation. Moreover, it is the 

understanding of Board staff that the information regarding the nuclear testing program at Rocketdyne 

Corporation was not public information during the period when hazardous waste was accepted at the 

Landfill. Nonetheless, Board staff is not aware of any documented connection between the disposal of 

radioactive materials from Rocketdyne to any Region landfills.  

 

Board staff concurs that the continuing environmental threat from the unlined hazardous waste portion of 

the Landfill merits, at a minimum, periodic assessment of a deep bedrock groundwater pathway. 

Provision F.18 has been added to the tentative Order requiring the submittal a technical workplan, within 

90-day of the adoption of the Order to assess the deep bedrock groundwater pathway with the potential 

that deep bedrock groundwater monitoring be continued as deemed necessary by the Board Executive 

Officer. 

 

The reference to waste disposal at Sage Ranch is unclear. The tentative Order has not been modified 

pursuant to the comment. 

 

Because the disposal of hazardous wastes into injected or buried in the waste mass and all wastes 

disposed of at the Landfill are covered with daily or intermediate cover that is a minimum of a 1-foot 

layer of soils or approved alternative, Board staff does not concur that radionuclide testing of surface 

runoff is merited. 

 

Board staff believes that there was no indication of a radionuclide release to groundwater determined 

during the monitoring event discussed in Finding 2(S) of the tentative Order.  Nevertheless, the 

monitoring results do indicate the potential for radionuclides in leachate such that the addition to 

radionuclides to the COC list included in Table 3 is warranted. The tentative Order has been modified 

accordingly. Commensurately, radionuclides monitoring is to be considered in the deep bedrock 

groundwater pathway technical workplan described above. 

 

Comment 8: 

There were several inadequacies in the studies overseen by LA County Regional Sanitation which 

concluded that high radioactivity results from the Calabasas landfill leachate were only from natural 

sources: 
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1) Radioactivity testing method allowed filtering. (Enc. #3) Filtering lowers results on radioactivity 

testing except for Tritium. 

2) Background wells were not in the right place but were down gradient of the landfill. (See attached 

Slosson and Committee to Bridge the Gap letters) 

3) Rocketdyne employed sloppy waste disposal practices (shooting up waste barrels and hot lab canisters, 

dumping in canyons, etc.). There are missing, unaccounted for, nuclear reactors, KEWB and the Van de 

Graaf neutron Accelerator. Disposal of the KEWB was in 1975 and the Accelerator in 1966, but it is not 

known where these reactor components were disposed. (Enc. #4) Until it can be proven not to be the 

case, one has to assume that these components potentiall could have been part of one of the many 

shipments of Rocketdyne wastes that the Calabasas Landfill accepted in the 1970s. (Review enclosed 

CD) 

 

Response: 

See comment 7, above. Board staff believes that there was no indication of a radionuclide release to 

groundwater determined during the monitoring event discussed in Finding 2(S) of the tentative Order but 

concurs that radionuclide testing should be included in the proposed monitoring and reporting program. 

 

Comment 9: 

The operational areas of the landfill are located in a liquefaction zone on the new Seismic Hazard Map. 

In the Heschel school property’s EIR, boring logs show that it has groundwater. This Heschel property is 

also in a liquefaction zone. (Enc. #5) Amazingly, the groundwater under the Heschel school site was not 

tested for hazardous contaminants from the Calabasas Landfill. Why put 650 small school children in 

enclosed classrooms over untested groundwater that potentially could contain toxic soil gases from the 

Calabasas Landfill? The Heschel School property is .6 of a mile from the boundary of the unlined 

hazardous section of the Calabasas Landfill. The Liberty Canyon property which includes the Heschel 

school site has groundwater which is assumed to be “continuous with the groundwater at the Calabasas 

landfill” (statement from The Clement Report, 1990) These small children in enclosed classrooms, 9 

months a year for 5 days a week, have the potential to get cancer from toxic landfill soil gas. 

 

Response: 

The discussion of the subsurface geology at the Landfill is included in Finding Nos. 7, 12, and 13. 

Boundary probe soil gas testing is described in Finding No. 28. There is no indication that toxic soil 

gases are migrating offsite from the Landfill as alluded to. Nonetheless, as discussed in comment 7, 

above, a provision to assess a deep bedrock groundwater pathway has been added to the tentative Order. 

