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FIGURE 4.3.2 

Increase in Maximum Daily Operations at Prima Deshecha Landfill 

Existing Noise Monitoring Locations 
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Table 4.3.C: Existing Traffic Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment ADT 
Centerline 
to 70 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 65 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 60 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA)  
50 ft from 

Centerline of 
Outermost 

Lane 
Ortega Highway between I-5 Southbound Ramps 
and I-5 Northbound Ramps 

39,852 71 130 269 67.7 

Ortega Highway between I-5 Northbound Ramps 
and Rancho Viejo Road 

45,584 72 139 293 68.6 

Ortega Highway between Rancho Viejo Road and 
La Novia Avenue 

37,254 74 150 317 69.4 

Ortega Highway between La Novia Avenue and 
Calle Entradero 

36,212 82 176 377 71.9 

Ortega Highway between Calle Entradero and 
Reata Road 

32,909 77 165 354 71.5 

Ortega Highway between Reata Road and 
Antonio Parkway–Avenida La Pata 

30,706 104 221 474 72.9 

Avenida La Pata between Ortega Highway and 
Stallion Ridge 

25,508 69 141 299 69.3 

Avenida La Pata between Stallion Ridge and 
Prima Deshecha Landfill 

20,379 66 124 259 67.8 

Avenida La Pata between Prima Deshecha 
Landfill and Camino Del Rio 

17,501 55 110 233 67.9 

Avenida La Pata between Camino Del Rio and 
Avenida Vista Hermosa 

18,979 58 116 246 68.2 

Avenida Vista Hermosa between Avenida La Pata 
and Target–Sports Park 

19,740 < 50 99 208 67.1 

Avenida Vista Hermosa between Target–Sports 
Park and Camino Vera Cruz 

19,771 < 50 99 209 67.1 

Avenida Vista Hermosa between Camino Vera 
Cruz and Via Turqueza 

25,580 58 117 247 68.2 

Avenida Vista Hermosa between Via Turqueza 
and Camino Faro–Camino Laurel 

26,165 59 118 251 68.3 

Avenida Vista Hermosa between Camino Faro–
Camino Laurel and Calle Frontera 

25,804 58 117 248 68.2 

Avenida Vista Hermosa between Calle Frontera 
and I-5 Northbound Ramps 

30,499 71 134 279 68.1 

Avenida Vista Hermosa between I-5 Northbound 
Ramps and I-5 Southbound Ramps 

22,587 < 50 109 228 67.3 

Source: Compiled by LSA (2024). 
ADT = average daily traffic 
CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level  

dBA = A-weighted decibels 
ft = foot/feet 

 
4.3.5 Regulatory Setting 

4.3.5.1 Federal Regulations 

Federal Transit Administration (FTA). The County and the two cities of San Juan Capistrano and San 
Clemente do not have specific limits or thresholds for vibration. Vibration standards included in the 
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FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (2018) are used in this analysis for 
ground-borne vibration impacts on human annoyance, as shown in Table 4.3.D. 

Table 4.3.D: Vibration Annoyance Criteria 

Land Use Maximum Lv (VdB)1 Description of Use 
Workshop 90 Distinctly feelable vibration. Appropriate to workshops and non-

sensitive areas. 
Office 84 Feelable vibration. Appropriate to offices and non-sensitive areas. 
Residential Day 78 Feelable vibration. Appropriate for computer equipment and low-

power optical microscopes (up to 20X). 
Residential Night and 
Operating Rooms 

72 Vibration not feelable, but ground-borne noise may be audible inside 
quiet rooms. Suitable for medium-power microscopes (100X) and 
other equipment of low sensitivity. 

Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2018) 
1  As measured in 1/3-octave bands of frequency over the frequency range 8 to 80 hertz. 
FTA = Federal Transit Administration 
LV = velocity in decibels 

VdB = vibration velocity decibels 

 
The criteria for environmental impact from ground-borne vibration and noise are based on the 
maximum levels for a single event. Table 4.3.E lists the potential vibration building damage criteria, 
as suggested in the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (2018). FTA 
guidelines show that a vibration level of up to 0.5 PPV in/sec (FTA 2018) is considered safe for 
buildings consisting of reinforced concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) and would not result in any 
vibration damage. For a non-engineered timber and masonry building, the building vibration 
damage criterion is 0.2 PPV in/sec. 

Table 4.3.E: Vibration Damage Criteria 

Building Category PPV (in/sec) 
Reinforced concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) 0.50 
Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.30 
Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.20 
Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 
Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2018). 
FTA = Federal Transit Administration 
in/sec = inch/inches per second 

PPV = peak particle velocity 

 
4.3.5.2 Regional Regulations 

Noise Element of the County General Plan. Chapter VIII, Noise Element, of the County of Orange 
General Plan (County of Orange 2005) has developed noise standards for all noise sources. The 
County specifies outdoor and indoor noise limits for residential uses, places of worship, educational 
facilities, hospitals, hotels/motels, and commercial and other land uses. The noise standard for 
exterior living areas is 65 dBA CNEL. The County prohibits new residential land uses within the 
65 dBA CNEL contour from any noise sources, including highways and airports.  

Non-residential, noise-sensitive land uses such as hospitals, rest homes, convalescent hospitals, 
places of worship, and schools will not be permitted within the 65 dBA CNEL area from any source 
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unless appropriate mitigation measures are included such that the standards contained in the Noise 
Element and in appropriate State and federal codes are met. The indoor noise standard is 45 dBA 
CNEL, which is consistent with the standard in the California Noise Insulation Standard. The County 
also enforces building sound transmission and indoor fresh air ventilation requirements specified in 
Chapter 35 of the Uniform Building Code. 

Outdoor living area is a term used by the County to define spaces that are associated with 
residential land uses typically used for passive recreational activities or other noise-sensitive uses. 
Such spaces include backyards, balconies, patio areas, barbecue areas, jacuzzi areas, etc. that are 
associated with residential uses; outdoor patient recovery or resting areas, etc. associated with 
hospitals, convalescent hospitals, or rest homes; outdoor areas associated with places of worship 
that have a significant role in services or other noise-sensitive activities; and outdoor school facilities 
routinely used for educational purposes that may be adversely impacted by noise. Outdoor areas 
that are not usually included in this definition are: front yard areas, driveways, greenbelts, and 
maintenance areas at hospitals that are not used for patient activities; outdoor areas associated 
with places of worship and principally used for short-term social gatherings; and outdoor areas 
associated with school facilities that are not typically associated with educational uses and which are 
prone to adverse noise impacts (e.g., school play yard areas). The County does not specify outdoor 
noise standards for non-outdoor living areas. 

County Standard Conditions of Approval. The County’s Standard Conditions of Approval require 
that all heavy vehicles or equipment, fixed or mobile, operated within 1,000 feet of a dwelling shall 
be equipped with properly operating and maintained mufflers. All operations shall comply with 
Orange County Codified Ordinance Division 6 (Noise Control). Stockpiling and/or vehicle staging 
areas shall be located as far as practicable from dwellings.  

County Noise Control Ordinance. The County’s Noise Control Ordinance requires that exterior noise 
levels at residential properties not exceed the basic noise standard of 55 dBA between the hours of 
7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. and shall not exceed 50 dBA between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 
7:00 a.m., plus the following limits: 

• Basic noise level for a cumulative period of not more than 30 minutes in any 1 hour; or 

• Basic noise level plus 5 dBA for a cumulative period of not more than 15 minutes in any 1 hour; 
or 

• Basic noise level plus 10 dBA for a cumulative period of not more than 5 minutes in any 1 hour; 
or 

• Basic noise level plus 15 dBA for a cumulative period of not more than 1 minute in any 1 hour; or  

• Basic noise level plus 20 dBA for any period of time. 

The basic interior noise standards for residential uses are set at 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 
7:00 a.m. and 55 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., plus the following limits: 
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• Basic noise level for a cumulative period of not more than 5 minutes in any 1 hour; or 
• Basic noise level plus 5 dBA for a cumulative period of not more than 1 minute in any 1 hour; or  
• Basic noise level plus 10 dBA for any period of time. 

In the event that the ambient noise level exceeds any of the above noise limits, the cumulative 
period applicable to that category shall be increased to reflect that ambient noise level. It shall be 
unlawful for any person at any location within the unincorporated area of the County to create any 
noise or to allow the creation of any noise that causes the noise level to exceed the residential noise 
standards stated above. Each of the noise limits above shall be reduced 5 dBA for noise consisting of 
impact noise, simple tone noise, speech, music, or any combination thereof. Noise sources 
associated with construction, repair, remodeling, or grading of any real property are exempt, 
provided said activities do not take place between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on 
weekdays, including Saturday, or at any time on Sunday or a federal holiday. 

4.3.5.3 Local Regulations 

While the Proposed Project is located within the limits of Orange County, portions of the Proposed 
Project site and surrounding sensitive receptors are also located within the cities of San Juan 
Capistrano and San Clemente. Although not directly applicable to OCWR, local noise regulations are 
included below for informational purposes and to evaluate whether the Proposed Project would be 
consistent with “standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies.” These regulations would apply to many of the cumulative projects 
listed in Table 4.A in Chapter 4.0 of this Subsequent EIR.  

City of San Juan Capistrano Noise Element of the General Plan. To ensure that noise procedures do 
not adversely affect sensitive receptors, the City of San Juan Capistrano uses land use compatibility 
standards when planning and making development decisions. Table 4.3.F summarizes City noise 
standards for various types of land uses. The standards represent the maximum acceptable noise 
level and are used to determine noise impacts. 

Table 4.3.F: City of San Juan Capistrano Interior and Exterior Noise Standards 

Land Use 
Noise Standard (dBA CNEL) 

Interior Exterior 

Residential (all) – Single-family, multifamily, duplex, mobile home 65 45 
Residential – Transient lodging, hotels, motels, nursing homes, hospitals, assisted 
care facilities 65 45 

Private offices, churches, libraries, theaters, concert halls, meeting halls, schools 65 45 
General commercial, retail, reception, restaurant 65 50 
Manufacturing, industrial1 — — 
Parks, playgrounds 652 — 
Golf courses, outdoor spectator sports 702 — 
Source: Noise Element (City of San Juan Capistrano 1999). 
1 Noise standards not applicable to industrial districts. 
2 Outdoor environment is limited to playground areas, picnic areas, and other areas of frequent human use. 
CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level 
dBA = A-weighted decibels 
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The City of San Juan Capistrano Noise Element also contains goals and policies to be used to guide 
decisions concerning land uses that are common sources of excessive noise levels. The City’s 
General Plan policies most applicable to the Proposed Project include the following: 

• Policy 1.2: Provide noise control measures and sound attenuating construction in areas of new 
construction or rehabilitation.  

• Policy 3.1: Reduce the impacts of noise-producing land uses and activities on noise-sensitive 
land uses. 

City of San Juan Capistrano Municipal Code. The City of San Juan Capistrano Municipal Code 
(Title 9, Chapter 3, Article 5, Noise Standards [residential and nonresidential]) regulates noise from 
stationary sources. These standards provide restrictions on the amount and duration of noise 
generated by stationary sources at a property, as measured at the property line of a noise receptor. 
These stationary-source noise standards are shown in Table 4.3.G. 

Table 4.3.G: City of San Juan Capistrano Noise Standards 
for Stationary Noise Sources 

Exterior Noise Level Time Period 
Residential, Public, and Institutional Land Uses 
65 dBA Leq 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM 
55 dBA Leq 7:00 PM to 10:00 PM 
45 dBA Leq 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM 

Commercial Land Uses 
65 dBA Leq At any time during the day 

Source: City of San Juan Capistrano Municipal Code, Title 9: Land Use, Chapter 3: Zoning Districts 
and Standards, Article 5: Supplemental District Regulations, Section 9-3.531: Noise Standards 
(Residential and Nonresidential). 
dBA = A-weighted decibels  
Leq = equivalent continuous sound level 

 
The following limits, as presented in Table 3-31 of the City of San Juan Capistrano’s Municipal Code, 
are applied to the standards in Table 4.3.G as applicable to the source of noise operations: 

• Allowable exterior noise level for a cumulative period of not more than 30 minutes in any 1 
hour; or 

• Allowable exterior noise level plus 5 dBA for a cumulative period of not more than 15 minutes in 
any 1 hour; or 

• Allowable exterior noise level plus 10 dBA for a cumulative period of not more than 5 minutes in 
any 1 hour; or 

• Allowable exterior noise level plus 15 dBA for a cumulative period of not more than 1 minutes in 
any 1 hour; or  
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• Allowable exterior noise level plus 20 dBA for any period of time. 

The City of San Juan Capistrano exempts noise sources associated with construction, repairs, 
remodeling, or the grading of any real property, except that such activities shall not be exempt from 
the provisions of this section if conducted from 6:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. on Monday through Friday, or 
from 4:30 p.m. to 8:30 a.m. on Saturday, or at any time on Sunday or a national holiday. 

City of San Clemente Safety Element of the General Plan.  As presented in the Safety Element of 
the City of San Clemente General Plan, the following represent the applicable goals and policies 
related to noise:  

• Goal: Minimize exposure to excessive noise levels by taking appropriate actions to avoid or 
mitigate the detrimental effects of exposure to excessive noise levels on humans and animals 
and, in particular, on sensitive land uses.  

• Policy S-4.01: Noise Control. Effectively control ambient and stationary noise conditions by 
maintaining baseline information, monitoring conditions, following State guidelines, and 
enforcing locally adopted ordinances and building codes. 

• Policy S-4.03: Interagency Collaboration. Encourage and collaborate with local, regional, and 
statewide transportation agencies to minimize transportation related noise impacts and provide 
appropriate mitigation measures that also consider impacts to community character and on 
natural resources (e.g., views). 

• Policy S-4.06: Truck Routes. To minimize truck traffic noise impacts to sensitive land uses, 
designate areas where truck traffic is prohibited. 

The Safety Element also specifies that specific standards regulating the noise environment are 
provided by the City of San Clemente Noise Control Ordinance.  

City of San Clemente Noise Control Ordinance. Section 8.48.050, Exterior Noise Standards, of the 
City’s Noise Control Ordinance states that exterior noise levels at residential properties shall not 
exceed the allowable exterior noise standard of 55 dBA between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 
10:00 p.m. and shall not exceed 50 dBA between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., plus the 
following limits: 

• Allowable exterior noise level for a cumulative period of not more than 30 minutes in any 
1 hour; or 

• Allowable exterior noise level plus 5 dBA for a cumulative period of not more than 15 minutes in 
any 1 hour; or 

• Allowable exterior noise level plus 10 dBA for a cumulative period of not more than 5 minutes in 
any 1 hour; or 
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• Allowable exterior noise level plus 15 dBA for a cumulative period of not more than 1 minute in 
any 1 hour; or  

• Allowable exterior noise level plus 20 dBA for any period of time. 

The allowable interior noise standard for residential uses are set at 40 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 
7:00 a.m. and 50 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., plus the following limits: 

• The allowable interior noise level plus 5 dBA for a cumulative period of more than 5 minutes in 
any 1 hour; or 

• The allowable interior noise level plus 10 dBA for a cumulative period of more than 1 minute in 
any 1 hour; or 

• The allowable interior noise level plus 15 dBA for any period of time. 

In the event that the ambient noise level exceeds any of the above noise limits, the cumulative 
period applicable to that category shall be increased to reflect that ambient noise level.  

Section 8.48.090, Exemptions from Chapter, of the City of San Juan Capistrano, City of San 
Clemente, and/or County of Orange Noise Control Ordinance states that noise sources associated 
with construction activity are exempt, provided said activities take place only between the hours of 
7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Monday through Friday, between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. 
on Saturday, and at no time on a Sunday or a City-recognized holiday, and provided all grading 
activities also comply with Section 15.36.190 of the City's Municipal Code regarding time of grading 
operations. 