 

Comment 10: 

Page 8. The 6 barriers (Figure 6) are not deep enough (only about 30 feet) to stop the flow of 

contaminants from the unlined hazardous part of this permeable landfill into the medium to deep 

groundwater. Either under the barriers through fractures and/or faults and around the majority of the 

western edge of this permeable landfill. The barriers are only placed at alluvial canyon areas. It should be 

noted that these barriers couldn’t possibly stop all movement of hazardous contaminants from the unlined 

western section in the deep groundwater. 

 

Response: 

The design intent of keying subsurface barriers a minimum of 5-feet into bedrock was documented in 

construction quality assurance programs associated with the construction of the barriers. Hence, Board 

staff believes that the design intent to stop/limit the alluvial groundwater flow path has been achieved at 

each barrier. As described in Finding No. 7 of the tentative Order, The Landfill is underlain by folded 

and faulted, generally low-permeability, sedimentary marine bedrock units. Geotechnical investigation do 

not confirm that secondary porosity at the site render the sedimentary marine bedrock units as 
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“permeable”. Nevertheless, as discussed in comment 7, above, a provision to assess a deep bedrock 

groundwater pathway has been added to the tentative Order. 

 

Comment 11: 

Page 9. It is not adequate to focus the monitoring program on just the alluvial canyon areas. (Figures 12-

14). The deep groundwater along the entire western edge could be carrying landfill hazardous chemical 

and this pathway is not being adequately tested at all! The deep groundwater CA wells in the unlined 

western section should be tested quarterly to monitor this dangerous situation. 

 

Response: 

See comment 7, above. 

 

Comment 12: 

Page 12. It is stated that they will continue to notify landowners whose properties overlie the plume. 

What plume? Please include a map of the plume and list the contaminants in the Calabasas landfill 

plume. 

 

Response: 

Pursuant to section 258.55(g)(1)(iii) of title 40 of the Federal Code of Regulations, dischargers are 

required to notify all persons who own the land or reside on the land that directly overlies any part of the 

contaminant plume about the status of contaminants that have migrated off-site. Specifically, at the 

Landfill, this requirement is relevant to the groundwater release discussed under the Corrective Action 

Program heading of the Findings portion of the tentative Order. The tentative Order has not been 

modified pursuant to the comment. 

 

Comment 13: 

Pages 37 and 42. Replace Figure 5 with better maps. (Enc. #6) figure 5 is not a good map for it is not 

clear where the unlined area of the landfill is. This is a very dangerous situation because the unlined area 

is the area, which received hundreds of tons of hazardous waste. (Review CD and Encs. #7) Disclosure is 

the key here and the public has the right to know of the huge potential of off site deep groundwater 

contamination because the hazardous area is not lined. The agencies should not allow any additional 

development within 1 mile of the Calabasas Landfill, which puts new human receptors in potential 

harm’s way from soil gas migration from the deep groundwater in the water table. 

 

Response: 

The descriptor “UNLINED” has been added to the “ORIGINAL PORTION” of the Landfill. 

 

Comment 14: 

Pages 7 and 41. The landfill use map should show land use up to 3/4 mile (not 1000 ft) from the property 

boundaries. One thousand feet is too short since hazardous materials can move thousands of feet with 

time. 

Unfortunately, the property for Heschel’s private elementary school is located .6 of a mile from the 

western boundary of the unlined toxic part of the landfill. Amazingly, no agency has come forward to 

request that Los Angeles County require a Health risk Assessment to protect the Health and Welfare of 

these young children – receptors-as they sit in enclosed classrooms, 9 months of the year and 5 days of 

the week. 

Another project (the Mendor property) to the south also is also within a mile of the Calabasas Landfill. 

LA County planning will process this project soon. 
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An adequate buffer needs to be purchased with Prop A funds, Los Angeles County park money, which 

must include the entire Mendor property and the entire Heschel school property. An alternative safer site 

can be found for Heschel School. 

Saratoga Hills never should have been built in the shallow of this former Class 1 permeable landfill. Los 

Angles county agencies must helop support an effort to buy out these properties (Heschel and Mender) 

with the available Prop A funds. 

In order this new Order, LARWQB should implement much needed deep groundwater testing and require 

testing for all specific Rocketdyne radionuclides. By adding these new testing requirements, 

developments potentially putting more peoples in harm’s way might not be allowed in the near vicinity of 

this former hazardous landfill. 

 

Response: 

The 1000 foot limit around the perimeter of the Landfill is consistent with section 20923(2)(E) of title 27 

of the California Code of Regulation that the gas probe monitoring network be designed to account for 

the specific site characteristics and potential migration pathways or barriers, including adjacent land use, 

and inhabitable structures within 1000 feet of the disposal site permitted facility boundary. 

 

Board staff has no comment on the use of Proposition A funds to purchase area land for converse to open 

park space. 

 

See comment 4 above, with regard to monitoring a deep bedrock groundwater pathway as proposed. 

 

Comment 15: 

Pages 75 and 92. Do not change from monitoring on a quarterly basis. This landfill’s geology is 

permeable. And it received hundreds of tons of hazardous wastes. The permeable nature of this geology 

caused it to be closed to hazardous wastes in the 1980s. These two facts prove that this former hazardous 

landfill is unique. To adequately protect public health and safety, quarterly monitoring is necessary. 

 

Response: 

See comment 3 (above) regarding the effectiveness of a semiannual versus quarterly sampling and 

monitoring program. 

 

The tentative Order has not been modified pursuant to the comment. 

 

Comment 16: 

Page 93. Are they actually “purging” to collect the samples as the Order requires? Does this “micro” 

purging method end up with an inadequate picture of the contaminants in the groundwater or does this 

new method fail to adequately portray the contaminants in the wells? 

 

Response: 

Micropurging using dedicated sampling equipment is an established, industry accepted sampling 

protocol. The tentative Order has not been modified pursuant to the comment. 

 

Comment 17: 

Background wells are not acceptable as background if they are located down gradient. This needs to be 

added to this Order. In Order No. 89-053-077 CAP for Calabasas Landfill lists MW4, CA22, CA24, and 

CA25 as background wells. MW4 is down gradient of Barrier 6 and should be a background well. It 

appears that down gradient background wells might have been used to establish incorrectly high 

background levels for metal contaminants. Is this the case? Why does the testing protocol at the end of 

this Order only include three metals? 
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Response: 

As discussed in Item No. 13(b) of the tentative monitoring and reporting program and defined in 

Attachment 1 to the tentative Order, intra-well comparisons are the standard monitoring  protocol. 

Meaning that, a type of statistical or nonstatistical data analysis, applied to a given detection mode 

compliance well / MPar pair, in which one compares current concentration data, for that monitoring 

parameter, with a suite of background data consisting of selected historical data from that same well to 

determine if that monitoring parameter has produced a measurably significant increase at that well. 

Typically, the use of a compliance well’s own historical data, for a monitoring parameter, provides better 

statistical power (to identify a real release and to avoid producing false-positive indications) than does 

the inter-well comparison approach, but only in a case where it is reasonable to assume that the 

compliance well’s own historical data does not reflect the presence of a release for that monitoring 

parameter. 

 

The constituents of concern as contained in Table 3 of the tentative monitoring and reporting program 

includes all CAM metals. Even though there has not been any indication of a metals release from the 

Landfill, three metals chromium, mercury, and lead have been elevated to MPar status given the historic 

hazardous waste disposal at the Landfill. The tentative Order has not been modified pursuant to the 

comment. 

 

Comment 18: 

Figures showing the alluvium and bedrock as distinct zones are misleading. There are fractures and faults 

throughout this geology underlying this landfill making it permeable to allowing the hazardous wastes in 

the unlined section to move out into the groundwater aquifers. (Enc. # 8 Geologist Tom Slosson letter 

and geological framework map) 

Response: 

See comment 10, above. 

 

Comment 19: 

In the 1990 Health Risk Assessment for the nearby Liberty Canyon Property (Heschel property is a part 

of it), may organic landfill type chemicals were found in all media, subsurface gas, groundwater, surface 

water, sediments, soils, and ambient air (Enc #9) 

 

Response: 

Board staff disagree that the cited Health Risk Assessment was based on known “landfill type chemicals” 

release to all media, “subsurface gas, groundwater, surface water, sediments, soils, and ambient air”. 