4.3.6 Methodology 

The County, the City of San Juan Capistrano, and the City of San Clemente documents that provide 
criteria for assessing noise impacts are the Noise Elements of the General Plans and the Noise 
Ordinances within the Municipal Codes. Where appropriate, if the County or local agencies do not 
provide criteria to analyze a potential impact (i.e., vibration damage), guidance from the federal 
level is often used. Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, the FTA criteria will be utilized to 
evaluate potential vibration impacts. The evaluation of noise and vibration impacts associated with 
the Proposed Project includes the following: 

• Determination of the noise levels from vehicular traffic associated with the Proposed Project 
using guidelines provided by the FHWA and from on-site stationary sources associated with the 
Proposed Project using reference noise data at off-site noise-sensitive uses, and comparison of 
these levels to the Cities’ and County’s pertinent noise standards. 

• Determination of the vibration levels at off-site noise-sensitive uses and comparison to the 
vibration building damage and/or human annoyance criteria recommended by the FTA. 

• Determination of the potential mitigation measures to reduce operational noise and vibration 
impacts to all off-site noise-sensitive land uses. 
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4.3.7 Thresholds of Significance 

A project would normally have a significant effect on the environment related to noise and vibration 
if any of the following occurs: 

Threshold 4.3.1:  Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, 
or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Threshold 4.3.2:  Would the project result in generation of excessive ground-borne vibration 
or ground-borne noise levels?  

Threshold 4.3.3: For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport 
land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of 
a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

The following were used to respond to the questions above to determine whether the Proposed 
Project would result in a significant noise impact. 

• For off-site transportation-related impacts: 

○ Where the existing ambient noise level is less than 65 dBA and a project-related permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels of 5 dBA CNEL or greater occurs, or 

○ Where the existing ambient noise level is greater than 65 dBA and a project-related 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels of 3 dBA CNEL or greater occurs. 

• For off-site non-transportation-related stationary source impacts, including operations: 

○ If project operations would generate noise levels in excess of the maximum allowable noise 
levels for the surrounding receptors. 

• For off-site vibration impacts: 

○ Exceedance of the FTA standards of 0.2 PPV in/sec and 72 VdB as listed above in 
Tables 4.3.C and 4.3.D for vibration.  

4.3.8 Project Impacts 

As stated in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, of this Subsequent EIR, the Proposed Project would 
increase the maximum amount of waste that the Landfill is able to accept on a daily basis from 
4,000 TPD to 8,000 TPD. The approval for the increased daily tonnage is anticipated to occur in 2026. 
However, the increase in daily tonnage is anticipated to take place gradually. Waste would continue 
to be disposed of in existing areas of the Landfill that are designated for disposal. The Proposed 
Project would also allow for up to 36 operational emergency days during which the 8,000 TPD limit 
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could be exceeded by up to 2,000 TPD (i.e., up to 10,000 TPD could be processed on operational 
emergency days). Such operational emergency days could occur in the event that another OCWR 
facility is temporarily closed, necessitating diversion of waste to the Landfill. As discussed in Section 
1.2, the actual demand for waste fluctuates based on many factors in addition to the permitted 
capacity. The locations of the Landfill zones are shown on Figure 3.3, Landfill Zones, in Chapter 3.0. 

The Proposed Project would allow for an increase in daily tonnage that may be processed in Zones 1 
and 4 and, to be conservative, the analysis below includes simultaneous daily landfill acceptance 
operations at both Zones 1 and 4. 

The proposed changes to the Landfill operations have the potential to generate noise and vibration 
impacts in excess of existing and approved operations. The analysis contained in this section 
includes an evaluation of potential noise and vibration impacts due to each of these sources 
generated by the Proposed Project. Due to the long-term nature of the proposed operational 
changes analyzed in this Subsequent EIR, all activities will be assumed to be operational impacts and 
not construction impacts. 

Threshold 4.3.1:  Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

Less than Significant Impact. Operations associated with the Proposed Project would utilize 
additional heavy equipment that has the potential to generate noise impacts at surrounding 
receptors. This noise analysis considers the potential increase in noise that would occur with 
implementation of the Proposed Project from the increased use of on-site equipment as well as off-
site impacts from traffic noise. 

In order to conduct this evaluation, reference noise levels were first determined. Table 4.3.H lists 
the maximum noise levels from typical equipment that could be used at the Landfill as 
recommended for noise impact assessments based on a distance of 50 feet between the equipment 
and a noise receptor.  

Table 4.3.H: Typical Maximum Equipment Noise Levels (Lmax) 

Type of Equipment Acoustical Usage 
Factor 

Suggested Maximum Sound Levels for 
Analysis (dBA Lmax at 50 ft) 

Excavator 40 85 
Generator 50 82 
Grader 40 85 
Loader 40 80 
Rubber Tire Dozer 40 85 
Scraper 40 85 
Tractor 40 84 
Truck 40 84 
Source: Highway Construction Noise Handbook (FHWA 2006). 
dBA = A-weighted decibels 
FHWA = Federal Highway Administration 

ft = foot/feet 
Lmax = maximum instantaneous noise level 

 



I N C R E A S E  I N  M A X I M U M  D A I L Y  O P E R A T I O N S  A T  P R I M A  D E S H E C H A  L A N D F I L L  
O R A N G E  C O U N T Y ,  C A L I F O R N I A  

S U B S E Q U E N T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 2 6 

 
 

P:\M-S\OCY2001.35 PDL Op Increase SEIR\CEQA\Draft SEIR\4.3 Noise.docx (01/13/26) 4.3-22 

Each piece of equipment operates as an individual point source. Using the following equation, a 
composite noise level can be calculated when multiple sources of noise operate simultaneously: 

 

Using the equations from the methodology above and the reference information in Table 4.3.H, the 
composite existing and projected noise levels at a distance of 50 feet are presented in Table 4.3.I. 

Table 4.3.I: Potential Noise Impacts 

Phase Equipment Composite Maximum Noise Level 
at 50 ft (dBA Lmax) 

Daily Operations – Existing Scraper, Dozer, Compactor, Garbage Truck 89 
Daily Operations – Projected Scraper, Dozer, Compactor, Garbage Truck 92 
Source: Compiled by LSA (2024). 
dBA = A-weighted decibels 
ft = foot/feet 
Lmax = maximum instantaneous noise level 

 
In addition to the noise level measurements at the surrounding sensitive uses, LSA collected 
reference noise level measurements on September 17, 2020, to identify the specific noise levels 
associated with each piece of equipment used in daily Landfill operations. A doubling of equipment 
in operation would cause an increase of approximately 3 dBA. The composite maximum noise levels 
measured and projected are provided in Table 4.3.I. 

4.3.8.1 Operations For Zones 1 and 4 (Increased Equipment Use) 

Less than Significant Impact. In order to calculate the noise levels expected to result from an 
increase in Landfill operational stationary source activities, the software SoundPLAN was used. 
SoundPLAN is a noise modeling program that allows 3-D calculations to be made taking into account 
topography, ground attenuation, and shielding from structures and walls. Within the model, the 
noise library allows for the input of many noise sources and calculates the composite noise levels 
experienced at any receptor necessary. The results from any calculation can be presented in both 
tabular and graphic formats. Model results indicate that maximum noise levels associated with the 
Proposed Project’s combination of equipment used on a daily basis at a distance of 50 feet would 
approach 92 dBA Lmax. Due to the intervening topography, the results of the SoundPLAN model 
indicate that maximum noise levels at the surrounding receptors have the potential to occur when 
equipment is located farther from the activity boundaries because the existing hills will provide 
more reduction when activities are located closer to terrain.  

The results of the modeling at each surrounding receptor is presented in Table 4.3.J and in graphic 
format on Figure 4.3.3, Operational Noise Levels. As shown, noise levels associated with operation 
of Zones 1 and 4 would not exceed thresholds, and the impacts would be less than significant.  

Lmax (composite)= 10 * logi0 (t 10~) 
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Table 4.3.J: Summary of Zone 1 and Zone 4 Operational Noise Levels 

Receptor Distance1  
(ft) 

Maximum Noise Level 
(dBA Lmax)  

Maximum Noise Level 
Threshold Daytime/Nighttime 

(dBA Lmax) 2 
San Juan Hills High School 3,450 44.9 75 / 70 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints 2,400 53.3 75 / 70 
Rancho San Juan Community 550 58.0 75 / 70 
Rancho San Juan Hills Estates Community 1,140 42.1 75 / 70 
Forster Ranch Community 1,740 52.2 75 / 70 
Talega Residential Community 1,225 52.9 75 / 70 
Source: Compiled by LSA (2024). 
1 Distances reflect the nearest structure of each land use category in a given direction to the nearest activity boundary. The 

SoundPLAN modeling will determine the maximum noise level at the receptor regardless of distance to the boundary. 
2 Per the City Municipal Codes and the County Code, the maximum noise level threshold is established by adding 20 dBA to the 

allowable daytime/nighttime exterior or basic noise level.  
dBA = A-weighted decibels 
ft = foot/feet  
Lmax = maximum instantaneous noise level 

 
In addition to daily equipment operations, landfill activities at Zones 1 and 4 include the safety-
required operation of back-up alarms. In order to maintain safety at the Landfill, equipment back-up 
alarms are required by the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 8 Section §1592, Warning 
Methods. OCWR utilizes back-up alarms that are designed and installed by original equipment 
manufacturers (OEM) to meet this standard. Back-up alarms, also known as vehicle motion alarms 
or back-up beepers, typically produce a volume of 97–112 dB at the source.  

This is loud enough to damage hearing and can be heard from blocks away. The Society of 
Automotive Engineers (SAE) and Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) have 
mandated that the signal and sound level of a back-up alarm should be 87–112 dB at 4 feet. 
Assuming the maximum noise level of 112 dB at a distance of 4 feet could occur, the resulting noise 
level at the nearest receptor would be 69.2 dBA Lmax when beepers are active at the border of 
Zone 1. This level is below the daytime and nighttime noise level standards of 75 dBA Lmax and 
70 dBA Lmax, respectively. The noise level would not exceed thresholds, and the impacts would be 
less than significant. No mitigation is required. 
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FIGURE 4.3.3

Increase in Maximum Daily Operations at Prima Deshecha Landfill
Zones 1 & 4 Operational Noise Levels 
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4.3.8.2 Long-Term Operational (Traffic) Noise Impacts 

Less than Significant Impact. The FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA RD-77-108) 
(FHWA 1977) was used to evaluate traffic-related noise conditions along roadway segments in the 
Proposed Project vicinity. This model requires various parameters, including traffic volumes, vehicle 
mix, vehicle speed, and roadway geometry, to compute typical equivalent noise levels during 
daytime, evening, and nighttime hours. The resulting noise levels are weighted and summed over 
24-hour periods to determine the CNEL values. The existing (2023), future build-out (2045), and 
future build-out (2045) with the Los Patrones Parkway Extension (LPPE) ADT volumes were 
obtained from the Traffic Volume and VMT Study (Appendix E). The standard vehicle mix for 
Southern California roadways was used for roadways in the Proposed Project area for the existing 
conditions, and the trip distribution was combined with the standard vehicle mix for the with-
project scenarios. Tables 4.3.K, 4.3.L, and 4.3.M show the existing (2023), future build-out (2045), 
and future build-out (2045) with LPPE traffic noise levels without and with the Proposed Project 
(when operating at the maximum permitted daily amount of 8,000 TPD), respectively, on roadway 
segments in the Proposed Project area. These noise levels represent the worst-case scenario, which 
assumes that no shielding is provided between traffic and the location where the noise contours are 
drawn. The specific assumptions used in developing these noise levels and the model printouts are 
provided in Appendix D. 

Tables 4.3.K, 4.3.L, and 4.3.M show that the Proposed Project-related traffic noise would increase 
by up to 1.1 dBA along Avenida La Pata when operating at the maximum permitted daily amount of 
8,000 TPD. All other roadway segments in the Proposed Project vicinity would experience a lower 
increase in Proposed Project-related traffic noise. Noise level increases less than 3 dBA would not be 
perceptible to the human ear in an outdoor environment. Therefore, traffic noise impacts from 
Proposed Project-related traffic on off-site sensitive receptors would be less than significant. No 
mitigation measures are required. 

4.3.8.3 Conclusions 

The Proposed Project would not result in a new significant or unavoidable impact. Proposed project-
related increases in daytime noise levels would be less than significant, and no additional mitigation 
measures would be required. Utilizing the same criteria used in the previous 2001 GDP EIR, the First 
Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR, and applicable Addenda, and the Second Supplemental EIR 
to the 2001 GDP EIR, this analysis has determined that there would be no new significant impacts 
related to noise. 

All mitigation measures from the 2001 GDP EIR remain as commitments that apply to the Proposed 
Project. The mitigation measures from the 2001 GDP EIR are reiterated in Section 4.3.11.2, 
Previously Adopted Mitigation. As stated in 4.3.11.3, Additional Mitigation, no additional mitigation 
measures are required. 
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Table 4.3.K: Existing (2023) Traffic Noise Levels Without and With Project 

Roadway Segment 

Without Project Conditions With Project Conditions 

ADT 
Centerline 
to 70 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 65 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 60 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA) 
50 ft from 

Centerline of 
Outermost 

Lane 

ADT 
Centerline 
to 70 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 65 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 60 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA) 
50 ft from 

Centerline of 
Outermost 

Lane 

Increase 
from 

Baseline 
Conditions 

Ortega Highway between I-5 
Southbound Ramps and I-5 
Northbound Ramps 

39,852 71 130 269 67.7 42,534 75 140 291 68.2 0.5 

Ortega Highway between I-5 
Northbound Ramps and 
Rancho Viejo Road 

45,584 72 139 293 68.6 48,679 77 151 318 69.1 0.5 

Ortega Highway between 
Rancho Viejo Road and La 
Novia Avenue 

37,254 74 150 317 69.4 40,348 81 164 349 70.1 0.7 

Ortega Highway between La 
Novia Avenue and Calle 
Entradero 

36,212 82 176 377 71.9 39,306 90 193 415 72.5 0.6 

Ortega Highway between Calle 
Entradero and Reata Road 32,909 77 165 354 71.5 36,003 85 183 393 72.2 0.7 

Ortega Highway between 
Reata Road and Antonio 
Parkway–Avenida La Pata 

30,706 104 221 474 72.9 33,800 115 244 525 73.6 0.7 

Avenida La Pata between 
Ortega Highway and Stallion 
Ridge 

25,508 69 141 299 69.3 28,602 78 160 341 70.2 0.9 

Avenida La Pata between 
Stallion Ridge and Prima 
Deshecha Landfill 

20,379 66 124 259 67.8 23,473 74 144 303 68.8 1.0 

Avenida La Pata between 
Prima Deshecha Landfill and 
Camino Del Rio 

17,501 55 110 233 67.9 18,533 58 117 249 68.4 0.5 

Avenida La Pata between 
Camino Del Rio and Avenida 
Vista Hermosa 

18,979 58 116 246 68.2 20,011 61 123 262 68.6 0.4 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between Avenida La Pata and 
Target–Sports Park 

19,740 < 50 99 208 67.1 20,772 < 50 105 221 67.5 0.4 
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Table 4.3.K: Existing (2023) Traffic Noise Levels Without and With Project 

Roadway Segment 

Without Project Conditions With Project Conditions 

ADT 
Centerline 
to 70 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 65 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 60 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA) 
50 ft from 

Centerline of 
Outermost 

Lane 

ADT 
Centerline 
to 70 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 65 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 60 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA) 
50 ft from 

Centerline of 
Outermost 

Lane 

Increase 
from 

Baseline 
Conditions 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between Target–Sports Park 
and Camino Vera Cruz 

19,771 < 50 99 209 67.1 20,803 < 50 105 222 67.5 0.4 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between Camino Vera Cruz 
and Via Turqueza 

25,580 58 117 247 68.2 26,612 61 122 259 68.5 0.3 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between Via Turqueza and 
Camino Faro–Camino Laurel 

26,165 59 118 251 68.3 27,197 61 124 263 68.6 0.3 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between Camino Faro–Camino 
Laurel and Calle Frontera 

25,804 58 117 248 68.2 26,836 61 123 261 68.5 0.3 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between Calle Frontera and I-
5 Northbound Ramps 

30,499 71 134 279 68.1 31,531 73 139 290 68.4 0.3 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between I-5 Northbound 
Ramps and I-5 Southbound 
Ramps 

22,587 < 50 109 228 67.3 23,103 58 112 234 67.4 0.1 

Source: Compiled by LSA (2024). 
ADT = average daily traffic  
CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level  
dBA = A-weighted decibel 
ft = foot/feet 
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Table 4.3.L: Future Build-Out (2045) Traffic Noise Levels Without and With Project 

Roadway Segment 

Without Project Conditions With Project Conditions 

ADT 
Centerline 
to 70 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 65 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 60 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA) 
50 ft from 

Centerline of 
Outermost 

Lane 

ADT 
Centerline 
to 70 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 65 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 60 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA) 
50 ft from 

Centerline of 
Outermost 

Lane 

Increase 
from 

Baseline 
Conditions 

Ortega Highway between I-5 
Southbound Ramps and I-5 
Northbound Ramps 

47,267 77 144 300 68.4 50,417 81 156 325 68.9 0.5 

Ortega Highway between I-5 
Northbound Ramps and 
Rancho Viejo Road 

55,335 80 158 332 69.4 58,970 85 170 360 69.9 0.5 

Ortega Highway between 
Rancho Viejo Road and La 
Novia Avenue 

51,224 89 184 392 70.8 54,858 96 199 425 71.4 0.6 

Ortega Highway between La 
Novia Avenue and Calle 
Entradero 

52,011 104 223 480 73.5 55,645 113 241 519 74.0 0.5 

Ortega Highway between 
Calle Entradero and Reata 
Road 

47,711 98 211 454 73.1 51,345 107 229 494 73.6 0.5 

Ortega Highway between 
Reata Road and Antonio 
Parkway–Avenida La Pata 

44,986 133 284 611 74.5 48,620 144 309 664 75.1 0.6 

Avenida La Pata between 
Ortega Highway and Stallion 
Ridge 

31,132 78 160 342 70.2 34,766 87 181 387 71.0 0.8 

Avenida La Pata between 
Stallion Ridge and Prima 
Deshecha Landfill 

24,549 72 140 293 68.6 28,183 82 162 341 69.6 1.0 

Avenida La Pata between 
Prima Deshecha Landfill and 
Camino Del Rio 

21,789 62 127 269 68.9 23,001 65 135 287 69.3 0.4 

Avenida La Pata between 
Camino Del Rio and Avenida 
Vista Hermosa 

24,660 67 138 293 69.3 25,872 71 145 309 69.7 0.4 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between Avenida La Pata 
and Target–Sports Park 

20,736 < 50 102 215 67.3 21,948 < 50 109 230 67.7 0.4 
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Table 4.3.L: Future Build-Out (2045) Traffic Noise Levels Without and With Project 

Roadway Segment 

Without Project Conditions With Project Conditions 

ADT 
Centerline 
to 70 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 65 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 60 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA) 
50 ft from 

Centerline of 
Outermost 

Lane 

ADT 
Centerline 
to 70 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 65 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 60 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA) 
50 ft from 

Centerline of 
Outermost 

Lane 

Increase 
from 

Baseline 
Conditions 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between Target–Sports 
Park and Camino Vera Cruz 

20,767 < 50 102 215 67.3 21,979 < 50 109 231 67.7 0.4 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between Camino Vera Cruz 
and Via Turqueza 

26,821 60 120 255 68.4 28,033 63 127 269 68.7 0.3 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between Via Turqueza and 
Camino Faro–Camino Laurel 

27,406 60 122 259 68.5 28,618 63 128 272 68.8 0.3 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between Camino Faro–
Camino Laurel and Calle 
Frontera 

27,045 60 121 256 68.4 28,257 63 127 270 68.8 0.4 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between Calle Frontera and 
I-5 Northbound Ramps 

31,654 72 137 286 68.3 32,866 74 143 299 68.6 0.3 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between I-5 Northbound 
Ramps and I-5 Southbound 
Ramps 

23,308 < 50 111 233 67.4 23,914 59 115 240 67.6 0.2 

Source: Compiled by LSA (2024). 
ADT = average daily traffic  
CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level  
dBA = A-weighted decibel 
ft = foot/feet 

 



I N C R E A S E  I N  M A X I M U M  D A I L Y  O P E R A T I O N S  A T  P R I M A  D E S H E C H A  L A N D F I L L  
O R A N G E  C O U N T Y ,  C A L I F O R N I A  

S U B S E Q U E N T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 2 6 

 
 

P:\M-S\OCY2001.35 PDL Op Increase SEIR\CEQA\Draft SEIR\4.3 Noise.docx (01/13/26) 4.3-32 

Table 4.3.M: Future Build-Out (2045) with LPPE Traffic Noise Levels Without and With Project 

Roadway Segment 

Without Project Conditions With Project Conditions 

ADT 
Centerline 
to 70 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 65 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 60 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA) 
50 ft from 

Centerline of 
Outermost 

Lane 

ADT 
Centerline 
to 70 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 65 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 60 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA) 
50 ft from 

Centerline of 
Outermost 

Lane 

Increase 
from 

Baseline 
Conditions 

Ortega Highway between I-5 
Southbound Ramps and I-5 
Northbound Ramps 

46,424 76 143 297 68.3 49,574 81 154 322 68.9 0.6 

Ortega Highway between I-5 
Northbound Ramps and 
Rancho Viejo Road 

53,874 79 155 327 69.3 57,509 84 168 354 69.8 0.5 

Ortega Highway between 
Rancho Viejo Road and La 
Novia Avenue 

49,568 88 180 383 70.7 53,202 95 195 417 71.2 0.5 

Ortega Highway between La 
Novia Avenue and Calle 
Entradero 

50,165 102 218 469 73.3 53,799 110 236 508 73.8 0.5 

Ortega Highway between 
Calle Entradero and Reata 
Road 

45,868 96 205 442 72.9 49,502 105 224 482 73.5 0.6 

Ortega Highway between 
Reata Road and Antonio 
Parkway–Avenida La Pata 

43,189 129 277 595 74.4 46,823 141 302 649 74.9 0.5 

Avenida La Pata between 
Ortega Highway and Stallion 
Ridge 

25,840 70 142 302 69.4 29,474 80 164 350 70.3 0.9 

Avenida La Pata between 
Stallion Ridge and Prima 
Deshecha Landfill 

21,398 68 128 267 68.0 25,032 77 151 318 69.1 1.1 

Avenida La Pata between 
Prima Deshecha Landfill and 
Camino Del Rio 

26,044 69 142 303 69.7 27,256 72 150 320 70.0 0.3 

Avenida La Pata between 
Camino Del Rio and Avenida 
Vista Hermosa 

26,161 70 143 304 69.6 27,373 73 150 321 69.9 0.3 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between Avenida La Pata and 
Target–Sports Park 

21,206 < 50 104 218 67.4 22,418 55 110 233 67.8 0.4 
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Table 4.3.M: Future Build-Out (2045) with LPPE Traffic Noise Levels Without and With Project 

Roadway Segment 

Without Project Conditions With Project Conditions 

ADT 
Centerline 
to 70 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 65 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 60 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA) 
50 ft from 

Centerline of 
Outermost 

Lane 

ADT 
Centerline 
to 70 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 65 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

Centerline 
to 60 dBA 
CNEL (ft) 

CNEL (dBA) 
50 ft from 

Centerline of 
Outermost 

Lane 

Increase 
from 

Baseline 
Conditions 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between Target–Sports Park 
and Camino Vera Cruz 

21,237 < 50 104 219 67.4 22,449 56 111 234 67.8 0.4 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between Camino Vera Cruz 
and Via Turqueza 

26,983 60 121 256 68.4 28,195 63 127 270 68.8 0.4 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between Via Turqueza and 
Camino Faro–Camino Laurel 

27,568 61 122 260 68.5 28,780 63 129 273 68.9 0.4 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between Camino Faro–
Camino Laurel and Calle 
Frontera 

27,207 60 121 257 68.5 28,419 63 128 271 68.8 0.3 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between Calle Frontera and 
I-5 Northbound Ramps 

31,838 72 137 287 68.3 33,050 75 143 300 68.6 0.3 

Avenida Vista Hermosa 
between I-5 Northbound 
Ramps and I-5 Southbound 
Ramps 

23,394 < 50 112 234 67.4 24,000 60 115 241 67.6 0.2 

Source: Compiled by LSA (2024). 
ADT = average daily traffic  
CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level  
dBA = A-weighted decibel 
ft = foot/feet 
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Threshold 4.3.2: Would the project result in generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or 
ground-borne noise levels? 

Less than Significant Impact. During the daily operations of Zones 1 and 4, heavy equipment similar 
to large bulldozers would be used. Based on the FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment Manual, vibration levels associated with heavy equipment are estimated to be 
0.089 PPV in/sec and 87 VdB. Table 4.3.N presents the results of the vibration assessment during 
daily operations when operating at the maximum permitted daily amount of 8,000 TPD. The results 
show that vibration levels related to operations at Zones 1 and 4 would be well below the applicable 
thresholds.. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 

Table 4.3.N: Summary of Zone 1 and Zone 4 Operational Vibration Levels 

Receptor Distance1  
(ft) 

Vibration 
Damage 

Threshold 
(PPV in/sec) 

Vibration 
Annoyance 
Threshold 

(VdB) 

Maximum 
Vibration 

Level (PPV) 

Maximum 
Vibration 

Level (VdB) 

San Juan Hills High School 3,220 0.2 72 0.0004 23.7 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints 2,360 0.2 72 0.0006 27.8 
Rancho San Juan Community 525 0.2 72 0.0031 47.3 
Rancho San Juan Hills Estates Community 1,110 0.2 72 0.0014 37.6 
Forster Ranch Community 1,710 0.2 72 0.0009 31.9 
Talega Residential Community 1,185 0.2 72 0.0013 36.7 
Source: Compiled by LSA (2024). 
1  Distances reflect the nearest structure of receptor in a given direction to the nearest project zone boundary. All other structures of 

each land use category in the given direction would experience lower vibration levels. 
ft = foot/feet  
in/sec = inches per second 

PPV = peak particle velocity 
VdB = vibration velocity decibels 

 
The Proposed Project would not result in a new significant or unavoidable impact. It is extremely 
unlikely that maximum vibration levels would be generated from each piece of heavy equipment 
simultaneously because impacts associated with vibration are generally very local to the operation. 
In addition, vibration levels are not additive because of the different transmission paths (i.e., 
different distances and ground densities). Though not additive, in the event that maximum vibration 
levels are generated by multiple pieces of heavy equipment simultaneously, each individual 
vibration impact level at any given receptor would be well below the most sensitive criteria of 
0.12 PPV in/sec for structures that are fragile, and the combined effect would be well below the 
most sensitive criteria. Vibration impacts would be less than significant, and no additional mitigation 
would be required. Compared to the impacts identified in the previous 2001 GDP EIR, the First 
Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR, the Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR, and 
applicable Addenda, this analysis has determined there would be no new significant impacts related 
to operational vibration. 

All mitigation measures from the 2001 GDP EIR remain as commitments that apply to the Proposed 
Project. The mitigation measures from the 2001 GDP EIR are reiterated in Section 4.3.11.2, 
Previously Adopted Mitigation. Additional mitigation measures, if any, are indicated under Section 
4.3.11.3, Additional Mitigation. 
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Threshold 4.3.3: For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact. The Landfill is not within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public airport or 
public use airport. The nearest public use airport is John Wayne Airport in unincorporated Orange 
County, between the cities of Costa Mesa, Irvine, and Newport Beach, approximately 18.4 miles 
northwest of the Proposed Project site (JWA 2020). As a result, the Proposed Project would not 
expose people residing or working in the Proposed Project area to excessive noise levels from 
aircraft. Therefore, no noise related to proximity to a public airport or any airport land use plan 
would occur, and no mitigation is required. 

The Proposed Project would not result in a new significant or unavoidable impact related to 
proximity to a public or private airport or airstrip, and no mitigation is required. Utilizing the same 
criteria used in the previous 2001 GDP EIR, the First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR, the 
Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR, and applicable Addenda, this analysis has 
determined that there would be no new significant impacts related to proximity to a public or 
private airport or airstrip. 

4.3.9 Cumulative Impacts 

As defined in Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines, cumulative impacts are the incremental 
effects of an individual project when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, and 
probable future projects within the cumulative impact area for air quality. The cumulative study 
area analyzed for potential noise impacts in close proximity to sensitive receptors. 

Less than Significant Impact. A cumulative noise impact would occur if multiple sources of noise 
from cumulative projects or multiple project components combine to create impacts in close 
proximity to a sensitive receptor. Because noise and vibration impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project are localized and rapidly attenuate with distance, as identified in the analysis above, any 
cumulative projects would be located too far from the Landfill site to contribute to cumulative 
impacts related to noise levels due to typical construction or operational activities. The location of 
potential traffic noise impacts is over 1.25 miles from Landfill operations.  

Cumulative traffic noise impacts could occur as a result of increased traffic volumes on local 
roadways due to future growth from cumulative projects in the project area. Cumulative traffic 
noise impacts are based on the difference between existing traffic volumes and future traffic 
volumes with the Proposed Project and in combination with related projects currently being 
proposed or built in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site. An increase of 5 dBA CNEL where the 
existing ambient noise level is less than 65 dBA and an increase of 3 dBA CNEL where the existing 
ambient noise level is greater than 65 dBA is considered a significant impact. Tables 4.3.J, 4.3.K, and 
4.3.L include cumulative projects in the with-project scenarios, and the increase in Proposed 
Project-related traffic noise would be no greater than 1.1 dBA CNEL along the haul route roadway 
segments. Noise level increases below 3.0 dBA are considered barely perceptible to humans in an 
outdoor environment as well as being below the significance thresholds. Therefore, the Proposed 
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Project would not contribute substantially to cumulative roadway noise impacts and would have a 
less than cumulatively considerable impact. No additional mitigation is required. 

In addition to traffic noise generated by cumulative projects in the area, the La Pata Transfer 
Station, which is located over 0.5 mile north of Zone 4, would potentially generate noise impacts to 
surrounding areas. Based on information provided in the OC Public Works’ (OCPW) 2019 Addendum 
10 to Final EIR Nos. 584 and 589 to The Ranch Plan – La Pata Transfer Station Project, exterior 
operations at the transfer station would generate minimal noise levels at the closest common 
receptor (i.e., San Juan Hills High School). The minimal noise level combined with the Proposed 
Project noise levels would still remain well below the applicable noise level standards. Therefore, 
the Proposed Project would not contribute substantially to cumulative operational noise impacts 
and would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact. No mitigation is required. 

4.3.10 Level of Significance Prior to Mitigation 

As presented above, operation of the Proposed Project would not result in any new significant 
impacts as compared to the applicable noise and vibration standards and would not result in any 
new impacts as compared to the 2001 GDP EIR, the First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR, the 
Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR, and applicable Addenda. No further mitigation 
measures are required. 

4.3.11 Regulatory Compliance Measures and Mitigation Measures 

4.3.11.1 Regulatory Compliance Measures 

The implementation of the following regulatory compliance measures would reduce or minimize 
operational noise under the Proposed Project. 

Regulatory Compliance Measure NOI-1 As presented in Section 4.3.5.2, the County of 
Orange Noise Ordinance, the County’s Standard 
Conditions of Approval require that all heavy 
vehicles or equipment, fixed or mobile, operated 
within 1,000 feet of a dwelling shall be equipped 
with properly operating and maintained mufflers. 
Stockpiling and/or vehicle staging areas shall be 
located as far as practicable from dwellings. 