Board staff concurs, that a deep bedrock pathway should be re-assessed at this time. See comment 4 

above, with regard to monitoring a deep bedrock groundwater pathway. 

 

Comment 20: 

The testing is inadequate because it is only the alluvial canyons where the inadequate barriers (too short 

in length and not deep enough) were put. 

 

See comment 7 (above) with regard to deep bedrock pathway groundwater water monitoring. 

 

SOS requests these two main changes to protect the watershed and public health. Additional testing in 

the deep groundwater wells throughout the western unlined hazardous landfill section and off site needs 

to be required. Testing for Rocketdyne’s specific radionuclides needs to be required annually in the 

shallow and deep groundwater and leachate. The diagram (Enc. # 10) illustrates the relationship between 

contaminated landfill groundwater and soil gas production. Will Heschel schoolchildren be exposed to 
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toxic soil gas permeating out in the ground water from the Calabasas Landfill? Why wasn’t testing of the 

groundwater under the proposed Heschel School required by Los Angeles County and Los Angeles 

Regional Sanitation District? Why not test to be safe? 

 

Response: 

See comment 7 (above) with regard to deep bedrock pathway groundwater water and radionuclide 

monitoring incorporated in the tentative Order. 
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County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 

(received 4/14/09) 
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Comment 1: 

The fifteen-day sample procurement limitation in the Monitoring and Reporting Program (M&RP) may 

not be feasible for Calabasas Landfill because of the high number of monitoring wells…… Revise Item 

No. 28 on Page T-18 of the M&RP to indicate that the monitoring well samples shall be taken within a 

span of fifteen days “, if feasible.” 

 

Response: 

The intent of the monitoring and reporting program is to have monitoring wells sampled early within a 

monitoring period to allow time for potential retests and analysis be completed during the semi-annual 

monitoring period pursuant to the recommendation by State Board staff. Board staff recognizes that the 

complexity associated with monitoring a large number of monitoring wells may lead to inadvertently 

missing the 15-day sampling goal. Rather than change the specification to a non-specific requirement of 

“if feasible”, the specification has been revised to require the Discharger report any sampling events 

when the 15-sampling goal was not met. In this manner Board staff can track the Discharger’s effort to 

meet the 15-day sampling goal. 

 

Comment 2: 

The Districts request a revision to the designated monitoring months to allow efficient utilization of the 

Districts’ field sampling crews and analytical laboratory…. Revise Item No. 9 on Page T-3 and Item No. 

39 on Page T-22 of the M&RP to indicate that the designated monitoring months are February and 

August for the January-June and July-December monitoring periods, respectively.  Revise Item No. 39 on 

Page T-22 of the M&RP to indicate that the designated reporting dates are July 31 and January 31 for the 

January-June and July-December monitoring periods, respectively. 

 

Response: 

Board staff recognizes that the complexity associated with monitoring a large number of monitoring 

wells and the added flexibility that may be required to direct sampling personnel to conduct any required 

resampling per the revised analysis program recommended by State Board staff. Revising the sampling 

period by one month to allowed added flexibility for existing sampling personnel to effectively resample 

as necessary will not diminish the effectiveness of the proposed sampling and analysis program. The 

proposed sampling and reporting schedule is accepted and the tentative Order has been modified 

accordingly. 

 

Comment 3: 

The requirements regarding the development of the MPar/UCOC lists are confusing…. The Districts 

believe that the intention of the M&RP is to require the MPar lists for lined areas to be amended based 

on the Annual Appendix II leachate monitoring (Item No. 6 on Page T-2 of the M&RP) and the MPar 

lists for unlined areas to be amended based on the UCOC scans of affected wells (Item No. 12.b on Page 

T-5 of the M&RP).  The language in Items No. 10, 11, and 12 of the M&RP seems to combine these 

concepts. Revise Items No. 10, 11, and 12 of the M&RP in accordance with the language highlighted in 

green in Attachment 2. 

 

Response: 

Editorial corrections to the tentative Order have been pursuant to the comment. 