4.3.11.2 Previously Adopted Mitigation 

Mitigation measures are currently in place for impacts associated with the landfill component of the 
2001 GDP, as identified in the 2001 GDP EIR (numerical designations are from the 2001 GDP EIR) and 
the First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR. All mitigation commitments contained within the 
2001 GDP EIR, the First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR, the Second Supplemental EIR to the 
2001 GDP EIR, and applicable Addenda will continue to be applicable to the Landfill operations. All 
mitigation measures are included in Appendix G. Because no mitigation is required to address the 
impacts of the Proposed Project, mitigation measures are not restated here. 
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4.3.11.3 Additional Mitigation 

Based on the analysis presented above and impact determinations shown in Section 4.3.8, no 
additional mitigation is necessary.  

4.3.12 Level of Significance after Mitigation 

Based on the analysis presented above, the implementation of the Proposed Project would result in 
a less than significant impact to surrounding sensitive uses. 
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES NOT REQUIRING SUBSTANTIAL 
ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section provides a brief summary of the environmental issues associated with implementation 
of the Proposed Project that did not require substantial additional analysis. Pursuant to Section 
15126.2 and 15126.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Subsequent EIR should identify any new 
potentially significant adverse impacts or impacts that are substantially increased from those 
previously identified significant effects and recommend mitigation that would reduce or eliminate 
these impacts to levels of insignificance.  

The existing conditions at the Prima Deshecha Landfill (Landfill) at the time the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) was issued (September 2023) represent the environmental baseline in this Subsequent EIR. 
Impacts are evaluated in the context of the impacts identified in the 2001 GDP EIR, the First 
Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR), the Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR, and 
associated addenda (collectively, prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill). Table 5.A below 
presents the environmental topics evaluated in the prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill. Refer 
to Section 2.1.4 in Chapter 2.0, Introduction, for a discussion on the project components evaluated 
in prior CEQA documentation. This section is largely consistent with the information and findings in 
the Initial Study prepared for the Proposed Project (Appendix A of this Subsequent EIR) and includes 
a summary of comments received during the scoping process for the Proposed Project relevant to 
each topic. Because energy was not evaluated in prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill, a 
summary of the analysis is included that supports the determination that there would be no 
significant impacts and no mitigation required. As noted in Chapter 4.0, Existing Environmental 
Setting, Environmental Analysis, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, the thresholds of significance in 
this Subsequent EIR consider all revisions made to the State CEQA Guidelines since the 2001 GDP 
EIR, including energy, tribal cultural resources, and wildfire.  

All mitigation measures contained within the 2001 GDP EIR, the First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 
GDP EIR, and the Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR will apply to the Proposed Project 
and are listed in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) (Appendix G of this 
Subsequent EIR). These mitigation measures are currently in place for impacts associated with the 
landfill component of the 2001 GDP, as identified in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

5.2 SUMMARY OF ISSUES NOT REQUIRING SUBSTANTIAL ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS 

5.2.1 Aesthetics  

5.2.1.1 Scoping Comments 

Comments received during the scoping process for the Proposed Project expressed concerns related 
to the need to evaluate impacts to aesthetic resources and concerns regarding the aesthetic effects 
of the use of Zone 4 for landfilling. The Proposed Project does not include any changes to previously 
approved Zone 4 operations. 
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Table 5.A: Environmental Topics Evaluated in Prior CEQA Documentation 

Prior CEQA Documentation Environmental Topics Evaluated 
2001 GDP EIR All 

Addenda to the 2001 GDP EIR 
Addendum No. 1 to the 2001 GDP EIR None 
Addendum No. 2 to the 2001 GDP EIR Biological Resources 
Addendum No. 3 to the 2001 GDP EIR Transportation 
Addendum No. 4 to the 2001 GDP EIR None 
Addendum No. 5 to the 2001 GDP EIR None 
Addendum No. 6 to the 2001 GDP EIR  All except Energy, Tribal Cultural Resources, and Wildfire 
Addendum No. 7 to the 2001 GDP EIR All except Energy, Tribal Cultural Resources, and Wildfire 
Addendum No. 8 to the 2001 GDP EIR Biological Resources 
Addendum No. 9 to the 2001 GDP EIR Biological Resources 
Addendum No. 10 to the 2001 GDP EIR None 
Addendum No. 11 to the 2001 GDP EIR All except Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Energy, 

Mineral Resources, Tribal Cultural Resources, and Wildfire 
Addendum No. 12 to the 2001 GDP EIR Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 
Los Patrones Parkway Extension Project – Addendum to 
the 2001 GDP EIR 

All except Energy 

First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR All 
Addenda to the First Supplement EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR 

Addendum No. 1 to the First Supplemental EIR to the 
2001 GDP EIR 

Air Quality and Noise 

Addendum No. 2 to the First Supplemental EIR to the 
2001 GDP EIR 

All except Energy, Tribal Cultural Resources, and Wildfire 

Addendum No. 3 to the First Supplemental EIR to the 
2001 GDP EIR 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 

Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR All except Energy, Tribal Cultural Resources, and Wildfire 
Source: Compiled by LSA (2024). 
CEQA = California Environmental Quality Act 
EIR = Environmental Impact Report 

GDP = General Development Plan 

 
5.2.1.2 Summary of Prior Environmental Documentation 

The prior CEQA documentation that included an analysis of impacts related to Aesthetics is discussed 
below. Refer to Chapter 2.0 for a discussion on the project components evaluated in the prior CEQA 
documentation. 

The 2001 GDP EIR found that operation of the Landfill through completion of the GDP would result 
in an unavoidable significant adverse impact to aesthetics even after the implementation of 
mitigation measures, specifically in non-urbanized areas. The Landfill is visible from various areas 
within San Clemente and San Juan Capistrano. It was determined that the Landfill would 
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings even after the implementation of mitigation measures. The 2001 GDP EIR found that 
operation of the GDP would result in no impacts to scenic resources. Although Interstate 5 (I-5) and 
State Route 74 (SR-74) are eligible State Scenic Highways, as designated by Caltrans, the Landfill is 
not visible from either highway due to the site’s distance and topography of the intervening land. 
Additionally, Avenida La Pata is not an eligible or designated County or State Scenic Highway. 
Therefore, the 2001 GDP EIR concluded there would be no significant impacts associated with 
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proximity to scenic highways. The 2001 GDP EIR did not specify whether the Landfill’s operation 
through completion of the GDP would result in a potentially significant impact to a scenic vista.  

Addendum No. 6 to the 2001 GDP EIR/Addendum No. 2 to the First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 
GDP EIR determined that the buildout of the Zone 1 and Zone 4 landfill areas would not change, the 
development limits and final landfill elevations would not change, and the development through 
buildout of these landfill areas would continue to result in an unavoidable significant impact to 
aesthetics/views by the creation of a large artificial landform adjacent to native hillsides. Therefore, 
it was determined that there would be no change to the unavoidable significant impact conclusion 
for aesthetics in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 7 to the 2001 GDP EIR indicated that landscaping designed to blend the Landfill 
operation in with the native hillsides is ongoing and would continue through buildout of the Landfill. 
Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to the unavoidable significant impact 
conclusion for aesthetics in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 11 to the 2001 GDP EIR indicated that landscaping would be redesigned and replaced 
to mimic existing landscaping conditions after construction, and the reconstructed fee booth and 
entrance way would not result in any changes to the existing condition for light and glare at the 
existing fee booth and flare station. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to 
the unavoidable significant impact conclusion for aesthetics in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

The First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that although there will be an 
incremental change to the landscape as a result of proposed landslide stabilization measures, it will 
not significantly change final surface grading or fill slopes. It was anticipated that aesthetic impacts 
from grading and cut slopes associated with landslide remediation within the revised limits of 
disturbance would be temporary in nature and less than significant. Therefore, it was determined 
that there would be no change to the unavoidable significant impact conclusion for aesthetics in the 
2001 GDP EIR. 

The Transportation Element Amendment 20-1 Los Patrones Parkway Extension (LPPE), which 
amended the 2001 GDP, determined that there are no scenic vistas within or adjacent to the Landfill, 
and there are no designated highways in the vicinity of the Landfill. Intervening ridgelines would 
screen views of the portion of the LPPE that traverses the Landfill from roadways designated on the 
County’s Scenic Highway Plan. Additionally, it was found that if LPPE is constructed prior to the 
grading for Landfill activities, the visual change may appear more evident because they would be 
viewed in an open space context rather than in the suburban context that will be constructed with 
surrounding development and landfill operations. Therefore, it was determined that there would be 
no change to the unavoidable significant impact conclusion for aesthetics in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

The Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that the significant and unavoidable 
impact on aesthetics from the 2001 GDP EIR would remain. It was determined that potentially 
significant aesthetic impacts of the 2001 GDP landfilling activities from vantage points within San 
Juan Capistrano would be reduced to a less than significant level through the implementation of 
mitigation measures; however, potentially significant impacts from the landfilling activities within 
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the San Clemente viewshed would not be reduced to a less than significant level, even with the 
implementation of mitigation.  

5.2.1.3 Proposed Project 

As discussed above, the 2001 GDP EIR did not specify whether the Landfill’s operation through 
completion of the GDP would result in a potentially significant impact to a scenic vista. A scenic vista 
is a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly valued landscape for the public’s benefit. It is 
usually viewed from some distance away. The Landfill is visible from various areas within the cities of 
San Clemente and San Juan Capistrano. The proposed operational changes are administrative in 
nature, involving only an adjustment to the permitted daily tonnage. No new construction, off-site 
improvements, or modifications to previously approved Landfill development are proposed as part 
of this project. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not alter the existing topography of the area 
or impact public vantage points and scenic vistas beyond what has been previously analyzed for 
Landfill operations. As a result, the Proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on 
a scenic vista. 

The Proposed Project would not expand the Landfill’s footprint horizontally or vertically or alter the 
existing topography of the area, impacting scenic resources, beyond what has been previously 
analyzed for Landfill operations in the prior CEQA documentation. The proposed operational changes 
are administrative in nature, involving only an adjustment to the permitted daily tonnage; as a result, 
the Proposed Project would not result in any new significant impacts or increased impacts to 
aesthetic resources beyond what was previously analyzed in the prior CEQA documentation.  

The proposed operational changes are administrative in nature, involving only an adjustment to the 
permitted daily tonnage. No new construction, off-site improvements, or modifications to previously 
approved Landfill development are proposed as part of this project. Accordingly, no new impacts 
related to aesthetic resources would occur with implementation of the Proposed Project. The 
Proposed Project would not affect implementation of any mitigation measures adopted as part of 
the 2001 GDP EIR. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not require mitigation with respect to 
aesthetics, and no further analysis or additional mitigation is required. 

5.2.2 Agriculture and Forestry 

5.2.2.1 Scoping Comments  

No comments received during the scoping process expressed concerns related to agriculture and 
forestry resources.  

5.2.2.2 Summary of Prior CEQA Documentation 

The prior CEQA documentation that included an analysis of impacts related to agriculture and 
forestry resources is discussed below. Refer to Chapter 2.0 for a discussion on the project 
components evaluated in the prior CEQA documentation. 

The 2001 GDP EIR concluded that there were no prime or locally/regionally significant agricultural 
soils on the site, and no part of the Landfill was included in a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, the 
buildout of the 2001 GDP would not result in impacts to agricultural resources. Forestry and 
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timberland resources were not a topic that required evaluation at the time the 2001 GDP EIR was 
prepared. As discussed in Section 4.0 under the topic “Thresholds,” this Subsequent EIR reflects all 
updates to the State CEQA Guidelines that are in effect at the time of the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) issuance. 

The First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that there would be no effect on 
agricultural uses other than potentially removing the possibility of grazing as an acceptable land use 
in Zone 4 over the post-closure time period once the Pre-mitigation and Regional Environmental 
Enhancement plans were approved. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to 
the no impact conclusion included for agriculture resources in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 6 to the 2001 GDP EIR/Addendum No. 2 to the First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 
GDP EIR and Addendum No. 7 to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that the expansion of the Landfill 
would not result in any significant impacts to agriculture and forestry resources because there are no 
agricultural or forestry resources within the Landfill property boundary. Therefore, it was 
determined that there would be no change to the no impact conclusion included for agriculture 
resources in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

The LPPE addendum determined that the LPPE would not convert Important Farmland to non-
agricultural use or conflict with agricultural zoning or a Williamson Act contract. Additionally, it was 
identified that no forestry resources were on the Landfill site, and the LPPE would not conflict with 
zoning of forest land or result in the loss or conversion of forest land. Therefore, it was determined 
that there would be no change to the no impact conclusion included for agriculture resources in the 
2001 GDP EIR. Further, the LPPE would result in no impact to forestry resources.  

The Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that the project would not result in 
substantial change from the previous analyses contained within the 2001 GDP EIR, and the analyses 
and mitigation measures outlined in the 2001 GDP EIR are adequate to support the project. 
Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to the no impact conclusion included 
for agriculture resources in the 2001 GDP EIR.  

5.2.2.3 Proposed Project 

Subsequent to certification of the 2001 GDP EIR, the Landfill had not been subject to a new 
agricultural use, other than grazing. According to the most recent California Department of 
Conservation farmland maps, the Landfill is designated as urban and built-up and other land, and is 
not designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, or 
grazing land (DOC n.d.). The Proposed Project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, or any other type of farmland to a non-agricultural use, as there 
are no proposed changes to land use or project features that would otherwise affect agricultural 
uses. Therefore, no impacts to farmlands would occur, and no mitigation is required.  

Similarly, there is no forest or timberland on the Landfill, and it is not zoned or currently used for 
forest land, timberland, or timberland production. As a result, the Proposed Project would not 
conflict with existing zoning for forest land, timberland, or timberland production. No comments 
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received during the scoping process expressed concerns related to agriculture and forestry 
resources.  

Accordingly, no impacts to agriculture and forestry resources would occur with implementation of 
the Proposed Project. Therefore, no further analysis or additional mitigation is required. 

5.2.3 Biological Resources 

5.2.3.1 Scoping Comments  

Comments received during the scoping process expressed concerns related to encroachment on 
natural habitat, disruption of wildlife, and impacts to the natural landscape. Additionally, comments 
specifically expressed concerns related to the presence of migratory bird species, California 
gnatcatcher, and Stephens’ kangaroo rat in the area.  

5.2.3.2 Summary of Prior CEQA Documentation 

The prior CEQA documentation that included an analysis of impacts related to biological resources is 
discussed below. Refer to Chapter 2.0 for a discussion on the project components evaluated in the 
prior CEQA documentation. 

The 2001 GDP EIR determined that buildout of the GDP would result in permanent losses of native 
vegetation and wildlife habitat and displacement and/or loss of wildlife from landfilling activities and 
related support, stockpiling facilities in Zones 1 and 4, and the extension of La Pata Avenue through 
the project site. Circulation roadway improvements proposed on the project site would also result in 
interruption of wildlife movement. The 2001 GDP EIR found that operation of the Landfill through 
completion of the GDP would result in an unavoidable significant impact to biological resources, 
even after the implementation of mitigation measures. 

The First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that incorporated changes and 
additional mitigation, in addition to the mitigation in the 2001 GDP EIR, would reduce potential 
significant adverse impacts related to biological resources to a less than significant level. Therefore, 
it was concluded that the significant and unavoidable impact for biological resources in the 2001 
GDP EIR would be reduced to a less than significant impact. 

Addendum No. 2 to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that a minor expansion of the coastal sage scrub 
mitigation planting area and of the Mitigation Site A riparian corridor planting area required for the 
landslide remediation project by the Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit would not cause a major 
new impact. The proposed mitigation sites were an existing manufactured slope and within an 
existing newly planned riparian corridor. By amending the Section 404 Permit, the proposed 
mitigation would be consistent with the previously implemented coastal sage scrub and riparian 
mitigation plan for the landslide remediation project. Therefore, it was determined that there would 
be no change to the significant and unavoidable impact conclusion for biological resources in the 
2001 GDP EIR. 

The Orange County Southern Sub-Region Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP), approved in 2007, 
established a permanent habitat reserve and perpetual land management program and has created 
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preservation area totaling 32,818 acres (USFWS 2007). In 2007, the Landfill was included in the 
Orange County SSHCP. As a result, OCWR installed over 122 acres of coastal sage scrub and 19 acres 
of native grassland as pre-mitigation for future biological impacts within a permanently protected 
530-acre area of the Landfill property designated as Supplemental Open Space in the SSHCP. This 
provides full compensatory mitigation for all of the upland biological impacts identified in the 2001 
GDP EIR that would occur with the full development of the Landfill. 

Addendum No. 6 to the 2001 GDP EIR/Addendum No. 2 to the First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 
GDP EIR discussed the Landfill’s inclusion on the SSHCP and determined that the continuation of 
operations at the Landfill would not result in any changes to the significant and unavoidable impact 
to biological resources even after the incorporation of mitigation. Therefore, it was determined that 
there would be no change to the significant and unavoidable impact conclusion included for 
biological resources in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 7 to the 2001 GDP EIR discussed OCWR’s inclusion in the SSHCP and implementation 
of several habitat mitigation projects. It was determined that OCWR would continue implementing 
habitat mitigation projects both on and off site to fully compensate for significant impacts to 
biological resources resulting from buildout of the 2001 GDP. Therefore, it was determined that 
there would be no change to the significant and unavoidable impact conclusion for biological 
resources in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

Under a Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB), Region 9, Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and a Section 404 Permit with the United States Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE), a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) was developed to implement and 
maintain the mitigation required to compensate for impacts to resources under the jurisdiction of 
CDFW, USACE, and RWQCB. Addendum Nos. 8 and 9 to the 2001 GDP EIR analyzed the full 
compensatory mitigation for development of the Zone 4 Landfill area at build out of the Landfill 
regarding impacts to these resources. Mitigation Measure 4.5-3d was updated, and it was 
determined that the proposed mitigation would not result in any new significant impacts.  

Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to the significant and unavoidable 
impact conclusion for biological resources in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 11 to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that a reconstruction project would mostly take 
place on previously impacted areas that have been completely disturbed. One undisturbed area 
would be impacted and result in 0.22 acre of impacts to coyote brush and mixed scrub vegetation. 
Mitigation outlined in the 2011 GDP EIR and SSCHP would ensure that the reconstruction of the fee 
booth and entrance area would not result in changes to the significance conclusion for biological 
resources. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to the significant and 
unavoidable impact conclusion for biological resources in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

The LPPE addendum determined that the LPPE would result in potentially significant impacts to 
coastal sage scrub, grassland vegetation communities, suitable habitat for special-status plant 
species, riparian habitat, and jurisdictional resources. However, these impacts would only be 
considered significant absent consistency with and implementation of the SSHCP and associated 



I N C R E A S E  I N  M A X I M U M  D A I L Y  O P E R A T I O N S  A T  P R I M A  D E S H E C H A  L A N D F I L L   
O R A N G E  C O U N T Y ,  C A L I F O R N I A  

S U B S E Q U E N T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 2 6 

 

P:\M-S\OCY2001.35 PDL Op Increase SEIR\CEQA\Draft SEIR\5.0 Environmental Issues.docx (01/16/26) 5-8 

measures. With implementation of the SSCHP and associated measures, the LPPE would not result in 
any new or increased significant impacts. Additionally, the LPPE would not result in any new impacts 
or substantially increase the severity of impacts to wildlife movement or fish passage as previously 
analyzed in the 2001 GDP EIR. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to the 
less than significant impact conclusion for biological resources in the First Supplemental EIR to the 
2001 GDP EIR. 

The Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that the proposed project would 
have potential indirect impacts from construction activities (e.g., increased noise, dust, and air 
emissions) in habitat adjacent to access roads, staging areas, and the site. However, all project 
activities would fall within the Landfill development areas previously analyzed and mitigated for in 
the 2001 GDP EIR. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to the less than 
significant impact conclusion included for biological resources in the First Supplemental EIR to the 
2001 GDP EIR. 

5.2.3.3 Proposed Project 

As described above, OCWR installed pre-mitigation for future biological impacts, and an HMMP was 
developed for compensatory mitigation for biological impacts resulting from build out of the Landfill. 
Because proposed operational changes are administrative in nature and the Proposed Project does 
not involve any construction, ground-disturbing activity, or expansion of the approved Landfill 
footprint, no new disturbance of native soils would occur. The project does not require excavation, 
grading, vegetation removal, or any physical site modifications that could affect previously 
undisturbed areas. The Proposed Project would not change the nature or location of approved 
activities within the Landfill, including the limits of refuse, nor would it alter the approved footprint, 
property limits, or configuration of the Landfill, all of which have been evaluated in prior 
environmental documents. No new impact mechanisms would be introduced that were not already 
analyzed in prior environmental documents. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project would not have the potential to result in indirect or direct impacts 
to biological resources, no new or additional mitigation is required. Accordingly, no impacts to 
biological resources would occur with implementation of the Proposed Project, and the Proposed 
Project would not affect implementation of any mitigation measures outlined in the prior CEQA 
documentation for the Landfill. Therefore, no further analysis or additional mitigation is required. 

5.2.4 Cultural Resources 

5.2.4.1 Scoping Comments 

This section addresses archaeological and historical resources. Some cultural resources may also fall 
within the category of tribal cultural resources (TCRs), although TCRs can also include resources that 
do not fall within the narrower definition of archaeological and historical resources. TCRs are 
evaluated as a separate resource topic under CEQA; refer to Section 5.2.16. Comments received 
during the scoping process requested clarification as to the location of potential TCRs in relation to 
the Landfill site and additional information regarding the preliminary determination that the 
Proposed Project would be unlikely to have any impact to TCRs. A summary of tribal consultation 
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and the basis for the conclusion that the Proposed Project would have no impact to TCRs is provided 
in Section 5.2.16.  

5.2.4.2 Summary of Prior CEQA Documentation 

The prior CEQA documentation that included an analysis of impacts related to cultural resources is 
discussed below. Refer to Chapter 2.0 for a discussion on the project components evaluated in the 
prior CEQA documentation. 

The 2001 GDP EIR found that operation of the Landfill through completion of the GDP would not 
result in impacts to historical resources and would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. The 2001 
GDP EIR found that operation of the Landfill through completion of the GDP would result in a 
potentially significant impact to archaeological resources. In particular, grading, earthmoving, and 
excavation for the landfilling activities would result in removal or destruction of the archaeological 
resources. These impacts were found to be potentially significant based on the moderate to high 
sensitivity rating for archaeological resources assigned to the site, and mitigation was required. The 
analysis concluded that with implementation of mitigation, impacts would be reduced to a less than 
significant level. 

The First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that, due to the static nature of cultural 
resources in the landscape, the archaeological and paleontological conditions of the project would 
be consistent with those identified in the 2001 GDP EIR. It was determined that impacts from 
grading would be reduced to less than significant through mitigation. Therefore, it was determined 
that there would be no change to the less than significant impact with mitigation conclusion for 
cultural resources in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 6 to the 2001 GDP EIR/Addendum No. 2 to the First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 
GDP EIR and Addendum Nos. 7 and 11 to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that the respective projects 
would not result in any significant impacts to archaeological or paleontological resources after the 
incorporation of mitigation. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to the less 
than significant impact with mitigation conclusion for cultural resources in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

The LPPE addendum determined that the LPPE would not impact any historical resources since the 
2001 GDP EIR did not identify any historic resources on the Landfill. Additionally, the LPPE would 
include grading activities that may result in impacts to sensitive archaeological resources, and 
mitigation would ensure impacts would be reduced to less than significant, consistent with the 
findings of the 2001 GDP EIR. Further, the 2001 GDP EIR did not identify an impact associated with 
disturbance of human remains. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to the 
less than significant impact with mitigation conclusion for cultural resources in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

The Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR included additional archaeological research in 
support of the expansion of the Landfill into Zone 4. Only one cultural resource site was determined 
to be significant, and it was recommended as eligible for listing on the California Register of 
Historical Resources (California Register). The conclusions of this additional archaeological research 
were consistent with the findings of the 2001 GDP EIR, which concluded the GDP would result in 
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potentially significant impacts to archaeological resources and that mitigation was required. All areas 
of the project fall within the Landfill development areas previously analyzed. Therefore, it was 
determined that there would be no change to the less than significant impact with mitigation 
conclusion for cultural resources in the 2001 GDP EIR, as the mitigation identified in the 2001 GDP 
EIR remains in effect. 

5.2.4.3 Proposed Project 

Because proposed operational changes are administrative in nature and the Proposed Project does 
not involve any construction, ground-disturbing activity, or expansion of the approved Landfill 
footprint, no new disturbance of native soils would occur. The project does not require excavation, 
grading, vegetation removal, or any physical site modifications that could affect previously 
undisturbed areas. The Proposed Project would not change the nature or location of approved 
activities within the Landfill, including the limits of refuse, nor would it alter the approved footprint, 
property limits, or configuration of the Landfill, all of which have been evaluated in prior 
environmental documents. No new impact mechanisms would be introduced that were not already 
analyzed in prior environmental documents. Additionally, the mitigation identified in prior 
environmental documents remains in place. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in any 
new significant impacts or increased impacts to archaeological resources beyond what was 
previously analyzed in the prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill.  

Accordingly, no impacts related to cultural resources would occur with implementation of the 
Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would not interfere with the implementation of any existing 
mitigation measures outlined in the prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill. Therefore, no further 
analysis or additional mitigation is required. 

5.2.5 Energy 

This section presents an analysis of the resource topic of energy, including quantitative analysis of 
anticipated energy use. Although the Initial Study (see Appendix A) stated that impacts due to the 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during operation are not 
anticipated to be significant, the Initial Study determined that impacts would be potentially 
significant because this topic had not been evaluated in prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill. 
Therefore, although no significant impacts are anticipated, a quantitative analysis is provided within 
this section for this resource topic to support this determination.  

5.2.5.1 Scoping Comments 

Comments received during the scoping process expressed concern related to the Proposed Project’s 
general energy consumption and suggested that alternative waste management strategies be 
explored by OCWR. 

5.2.5.2 Prior CEQA Documentation 

Since certification of the 2001 GDP EIR in November 2001 and certification of the First Supplemental 
EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR in June 2007, there have been several revisions to CEQA and the State CEQA 
Guidelines. Most recently, CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines were updated in December 2018, 
and several new topics were added, one of which was Energy. As discussed in Chapter 4.0 under the 
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topic “Thresholds,” this Subsequent EIR reflects all updates to the State CEQA Guidelines that have 
occurred since the 2001 GDP EIR. This topic was not evaluated in the prior CEQA documentation for 
the Landfill as the revised guidelines were not applicable. Because the revised guidelines do apply, 
the following evaluation has been prepared. 

5.2.5.3 Proposed Project 

According to Section 15126.2(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, “[i]f analysis of the project’s energy 
use reveals that the project may result in significant environmental effects due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption use of energy, or wasteful use of energy resources, the EIR 
shall mitigate that energy use.” The Appendix G checklist in the State CEQA Guidelines identifies two 
factors for evaluating the energy impacts of a project. The first is whether the project would result in 
a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources during project construction or operation. The second is whether 
the project would conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency. Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines is an advisory document that assists Lead 
Agencies in determining whether a project will result in the inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary 
consumption of energy.  

Energy demand is typically associated with day-to-day operations, including electricity, natural gas, 
and fuel consumption, and construction activities. This section discusses energy use resulting from 
implementation of the Proposed Project and evaluates whether the Proposed Project would result in 
the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources or conflict with any 
applicable plans for renewable energy and energy efficiency. 

5.2.5.4 Energy Consumption  

This section discusses energy use resulting from implementation of the Proposed Project and 
evaluates whether the Proposed Project would result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources or conflict with any applicable plans for renewable energy and 
energy efficiency. The Proposed Project would not require any construction activities; therefore, this 
analysis focuses on operational emissions only. 

The operation of the Proposed Project, which includes an increase in operational capacity from the 
current permitted operational capacity, would require the ongoing consumption of energy as a result 
of on-site facilities, equipment use, and vehicles (waste hauling and employee trips).  

Electricity. Electricity is a humanmade resource. The production of electricity requires the 
consumption or conversion of energy resources (including water, wind, oil, gas, coal, solar, 
geothermal, and nuclear resources) into energy. Electricity is used for a variety of purposes (e.g., 
lighting, heating, cooling, and refrigeration, and for operating appliances, computers, electronics, 
machinery, and public transportation systems). 

According to the most recent data available, in 2022, California’s electricity was generated 
primarily by natural gas (47.5 percent), renewable sources (52.2 percent), large hydroelectric 
(7.2 percent), nuclear (8.7 percent), coal (less than 1.0 percent), and other unspecified sources. Total 
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electric generation in California in 2022 was 287,220 gigawatt-hours (GWh), up 3.4 percent from the 
2021 total generation of 277,764 GWh (CEC 2021a). 

The Landfill is within the service territory of Southern California Edison (SCE). SCE provides electricity 
to more than 15 million people in a 50,000-square-mile area of Central, Coastal, and Southern 
California (SCE 2020). According to the California Energy Commission (CEC), total electricity 
consumption in the SCE service area in 2022 was 85,870 GWh (31,604 GWh for the residential sector 
and 54,266 GWh for the nonresidential sector). Total electricity consumption in the County in 2022 
was 20,244 GWh (20,243,721,856 kilowatt-hours [kWh]), including 7,830 GWh for the residential 
sector and 12,414 GWh for the nonresidential sector (CEC 2023a). The Proposed Project does not 
include any new connections to the electrical grid or an increase in use of electricity. Although up to 
35 additional employees are anticipated to be on site, they would use existing buildings with existing 
connections to the electrical grid and are not anticipated to have a substantial impact on electricity 
use. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption use of electricity or wasteful use of energy resources related to electricity, and no 
mitigation is required. 

Natural Gas. Natural gas is a nonrenewable fossil fuel. Fossil fuels are formed when layers of 
decomposing plant and animal matter are exposed to intense heat and pressure under the surface of 
the Earth over millions of years. Natural gas is a combustible mixture of hydrocarbon compounds 
(primarily methane) that is used as a fuel source. Natural gas is found in naturally occurring 
reservoirs in deep underground rock formations. Natural gas is used for a variety of uses (e.g., 
heating buildings, generating electricity, and powering appliances such as stoves, washing machines 
and dryers, gas fireplaces, and gas grills). 

Natural gas consumed in California is used for electricity generation (45 percent), residential uses 
(21 percent), industrial uses (25 percent), and commercial uses (9 percent). California continues to 
depend on out-of-state imports for nearly 90 percent of its natural gas supply (CEC 2021b).  

The Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) is the natural gas service provider for the area that 
includes the Landfill. SoCalGas provides natural gas to approximately 21.8 million people in a 24,000-
square-mile service area throughout Central and Southern California, from Visalia to the Mexican 
border (SoCalGas 2020). According to the CEC, total natural gas consumption in the SoCalGas service 
area in 2022 was 5,026 million therms (2,230 million therms for the residential sector). Total natural 
gas consumption in the County in 2021 was 573 million therms (572,454,744 therms), including 352 
million therms for the residential sector and 221 million therms for the nonresidential sector (CEC 
2023b). 

The Proposed Project does not include any new connections to the natural gas distribution system or 
an increase in use of natural gas. As stated above, although approximately 35 additional employees 
would be on site, they would use existing buildings and facilities and would not require an increase 
in the use of natural gas. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in the wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption use of natural gas, or wasteful use of energy resources 
related to natural gas, and no mitigation is required. 
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Fuel Usage. Petroleum is also a nonrenewable fossil fuel. Petroleum is a thick, flammable, yellow-to-
black mixture of gaseous, liquid, and solid hydrocarbons that occurs naturally beneath the Earth's 
surface. Petroleum is primarily recovered by oil drilling. It is refined into a large number of consumer 
products, primarily fuel oil, gasoline, and diesel. 