 

Comment 4:  

Waste disposal information should be submitted with the semiannual reports…… Revise Item No. 36 on 

Page T-20 of the M&RP to indicate “Waste disposal reporting of the following information shall be 

compiled on a monthly basis and shall be submitted with the semiannual monitoring reports:”  
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Response: 

An acceptable alternative is that the required information be compiled on a monthly basis and be 

submitted with the semiannual monitoring reports in order to be assured that it is part of the Landfill 

operating record. The tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment 5: 

Section F.15 of the Revised Tentative Order requires submittal of semiannual reports that describe the 

effectiveness of the CAP although Item No. 30 of the M&RP requires that the effectiveness of the CAP 

to be described in the annual groundwater monitoring report….. Revise Section F.15 on Page 25 of the 

Revised Tentative Order to indicate that reports describing the effectiveness of the CAP shall be 

submitted annually. 

 

Response: 

See State Board (3/9/09), Page T-16, comment 2, above. The proposed correction revises the template 

post-release requirements developed by State Board staff. The proposed revision information is 

appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment 6: 

Section G.1 of the Revised Tentative Order regarding application of landfill water on completed lifts 

requires clarification….. Revise Section G.1 on Page 25 of the Revised Tentative Order to strike the 

phrase “only on completed lifts,” 

 

Response: 

The provision allows for “non-emergency uses approved by the Executive Officer”. Hence, the 

application of water other than to completed lifts can be allowed with Executive Officer approval if there 

is a specific landfilling or construction related need to apply water. The editorial comment is not 

necessary and the tentative Order has not been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment: Finding No. 34 on Page 11 

The Revised Tentative Order indicates that the Landfill is subject to industrial stormwater permit No. 

419I006192.  The Landfill is subject to industrial stormwater permit WDID No. 4 19I006192. 

Replace "No. 419I006192" with "WDID No. 4 19I006192". 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment: Finding No. 53 on Page 15 

The finding appears to have some typographical errors.  The constituent of concern (COC) lists for areas 

downgradient of Barriers 3, 4, and 6 include, from Appendix II, only those constituents that have been 

detected and verified in leachate.  For groundwater monitoring wells downgradient of Barriers 1, 2, and 5 

areas, the COC list includes all Appendix II constituents. Replace "Barriers Nos. 1, 2, 5" with "Barriers 

Nos. 3, 4 and 6" in the third sentence of the finding. Replace "Barriers No. 2 area" with "Barriers Nos. 1, 

2 and 5 areas" in the last sentence of the finding. 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment: Item No. 7 on Page T-3 of the M&RP 

The last sentence of the requirement appears to have a typographical error. 

Replace "Item No. 13" with "Item No. 13(b)". 
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Response: 

The editorial comment as suggested makes a more specific reference to the process for validating of 

intra-well background data sets. The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been 

modified accordingly. 

 

Comment: Item No. 11 on Page T-4 of the M&RP 

The second sentence of the requirement appears to have a typographical error. 

Replace "Item No. 12(a, b, or c)" with "Item No. 12(a or b)". 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment: Item No. 20(a) on Page T-15 of the M&RP 

The first sentence of the requirement appears to have a reference error. Replace "Item No. 11" with "Item 

No. 6 or 12(b)". 

 

Response: 

Item No. 11 of the M&RP is the correct reference for defining the constituents of concern for unlined and 

lined portions of the Landfill. The tentative Order has not been modified accordingly. 

 

Comment: Item No. 20(c) on Page T-15 of the M&RP 

The first sentence of the requirement references a "Figure 4" which does not show the complete "Landfill 

Area" as described in the requirement. Reference a figure which shows the complete "Landfill Area" as 

described the requirement.  Figure 11 of the WDRs shows the complete "Landfill Area". 

 

Response: 

Board staff concurs that the cited Figure does not show the entire Landfill area. The tentative Order has 

been modified to identify the relevant boundary as that labeled “Limits of Refuse Placement and 

Groundwater Monitoring Point of Compliance Boundary” in Figure 8 of Order No. R4-2009-XXXX). 

 

Comment: Item No. 42(a) on Page T-26 of the M&RP 

The last sentence of the requirement appears to have a typographical error. Replace "plotted date" with 

"plotted data". 

 

Response: 

The editorial comment is appropriate and the tentative Order has been modified accordingly. 

 