The average fuel economy for light-duty vehicles (autos, pickups, vans, and sport utility vehicles 
[SUVs]) in the United States has steadily increased from about 14.9 miles per gallon (mpg) in 1980 to 
22.9 mpg in 2021 (USDOT n.d.). Federal fuel economy standards have changed substantially since the 
Energy Independence and Security Act was passed in 2007. This act, which originally mandated a 
national fuel economy standard of 35 mpg by year 2020 (DOE 2007), applies to cars and light trucks 
of Model Years 2011 through 2020. In March 2020, the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) finalized the Corporate 
Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards for Model Years 2024–2026 Passenger Cars and Light Trucks. 
The amended CAFE standards would require an industry-wide fleet average of approximately 49 mpg 
for passenger cars and light trucks in model year 2026, by increasing fuel efficiency by 8 percent 
annually for model years 2024–2025, and 10 percent annually for model year 2026. The final 
standards are estimated to save about 234 billion gallons of gas between model years 2030 to 2050. 

Gasoline is the most used transportation fuel in California, with 97 percent of all gasoline being 
consumed by light-duty cars, pickup trucks, and sport utility vehicles. According to the most recent 
data available, in 2021, total gasoline consumption in California was 289,918 thousand barrels 
(12.2 billion gallons) or 1,464.7 trillion British thermal units (Btu) (EIA 2022). Of the total gasoline 
consumption, 273,289 thousand barrels (11.5 billion gallons) or 1,380.7 trillion Btu were consumed 
for transportation (EIA 2022). Based on fuel consumption obtained from the California Air Resources 
Board’s (CARB) California Emissions Factor Model, Version 2021 (EMFAC2021), approximately 
1.2 billion gallons of gasoline and approximately 157.1 million gallons of diesel will be consumed 
from vehicle trips in the County in 2024. 

Operation of the Proposed Project would require consumption of nonrenewable energy resources, 
primarily in the form of fossil fuels (including diesel and gasoline) for automobiles, trucks, and heavy-
duty equipment.  

As discussed in Section 5.2.15, Transportation, once operational, the Proposed Project would 
generate 3,041 average daily traffic (ADT), including 2,971 truck trips and 70 passenger vehicle trips.1 
The amount of operational fuel use was estimated using CARB’s EMFAC2021 model, which provided 
projections for typical daily fuel usage in the County. 

 
1  The trip generation calculation for the Proposed Project converts truck trips to passenger car equivalents 

(PCE) since a significant number of the trips generated by the Proposed Project are truck trips. Trucks are 
assigned a PCE factor that represents the number of passenger vehicles that could travel through an 
intersection or roadway at the same time that a truck could. The Energy analysis uses the actual vehicle 
types to provide a more accurate representation of fuel usage. 
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In addition, the Proposed Project would result in the use of additional off-road equipment on site, 
listed in Table 5.B below, which would consume diesel. Based on information provided by OCWR, all 
equipment would be used during the Landfill’s operational hours of 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday 
through Saturday, approximately 307 days per year,2 except for the backhoe loader, integrated tool 
carrier, skidsteer loader, telehandler, and automatic tarping machine, which would operate for 
5 hours per day. 

Table 5.B: Summary of Fuel Consumption (gallons per year) 

Equipment Quantity Horsepower Load Factor 
Diesel 

Consumption 
(gallons/year) 

Gasoline 
Consumption 
(gallons/year) 

Off-Road Equipment 
Track-Type Tractor 4 460 0.37 141,917.4 0 
Track-Type Tractor 1 251 0.37 19,359.4 0 
Track-Type Tractor 1 110 0.37 8,484.2 0 
Wheel Dozer w/BG 2 354 0.40 59,035.0 0 
Compactor 2 582 0.43 104,336.8 0 
Scraper Front 3 500 0.48 150,088.9 0 
Scraper Rear 3 283 0.48 84,950.3 0 
Motor Grader 1 253 0.41 21,623.2 0 
Backhoe Loader 1 115.3 0.37 4,446.5 0 
Integrated Tool Carrier 1 180 0.42 7,879.7 0 
Skidsteer Loader 1 69 0.37 2,661.0 0 
Wheel Loader 1 182.2 0.36 13,673.1 0 
Wheel Loader 1 300 0.36 22,513.3 0 
Water Truck 3 370 0.38 87,927.1 0 
Telehandler 1 73.7 0.42 3,226.3 0 
Automatic Tarping Machine 2 50 0.40 4,169.1 0 

Total Off-Road Equipment 736,291.6 0 
Passenger Vehicle Trips 0 11,666.8 

Truck Trucks  6,197,908.5 0 
Total Fuel 6,934,200.1 0 

Sources: Compiled by LSA (March 2024). 

 
Such equipment typically uses fossil-based fuels to operate, resulting in off-road source emissions. 
Fuel consumption of off-road equipment was calculated based on the following equation: 

Fuel Consumption = Horsepower * Load Factor * Specific Fuel Consumption 

where the specific fuel consumption was assumed as 0.22 kilogram (7.75 ounces) per kWh for a 
diesel engine (Klanfar et al. 2016). Table 5.B shows the annual fuel consumption of each type of off-
road equipment and the total annual fuel consumption. Detailed energy calculations are included in 
Appendix B-3 of this Subsequent EIR. 

 
2  The number of annual operational days varies from year to year based on the number of Sundays and 

holidays. 
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In total, the off-road equipment and truck trips would consume approximately 6,934,200.1 gallons of 
diesel per year and passenger vehicle trips would consume approximately 11,666.8 gallons of 
gasoline per year. As discussed above, based on fuel consumption obtained from EMFAC2021, 
approximately 1.2 billion gallons of gasoline and approximately 157.1 million gallons of diesel are 
estimated to be consumed from vehicle trips in the County in 2024. As vehicle, truck, and off-road 
equipment trips are an existing occurrence in the County, these figures are conservative in 
estimating new gasoline and diesel usage that could occur due to the Proposed Project 
implementation. Therefore, diesel and gasoline demand generated by passenger vehicle and truck 
trips and off-road equipment associated with the Proposed Project would increase the annual fuel 
use in the County by less than 0.1 percent for gasoline fuel usage and approximately 4.4 percent for 
diesel fuel usage. It is expected that nonrenewable energy resources would be used efficiently 
during Landfill operational activities given the financial implications of inefficient use of such 
resources. The increase in maximum daily operations at the Prima Deshecha Landfill is anticipated to 
reduce or eliminate the need to haul waste elsewhere, which would otherwise result in longer trips 
and associated increase in fuel consumption, when the Olinda Alpha Landfill closes.  

Determination. Based on the analysis in this section, it is concluded that the Proposed Project would 
not result in the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy. No significant 
impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required. 

5.2.5.5 Conflict with Renewable Energy or Energy Efficiency Plans 

In 2002, the Legislature passed Senate Bill (SB) 1389, which required the CEC to develop an 
integrated energy plan every 2 years for electricity, natural gas, and transportation fuels for the 
Integrated Energy Policy Report. The plan calls for the State to assist in the transformation of the 
transportation system to improve air quality, reduce congestion, and increase the efficient use of fuel 
supplies with the least environmental and energy costs. To further this policy, the plan identifies a 
number of strategies, including assistance to public agencies and fleet operators in implementing 
incentive programs for zero emission vehicles and their infrastructure needs, and encouragement of 
urban designs that reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and accommodate pedestrian and bicycle 
access.  

The CEC’s 2024 Integrated Energy Policy Report Update provide the results of the CEC’s assessments 
of a variety of energy issues facing California. As indicated above, energy usage associated with 
operation of the Proposed Project would be relatively small in comparison to the overall use in the 
County, and the State’s available energy resources. Therefore, energy impacts at the regional level 
would be negligible. Because California’s energy conservation planning actions are conducted at a 
regional level, and because the Proposed Project’s total impact on regional energy supplies would be 
minor, the Proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct California’s energy conservation 
plans as described in the CEC’s Integrated Energy Policy Report. Additionally, as demonstrated above, 
the Proposed Project would not result in the inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of 
energy.  
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In addition, the Proposed Project is also required to comply with Appendix F, Energy Conservation, of 
the State CEQA Guidelines.3 Specifically, Appendix F requires that EIRs include a discussion of 
potential energy impacts of proposed projects, with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing 
inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy. Table 5.C includes a project-specific 
consistency analysis with State CEQA Guidelines Appendix F. As demonstrated in Table 5.C, the 
Proposed Project would comply with Appendix F considerations.  

Table 5.C: State CEQA Guidelines Appendix F 
Energy Conservation Consistency Analysis  

Appendix F Items for Consideration  Proposed Project 
1. The project’s energy requirements and its 

energy use efficiencies by amount and fuel 
type for each stage of the project’s life cycle 
including construction, operation, 
maintenance and/or removal. If appropriate, 
the energy intensiveness of materials may be 
discussed. 

Consistent. The Proposed Project would increase the maximum 
amount of waste that the Landfill is able to accept on a daily basis 
from 4,000 TPD to 8,000 TPD. Waste would continue to be disposed of 
in existing areas of the Landfill that are designated for disposal. The 
Proposed Project would not require any construction activities. 
Operation of the Proposed Project does not include any new 
connections to the electrical grid or an increase in use of electricity or 
natural gas. Energy use associated with the Proposed Project 
operation would only be associated with diesel and gasoline fuel 
usage for automobiles, trucks, and heavy-duty equipment. Gasoline 
and diesel demand associated with the Proposed Project would be a 
minimal fraction of diesel fuel consumption in the County, as the 
Proposed Project would redirect the waste stream from Olinda 
Landfill to Prima Deshecha, so vehicle, truck, and off-road equipment 
trips are an existing occurrence. It is expected that nonrenewable 
energy resources would be used efficiently during Landfill operational 
activities given the financial implications of inefficient use of such 
resources.  

2. The effects of the project on local and regional 
energy supplies and on requirements for 
additional capacity. 

Consistent. Operation of the Proposed Project does not include any 
new connections to the electrical grid or an increase in use of 
electricity or natural gas. Gasoline and diesel demand associated with 
the Proposed Project would be a minimal fraction of diesel fuel 
consumption in the County, as the Proposed Project would redirect 
waste stream from Olinda Landfill to Prima Deshecha, so vehicle, 
truck, and off-road equipment trips are an existing occurrence. 

3. The effects of the project on peak and base 
period demands for electricity and other 
forms of energy. 

Consistent. Operation of the Proposed Project does not include any 
new connections to the electrical grid or an increase in use of 
electricity or natural gas. No change in energy use at the Landfill 
during peak periods is anticipated. 

4. The degree to which the project complies with 
existing energy standards. 

Consistent. The California Energy Commission (CEC) 2024 Integrated 
Energy Policy Report Update provides the results of the CEC’s 
assessments of a variety of energy issues facing California. Energy 
usage associated with operation of the Proposed Project would be 
relatively small in comparison to the overall use in the County, and the 
State’s available energy resources. Therefore, energy impacts at the 
regional level would be negligible. Because California’s energy 

 
3  Note that State CEQA Guidelines Appendix F, Energy Conservation, differs substantially from Appendix G, 

Environmental Checklist Form. While Appendix G identifies specific resource areas and identifies 
thresholds of significance to consider for each, Appendix F provides more general guidance on the 
contents required for an energy analysis in an EIR. These are summarized in Table 5.C. 
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Table 5.C: State CEQA Guidelines Appendix F 
Energy Conservation Consistency Analysis  

Appendix F Items for Consideration  Proposed Project 
conservation planning actions are conducted at a regional level, and 
because the Proposed Project’s total impact on regional energy 
supplies would be minor, the Proposed Project would not conflict with 
or obstruct California’s energy conservation plans as described in the 
CEC’s Integrated Energy Policy Report. Additionally, the Proposed 
Project would not result in the inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy. 

5. The effects of the project on energy resources. Consistent. Operation of the Proposed Project does not include any 
new connections to the electrical grid or an increase in use of 
electricity or natural gas. Gasoline and diesel demand associated with 
the Proposed Project would be a minimal fraction of diesel fuel 
consumption in the County. It is expected that nonrenewable energy 
resources would be used efficiently during Landfill operational 
activities given the financial implications of inefficient use of such 
resources. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in the 
unnecessary, inefficient, or wasteful use of energy resources. 

6. The project’s projected transportation energy 
use requirements and its overall use of 
efficient transportation alternatives. 

Consistent. Energy use associated with the Proposed Project would 
only be associated with diesel and gasoline fuel usage for 
automobiles, trucks, and heavy-duty equipment. As demonstrated, 
gasoline and diesel demand associated with the Proposed Project 
would be a minimal fraction of diesel fuel consumption in the County. 
It is expected that nonrenewable energy resources would be used 
efficiently during Landfill operational activities given the financial 
implications of inefficient use of such resources.  

Source: Compiled by LSA (August 2025). 
LFG = landfill gas 
TPD = tons per day 

 
Accordingly, there would be no new impact related to conflicts with an existing renewable energy or 
energy efficiency plan with implementation of the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would not 
affect implementation of any mitigation measures outlined in the prior CEQA documentation for the 
Landfill. Therefore, no further analysis or additional mitigation is required. 

5.2.6 Geology and Soils 

5.2.6.1 Scoping Comments 

Comments received during the scoping process expressed concerns related to the potential for 
landslides and earthquakes. 

5.2.6.2 Summary of Prior CEQA Documentation 

The prior CEQA documentation that included an analysis of impacts related to geology and soils is 
discussed below. Refer to Chapter 2.0 for a discussion on the project components evaluated in the 
prior CEQA documentation. 
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The 2001 GDP EIR found that operation of the Landfill through completion of the GDP would result 
in a less than significant impact to geology and soils after the implementation of mitigation 
measures. The Landfill is in Southern California, which is a seismically active region. The Landfill is 
not within a mapped Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone but is in an area with known earthquake 
faults. The 2001 GDP EIR anticipated that landslides would be located throughout the Zone 4 Landfill 
development area and that landslide remediation will be performed whenever necessary. Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-1a, in the 2001 GDP EIR, requires preparation of a geotechnical report of the phased 
site area to determine the extent of landslide material and the soil foundation characteristics. The 
2001 GDP EIR found that the Landfill site is not subject to seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction.  

The First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that the project would implement 
seismic design standards and remediation measures to provide earthquake stability. The project 
would not result in substantial erosion or loss of topsoil. Additionally, cut-and-fill slopes would 
remain generally the same as analyzed in the 2001 GDP EIR. Mitigation contained within the 2001 
GDP EIR would apply to the project. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to 
the less than significant impact with mitigation conclusion for geology and soils in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 6 to the 2001 GDP EIR/Addendum No. 2 to the First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 
GDP EIR and Addendum No. 7 to the 2001 GDP EIR indicated that Public Agencies such as the 
RWQCB will continue to enforce permit conditions during Landfill operations and that grading limits 
would not increase as a part of the project. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no 
change to the less than significant impact with mitigation conclusion for geology and soils in the 
2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 11 to the 2001 GDP EIR indicated that the majority of the fee booth and entrance 
area reconstruction would take place on previously disturbed areas, and the results of a 2019 
geotechnical study would be incorporated into the design of the project to ensure slope stability. 
Additionally, all mitigation contained in the 2001 GDP EIR would be incorporated. Therefore, it was 
determined that there would be no change to the less than significant impact with mitigation 
conclusion for geology and soils in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

The LPPE addendum indicated that the project would include preparation of a geotechnical report 
and implementation of the report’s recommendations, compliance with the Construction General 
Permit, implementation of general engineering solutions such as remedial grading, implementation 
of mitigation, and implementation of a paleontological monitoring program. Implementation of 
these measures would ensure the project is consistent with the findings of the 2001 GDP EIR. 
Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to the less than significant impact with 
mitigation conclusion for geology and soils in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

The Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that the removal of San Onofre 
Breccia material from Zone 4 may result in temporarily increased soil erosion and areas of exposed 
soil; however, erosion during operations would be minimal because temporary impact areas would 
be stabilized through revegetation or other means. Blasting for use in the removal of the San Onofre 
Breccia Formation during the development of Zone 4 Landfill phases was anticipated in the 2001 
GDP EIR and, because all areas of the project fall within the Landfill development areas previously 



5-19 

S U B S E Q U E N T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 2 6 

I N C R E A S E  I N  M A X I M U M  D A I L Y  O P E R A T I O N S  A T  P R I M A  D E S H E C H A  L A N D F I L L   
O R A N G E  C O U N T Y ,  C A L I F O R N I A  

 

P:\M-S\OCY2001.35 PDL Op Increase SEIR\CEQA\Draft SEIR\5.0 Environmental Issues.docx (01/16/26) 

analyzed, the project would result in no new or increased significant impacts. Therefore, it was 
determined that there would be no change to the less than significant impact with mitigation 
conclusion for geology and soils in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

5.2.6.3 Proposed Project 

Impacts to geology and soils were analyzed in the 2001 GDP EIR and other prior CEQA 
documentation for the Landfill. Because proposed operational changes are administrative in nature 
and the Proposed Project does not involve any construction, ground-disturbing activity, or expansion 
of the approved Landfill footprint, no new impact mechanisms would be introduced that were not 
already analyzed in prior environmental documents. Additionally, the mitigation identified in prior 
environmental documents remains in place. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in any 
changes in impacts to geology and soils compared to what was previously analyzed in prior 
environmental documents. Therefore, no new or additional mitigation is required.  

Accordingly, there would be no new impact to geology and soils with implementation of the 
Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would not affect implementation of any mitigation measures 
outlined in the prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill. Therefore, no further analysis or 
additional mitigation is required. 

5.2.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

5.2.7.1 Scoping Comments 

Comments received during the scoping process expressed concerns related to debris (waste in 
transit to the Landfill) falling on Avenida La Pata and Ortega Highway and creating safety hazards, 
especially for students attending San Juan Hills High School, and asked that load covering be 
enforced. Comments also expressed concerns related to hazardous materials coming into the 
Landfill. Comments regarding the potential for the increased number of trips to the Landfill to result 
in a corresponding increase in the risk of wildfire are evaluated in Section 5.2.17, Wildfire. 

5.2.7.2 Summary of Prior CEQA Documentation 

The prior CEQA documentation that included an analysis of impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials is discussed below. Refer to Chapter 2.0 for a discussion on the project 
components evaluated in the prior CEQA documentation. 

The 2001 GDP EIR found that the Landfill site is not located on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (CalEPA n.d.). Therefore, operation of the 
Landfill does not pose a known potential environmental concern to the surrounding area or result in 
any environmental violations associated with activities conducted at the Landfill. The 2001 GDP EIR 
found that operation of the Landfill through completion of the GDP would result in a less than 
significant impact hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials after the implementation of mitigation measures.  

The First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that the project does not involve any 
changes to the 2001 GDP that would contribute to the creation of a public health hazard, the 
transport of disease, or an increase in on-site vectors. The project would operate in accordance with 



I N C R E A S E  I N  M A X I M U M  D A I L Y  O P E R A T I O N S  A T  P R I M A  D E S H E C H A  L A N D F I L L   
O R A N G E  C O U N T Y ,  C A L I F O R N I A  

S U B S E Q U E N T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 2 6 

 

P:\M-S\OCY2001.35 PDL Op Increase SEIR\CEQA\Draft SEIR\5.0 Environmental Issues.docx (01/16/26) 5-20 

all existing regulation and permitting requirements related to hazards. Therefore, it was determined 
that there would be no change to the less than significant impact with mitigation conclusion for 
hazards and hazardous materials in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 6 to the 2001 GDP EIR/Addendum No. 2 to the First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 
GDP EIR and Addendum No. 7 to the 2001 GDP EIR indicated that the Landfill would continue to 
receive a small volume of household hazardous waste materials that could continue to be controlled 
by a load-checking program and through screening programs at the waste haulers’ material recovery 
facilities. It was determined that with incorporation of mitigation, there would be no significant 
impacts. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to the less than significant 
impact with mitigation conclusion for hazards and hazardous materials in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 11 to the 2001 GDP EIR indicated that the Landfill would continue to receive a small 
volume of household hazardous waste materials that could continue to be controlled by a load-
checking program and through screening programs at the waste haulers’ material recovery facilities. 
Additionally, the fee booth and entrance area reconstruction project would not use any hazardous 
materials or generate hazardous waste. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change 
to the less than significant impact with mitigation conclusion for hazards and hazardous materials in 
the 2001 GDP EIR. 

The LPPE addendum indicated that the project would involve the use, storage, and handling of 
hazardous materials as well as generate hazardous waste; however, there would not be any 
characteristics of the LPPE that would result in a more substantial amount of hazardous materials 
being transported than any other public roadway. The LPPE would support the design features and 
operational protocols identified in the 2001 GDP EIR that aim to promote public safety by separating 
landfill equipment, commercial and public traffic on site, and use of on-site traffic controls. The 
ultimate construction of the LPPE would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no 
change to the less than significant impact with mitigation conclusion for hazards and hazardous 
materials in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

The Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR indicated that, because the Landfill is not located 
on a hazardous materials site, neither construction nor operation of the proposed project would 
pose a potential environmental concern to the surrounding area or result in any environmental 
violations associated with activities conducted at the project site. Concurrent operations of Zones 1 
and 4 would not change the daily maximum refuse or type of refuse being accepted or permitted at 
the site. Any hazardous materials utilized during construction would be in limited quantities and 
would be used, stored, and disposed in accordance with local, State, and federal laws. Therefore, it 
was determined that there would be no change to the less than significant impact with mitigation 
conclusion for hazards and hazardous materials in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

5.2.7.3 Proposed Project 

As analyzed in the 2001 GDP EIR, the Landfill is a solid waste landfill that has the potential to accept 
household hazardous waste materials that are mixed in with regular commercial and residential solid 
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waste. However, the amount of household hazardous waste materials disposed in the Landfill is 
limited by the following: (1) the majority of solid waste materials received at the Landfill is first 
processed at materials recovery facilities/transfer stations, where household hazardous waste 
materials are removed from the waste stream; (2) the Landfill fee booth will reject any loads for 
disposal that may appear to be carrying hazardous waste materials; and (3) the Landfill has a load 
check program where haulers are randomly selected to dispose of their loads in a segregated area so 
that their waste loads can be closely inspected for any potentially hazardous waste materials.  

Mitigation measures in the 2001 GDP EIR required implementing the policy to not accept hazardous 
materials at the Landfill, implementing operating procedures for acceptance and disposal of 
nonhazardous automobile shredder waste, and implementing procedures for safe handling and 
removal of waste oil and other potentially hazardous waste materials. Hazardous waste materials 
that are collected are temporarily stored on site and then transported for proper off-site disposal in 
accordance with all local, State, and federal requirements. With implementation of mitigation 
measures, impacts associated with the use or presence of hazardous materials were found to be less 
than significant in the 2001 GDP EIR and other CEQA documentation for the Landfill. 

The Proposed Project would increase the volume of waste accepted and processed daily, increasing 
potential for falling debris from vehicles transporting waste to the Landfill. Under California Vehicle 
Code Sections 23114 and 23115, it is against the law to operate a vehicle on the highway which is 
improperly covered, constructed, or loaded. Compliance with existing laws by haulers to the Landfill 
helps to ensure that any risk of falling debris or materials from trucks remains minimal. Although 
OCWR does not have the authority to enforce load covering, OCWR partners with the California 
Highway Patrol (CHP) to help spread the message on how to cover items when transporting them to 
landfills through informational outreach and signage. Informational posters on load covering are 
posted on OCWR’s website.4 The CHP is responsible for enforcing load covering on highways and 
freeways in the state of California; the Orange County Sheriff is responsible for enforcement on local 
roadways in south Orange County. OCWR’s Landfill trucks would continue to follow load covering 
laws to reduce the potential for falling debris with implementation of the Proposed Project. OCWR 
partners with the CHP and the Orange County Sheriff as appropriate and would continue to do so 
regardless of the Proposed Project. Authority to enforce load covering is not within the direct control 
of OCWR, and implementation thereof cannot be guaranteed by the project proponent. Section 
15907(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that a public agency remains responsible for ensuring 
implementation of mitigation measures has been completed. Section 15126.4(2) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines states that mitigation measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, 
agreements, or other legally binding instruments. As OCWR does not have authority to enforce load 
covering, no further measures have been identified beyond continuing to coordinate and cooperate 
with the applicable public agencies. Additionally, the Proposed Project assumes that haulers to the 
site will comply with existing laws pertaining to proper covering of waste being transported to the 
Landfill while on highways, minimizing the risk of waste material falling from trucks en route to the 
Landfill. 

 
4  OCWR posters can be accessed at the following link: https://oclandfills.com/landfills/cover-your-load-its-

law (accessed March 2024). 



I N C R E A S E  I N  M A X I M U M  D A I L Y  O P E R A T I O N S  A T  P R I M A  D E S H E C H A  L A N D F I L L   
O R A N G E  C O U N T Y ,  C A L I F O R N I A  

S U B S E Q U E N T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 2 6 

 

P:\M-S\OCY2001.35 PDL Op Increase SEIR\CEQA\Draft SEIR\5.0 Environmental Issues.docx (01/16/26) 5-22 

However, the Proposed Project would not introduce issues associated with falling debris into new 
areas where it does not already occur, as waste is currently hauled along the same designated haul 
routes to the Landfill, and the Landfill already coordinates with public agencies to address impacts 
on existing haul routes. The incremental increase of loads associated with the increased tonnage is 
largely due to trips that would be rerouted from Olinda Alpha Landfill – the Proposed Project would 
not induce new regional waste trips – and would result in a less than significant impact related to the 
potential for debris falling onto local roadways, and no mitigation is required. 

Implementation of the Proposed Project would maintain the Landfill’s current primary use as a 
landfill and current operating procedures related to hazardous materials would continue. 
Implementation of the mitigation measures and operating procedures identified in the 2001 GDP EIR 
is sufficient to ensure to address the increased volume of waste; therefore, the Proposed Project 
would not result in any new significant impacts related to hazardous materials beyond those 
previously analyzed in the prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill. Existing measures were found 
to be sufficient to address the potential for hazardous waste to be mixed in with other waste 
accepted for disposal at the landfill, and implementing the Proposed Project would not affect how 
these measures continue to be implemented. Existing state laws regulating the proper covering and 
transport of waste will also continue to apply to haulers transporting waste along existing designated 
haul routes to the Landfill, minimizing the risk of falling debris or solid waste. Therefore, no new or 
additional mitigation is required with respect to hazardous materials. 

Accordingly, a less than significant impact related to hazards and hazardous materials would occur 
with implementation of the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would not affect 
implementation of any mitigation measures outlined in the prior CEQA documentation for the 
Landfill. Therefore, no further analysis or additional mitigation is required. 

5.2.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

5.2.8.1 Scoping Comments 

Comments received during the scoping process expressed concerns related to water quality, 
stormwater management, groundwater contamination, and increased water use for dust 
suppression.  

5.2.8.2 Summary of Prior CEQA Documentation 

The prior CEQA documentation that included an analysis of impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality is discussed below. Refer to Chapter 2.0 for a discussion on the project components 
evaluated in the prior CEQA documentation. 

The 2001 GDP EIR found that operation of the Landfill through completion of the GDP would result 
in a less than significant impact after mitigation to hydrology and water quality, specifically related to 
a potential violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, groundwater 
supplies, erosion and siltation, flooding, alteration of the course of a stream or river, and stormwater 
drainage system capacity. The 2001 GDP EIR found that operation of the GDP would not result in any 
impacts related to decreasing groundwater supplies or interfering substantially with groundwater 
recharge.  
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The First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR indicated that the project would not create either 
runoff or discharge that would exceed water quality standards, violate existing waste discharge 
requirements, or induce flooding either on or off site. The project would reduce impacts associated 
with the 2001 GDP by providing features that mimic natural hydrologic conditions at the site. 
Additionally, the project would continue to comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) requirements and the Orange County Drainage Area Master Plan (DAMP). 
Therefore, it was determined there would be no change to the less than significant impact with 
mitigation conclusion for hydrology and water quality in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 6 to the 2001 GDP EIR/Addendum No. 2 to the First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 
GDP EIR and Addendum No. 7 to the 2001 GDP EIR indicated that Landfill operation would continue 
to be governed by permits issued by the RWQCB, Local Enforcement Agency (LEA), South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD), and Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA). Additionally, the 
Landfill would not expand laterally beyond what was analyzed in the 2001 GDP EIR and First 
Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change 
to the less than significant impact with mitigation conclusion for hydrology and water quality in the 
2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 11 to the 2001 GDP EIR indicated that Landfill operation would continue to be 
governed by permits issued by the RWQCB, LEA, SCAQMD, and OCFA. It was determined that OCWR 
and the construction contractor would be required to implement best management practices (BMPs) 
for compliance with the Construction General Permit (CGP) and that the reconstruction of the fee 
booth and entrance area would not result in any significant impacts to hydrology and water quality. 
Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to the less than significant impact with 
mitigation conclusion for hydrology and water quality in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

The LPPE addendum determined that compliance with the CGP and DAMP would ensure that 
construction and operational impacts are less than significant. Although the project site would 
increase the impervious area due to roadway construction, the project would provide 
hydromodification basins to ensure the natural flow regime. The LPPE would impact the concept 
plans for the desilting and detention basins on the southeastern side of Zone 4; however, impacts 
would not be significant. Additionally, the project would not draw from or impact groundwater. The 
crossing of San Juan Creek is the only location where the LPPE crosses an area designated as being in 
the 100-year floodplain. The crossing would be built on a bridge structure meeting County design 
requirements, which would also ensure that flows would not be constricted, resulting in greater 
flooding. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to the less than significant 
impact with mitigation conclusion for hydrology and water quality in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

The Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR indicated that the proposed project would not 
change the daily maximum refuse or type of refuse being accepted at the Landfill and would not 
change the current use on site. Additionally, while the proposed project includes Breccia removal, 
the limits of excavation would not exceed the excavation limits previously analyzed. Therefore, it was 
determined that there would be no change to the less than significant impact with mitigation 
conclusion for hydrology and water quality in the 2001 GDP EIR. 



I N C R E A S E  I N  M A X I M U M  D A I L Y  O P E R A T I O N S  A T  P R I M A  D E S H E C H A  L A N D F I L L   
O R A N G E  C O U N T Y ,  C A L I F O R N I A  

S U B S E Q U E N T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 2 6 

 

P:\M-S\OCY2001.35 PDL Op Increase SEIR\CEQA\Draft SEIR\5.0 Environmental Issues.docx (01/16/26) 5-24 

In addition to ongoing compliance with NPDES requirements for industrial discharges, the First 
Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR included mitigation measures that required compliance with 
Section 7 of the County’s DAMP, which requires a Water Quality Management Plan.  

5.2.8.3 Proposed Project 

Although the Proposed Project would increase the volume of daily waste coming to the Landfill, 
which could result in a corresponding increase in the potential volume of pollutants introduced into 
receiving waters, the increase in volume of daily waste would not result in any new physical changes 
to the Landfill. Because proposed operational changes are administrative in nature and the Proposed 
Project does not involve any construction, ground-disturbing activity, or expansion of the approved 
Landfill footprint, no new disturbance of native soils would occur. The project does not require 
excavation, grading, vegetation removal, or any physical site modifications that could affect 
previously undisturbed areas. The Proposed Project would not change the nature or location of 
approved activities within the Landfill, including the limits of refuse, nor would it alter the approved 
footprint, property limits, or configuration of the Landfill, all of which have been evaluated in prior 
environmental documents. No new impact mechanisms would be introduced that were not already 
analyzed in prior CEQA documentation. The Proposed Project would continue to comply with the 
applicable NPDES permits and implement operational BMPs to minimize pollutants of concern in 
stormwater runoff. The Landfill’s stormwater collection and control system consists of a series of 
concrete drainage channels, berms, and both earthen and concrete-lined desilting basins that are 
designed to control stormwater runoff and protect water quality.5 The proposed increase in the 
maximum daily operations would be adequately supported by the existing stormwater system and 
remain subject to applicable regulatory requirements. Because the Landfill is not located above a 
designated groundwater basin, the Proposed Project would not decrease groundwater supplies, 
interfere with groundwater recharge, or impede sustainable groundwater management of a 
groundwater basin. The existing Landfill operates in compliance with Waste Discharge Requirements 
issued by the California RWQCB, San Diego Region. The Proposed Project would not affect 
groundwater supplies, erosion and siltation, flooding, alteration of the course of a stream or river, or 
stormwater drainage system capacity and would not alter the implementation of mitigation 
measures. No new impact would occur with respect to these issues. 

Additionally, as discussed in Section 4.1, Air Quality, of this Subsequent EIR, water is used for on-site 
dust suppression for activities on unpaved roadways. The existing water reuse program at the 
Landfill would sufficiently address an increase in dust suppression efforts; increased water use for 
dust suppression is not anticipated with the Proposed Project because the primary need for dust 
suppression is on dirt access roads. The increase in maximum daily operations under the Proposed 
Project would predominantly generate additional trips on paved roads, which would not require an 
increase in dust suppression efforts. Since on-site water from the existing water reuse program is 

 
5  The 2001 GDP EIR evaluated potential impacts associated with vectors (e.g., mosquitoes, flies, and 

rodents) as a separate topic, Transport of Disease Vectors, and identified several mitigation measures to 
address these, concluding that impacts would be less than significant. The First Supplemental EIR to the 
2001 GDP EIR further evaluated the effects of the desilting basins with respect to water-related vector 
issues (e.g., mosquitoes), also concluding that the impacts would not be significant with the 
implementation of mitigation identified in the 2001 GDP EIR. 
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sufficient to support dust suppression on the site, impacts related to water use would be less than 
significant.  

With implementation of the Proposed Project, the Landfill would maintain its current primary use as 
a landfill. The Proposed Project would not result in any new significant impacts or increased impacts 
to hydrology and water quality beyond those previously analyzed since the Proposed Project does 
not include any changes to the types or locations of approved activities within the Landfill 
development areas. All areas of the Proposed Project fall within the Landfill development areas 
previously analyzed in the prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill and the existing stormwater 
system is adequate to address increased vehicle trips associated with the Proposed Projects; 
therefore, no new or additional mitigation is required. 

Accordingly, no impacts related to hydrology and water quality would occur with implementation of 
the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would not affect implementation of any mitigation 
measures outlined in the prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill. Therefore, no further analysis 
or additional mitigation is required. 

5.2.9 Land Use and Planning 

5.2.9.1 Scoping Comments 

Comments received during the scoping process expressed general concerns related to land use and 
planning and potential impacts to the surrounding community from the Landfill operations, including 
development of the previously approved Zone 4 landfilling operations. The Proposed Project does 
not include any changes to previously approved Zone 4 operations. 

5.2.9.2 Summary of Prior CEQA Documentation 

The prior CEQA documentation that included an analysis of impacts related to land use and planning 
is discussed below. Refer to Chapter 2.0 for a discussion on the project components evaluated in the 
prior CEQA documentation. 

The 2001 GDP EIR found that with implementation of mitigation, operation of the Landfill through 
completion of the GDP would result in a less than significant impact to land use and planning.  

The First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR indicated that the project would maintain the 
current on-site use as a landfill and would not change the daily maximum refuse accepted or 
permitted at the Landfill. The project would include pre-mitigation and regional enhancement plans 
that would result in a more passive recreational use of Zone 4 in the post-closure period than what 
was identified in the 2001 GDP EIR; however, this impact would be less than significant. Therefore, it 
was determined that there would be no change to the less than significant impact with mitigation 
conclusion for land use and planning in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 6 to the 2001 GDP EIR/Addendum No. 2 to the First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 
GDP EIR and Addendum No. 7 and No. 11 to the 2001 GDP EIR indicated that the existing land use, 
an operating solid waste landfill, would remain. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no 
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change to the less than significant impact with mitigation conclusion for land use and planning in the 
2001 GDP EIR. 

The LPPE addendum determined that the LPPE alignment would not divide an established 
community and would be incorporated into the internal circulation network. Additionally, based on 
the evaluation of the applicable local and regional planning documents, the project would not 
conflict with any provisions adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating adverse environmental 
effects. The two mitigation measures in the 2001 GDP EIR that were applicable to the circulation 
component of the GDP pertaining to at-grade trail crossings of Avenida La Pata would still be 
applicable. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to the less than significant 
impact with mitigation conclusion for land use and planning in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

The Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR indicated that, with the exception of vehicular 
traffic, the proposed project would occur entirely within the confines of the existing Landfill, would 
not physically divide an established community, and would be in compliance with relevant plans, 
policies, and regulations including, but not limited to, the Orange County SSHCP. Therefore, it was 
determined there would be no change to the less than significant impact with mitigation conclusion 
for land use and planning in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

5.2.9.3 Proposed Project 

The Landfill is located in the western foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains and is partially within San 
Juan Capistrano (570 acres), San Clemente (133 acres), and unincorporated Orange County (827 
acres). The Landfill has been in operation since 1976, and while residential communities have 
subsequently been developed around it, the land use on the property, an active landfill operation, 
has not changed. Additionally, open space and land dedicated to habitat conservation acts as a 
buffer between Zones 1 and 4 and adjacent residences. As discussed in Section 4.2 Noise, the 
minimum distance between a residence and Zone 1 or 4 is 550 feet, and most residential areas are at 
least 1,000 feet from the designated disposal areas. Because the Proposed Project would not expand 
the Landfill boundaries horizontally or vertically, the Landfill’s proximity to adjacent residences 
would be unchanged. The County General Plan designation for the Landfill site is 4LS, which is a 
public facility with a landfill site overlay. In August 2016, the La Pata Gap Extension opened, 
consisting of a road built through the Landfill property that connects San Clemente and San Juan 
Capistrano, consistent with applicable County and regional planning efforts.  

The Proposed Project would not change any of the approved land uses within the Landfill. Use of 
Zones 1 and 4 for landfilling activities would remain as proposed in the 2001 GDP EIR, as amended, 
which has been evaluated in prior CEQA documentation. The Landfill would maintain its current 
primary use as a landfill. With the exception of vehicular traffic, the Proposed Project would occur 
entirely within the confines of the existing Landfill, would not physically divide an established 
community, and would be in compliance with relevant plans, policies, and regulations including, but 
not limited to, the Orange County SSHCP, as set forth in prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill. 

Accordingly, no impacts related to land use and planning would occur with implementation of the 
Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would not affect implementation of any mitigation measures 
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outlined in the 2001 GDP EIR or prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill. Therefore, no further 
analysis or additional mitigation is required. 

5.2.10 Mineral Resources 

5.2.10.1 Scoping Comments 

No comments received during the scoping process expressed concerns related to mineral resources.  

5.2.10.2 Summary of Prior CEQA Documentation 

The prior CEQA documentation that included an analysis of impacts related to mineral resources is 
discussed below. Refer to Chapter 2.0 for a discussion on the project components evaluated in the 
prior CEQA documentation. 

The 2001 GDP EIR found that operation of the 2001 GDP would not result in the loss of availability of 
a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or 
other land use plan.  

The First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR, Addendum No. 6 to the 2001 GDP EIR/Addendum 
No. 2 to the First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR, Addendum No. 7 to the 2001 GDP EIR, and 
the LPPE addendum determined that there would be no change to the less than significant impact 
conclusion for mineral resources in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

The Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that implementation of the project 
falls within the same footprint boundary as the landfill development that was analyzed in the 2001 
GDP EIR; therefore, no new impacts to mineral resources would occur. Therefore, it was determined 
that there would be no change to the less than significant impact conclusion for mineral resources in 
the 2001 GDP EIR. 

5.2.10.3 Proposed Project 

The Landfill development that was analyzed in the 2001 GDP EIR has been in continuous operation 
since 1976. The implementation of the Proposed Project falls within the same footprint boundary as 
the Landfill development that was analyzed in the 2001 GDP EIR; therefore, no new impacts to 
mineral resources would occur. The primary use of the site is not mineral extraction. According to 
the County General Plan, the site of the Proposed Project is currently designated for landfill 
operations, which may include materials recovery, recycling facilities, and accessory uses (e.g., 
borrow site areas, buffer areas, and access roads). The Proposed Project would not result in the loss 
of a known locally important mineral resource or a known mineral resource that would be of value 
to the region and the residents of the State, and impacts from any materials recovery operations 
would not result in impacts to mineral resources.  

Accordingly, no impacts related to mineral resources would occur with implementation of the 
Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would not affect implementation of any mitigation measures 
outlined in the 2001 GDP EIR or prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill. Therefore, no further 
analysis or additional mitigation is required. 
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5.2.11 Population and Housing 

5.2.11.1 Scoping Comments 

Comments received during the scoping process expressed concerns related to population, although 
the specific concern related to this topic was unclear.  

5.2.11.2 Summary of Prior CEQA Documentation 

The prior CEQA documentation that included an analysis of impacts related to population and 
housing is discussed below. Refer to Chapter 2.0 for a discussion on the project components 
evaluated in the prior CEQA documentation. 

The 2001 GDP EIR found that operation of the 2001 GDP would result in no impacts to population 
and housing.  

The First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR, Addendum No. 6 to the 2001 GDP EIR/Addendum 
No. 2 to the First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR, Addendum No. 7 to the 2001 GDP EIR, and 
the LPPE addendum determined that the projects would not result in the development of new 
housing. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to the no impact conclusion 
for population and housing in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

The Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that the proposed project does not 
include construction of new homes, does not include extension of roads or other infrastructure to 
previously undeveloped areas, and would not displace existing housing or people. Therefore, it was 
determined that there would be no change to the no impact conclusion for population and housing 
in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

5.2.11.3 Proposed Project 

The Proposed Project does not include construction of new homes, extension of roads or other 
infrastructure to previously undeveloped areas and would not displace existing housing or people. 
The Proposed Project would not substantially affect the number of jobs in the region in a manner 
that would result in substantial unplanned population growth, as the number of employees on site 
daily would increase by approximately 35 (refer to Section 6.2 for additional information on growth-
inducing impacts). Therefore, the Proposed Project would not create a permanent increase in 
population or an increased demand for housing in the County or the region. 

Accordingly, no impact related to population and housing would occur with implementation of the 
Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would not affect implementation of any mitigation measures 
outlined in the 2001 GDP EIR or prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill. Therefore, no further 
analysis or additional mitigation is required. 

5.2.12 Public Services 

5.2.12.1 Scoping Comments 

Comments received during the scoping process expressed concerns for the increased potential for 
fire risk associated with a higher volume of vehicles on site, potential for detonation of materials 
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during transportation, and potential for explosions on site. Comments also expressed concerns 
regarding the Proposed Project’s impact on emergency response and surveillance and vandalism at 
the Landfill. Additionally, comments expressed concern for the Landfill’s proximity to San Juan Hills 
High School and the safety of the students.  

5.2.12.2 Summary of Prior CEQA Documentation 

The prior CEQA documentation that included an analysis of impacts related to public services 
discussed below. Refer to Chapter 2.0 for a discussion on the project components evaluated in the 
prior CEQA documentation. 

The 2001 GDP EIR found operation of the GDP would result in a less than significant impact to fire 
protection, police protection, schools, parks, or other public facilities.  

The First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR, Addendum No. 6 to the 2001 GDP EIR/Addendum 
No. 2 to the First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR Addendum No. 7 to the 2001 GDP EIR, and 
the LPPE addendum determined there would be no change to the less than significant impact 
conclusion for public services in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 11 to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that the fee booth and entrance area 
reconstruction project would not result in an increased need for public services such as police, fire, 
or emergency medical services. Therefore, it was determined there would be no change to the less 
than significant impact conclusion for public services in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

The Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that the project is not anticipated to 
affect the population within the surrounding area, would not introduce new facilities requiring fire 
protection, and would not require additional police protection because OCWR provides on-site 
security and public access is limited. Additionally, no additional schools, parks, or other public 
facilities would be required because no changes in area population would occur as a result of the 
project. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to the less than significant 
impact conclusion for public services in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

5.2.12.3 Proposed Project 

The Proposed Project would result in incrementally higher traffic volumes on- and off-site, resulting 
in a corresponding incremental increase in the potential for fires to occur (e.g., an increase in the 
frequency of instances when a fire could be ignited by a vehicle). Mitigation measures included in 
the 2001 GDP EIR regarding fire risk included maintaining on-site operating procedures for the 
avoidance and control of surface fires, such as the provision of fire extinguishers and watering 
vehicles, posting of “No Smoking” signs, ground clearing, and general safe operating practices; 
placement of signs warning motorists of potential fire hazards, fire conditions, and other relevant 
information; and approval of future grading and building plans by OCFA. The Proposed Project would 
continue to implement mitigation measures included in the 2001 GDP EIR to address the 
incremental increase in fire risk. The Proposed Project would not introduce new facilities requiring 
fire protection and would not introduce new public access into active areas of the Landfill; all 
landfilling activity would continue to be conducted by trained OCWR personnel. Additionally, the 
Landfill has fire suppression resources available including water trucks and water tanks, soil for 
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smothering fire, and large graded areas that act as fire breaks throughout the site. Although the 
Proposed Project would increase vehicle trips on the roads in the vicinity of the Landfill, thereby 
potentially incrementally increasing the risk for off-site fires, the Proposed Project would not 
introduce new barriers or constraints on emergency response or evacuation and would not 
introduce a new impact mechanism not previously identified in prior CEQA documentation. Refer to 
Section 5.2.16, Wildfire, for additional information related to wildfire. 

The evacuation maps for San Juan Capistrano indicate that Avenida La Pata, which crosses the 
middle of the Landfill, is an evacuation route (City of San Juan Capistrano 2021). As discussed in the 
Initial Study (Appendix A), the County General Plan Transportation Element classifies Avenida La 
Pata as a primary arterial highway, which is defined as a four-lane divided roadway that is designed 
to accommodate approximately 20,000 to 30,000 vehicle trips per day at level of service (LOS) “C.” 
The increase in maximum daily operations associated with the Proposed Project would add a 
nominal volume of traffic (an estimated 1,032 to 3,094 daily vehicle trips6), which would not impede 
the use of Avenida La Pata as an evacuation route. As documented in Table C of the Traffic Volume 
and Vehicle Miles Traveled Study in Appendix E of this Subsequent EIR, volumes with the project 
would remain consistent with the volume of traffic that the road is rated to accommodate. The 2001 
GDP EIR identified potential impacts to traffic associated with landfill equipment crossing Avenida La 
Pata and included mitigation measures requiring the use of flags and other measures to halt 
through-traffic when landfill equipment is crossing Avenida La Pata at intersections with temporary 
access roads, as well as limiting the delay on Avenida La Pata to not more than the crossing of five 
vehicles at one time. With the Avenida La Pata and associated tunnel undercrossings that have been 
constructed between Zone 1 and Zone 4, there are very limited circumstances during which at-grade 
crossings of Avenida La Pata by landfill equipment would be necessary. The Proposed Project would 
not require or result in any long-term or permanent lane closures on roadways adjacent to the site, 
and the Proposed Project would not substantially impair emergency response.  

Security in the County’s unincorporated areas as well as in San Clemente and San Juan Capistrano is 
enforced by the Orange County Sheriff. OCWR operates security cameras on-site at specific 
infrastructure areas such as the fee booth, flare station, and office building; these cameras show the 
areas in real time. General inquiries and concerns related to the Landfill can be made to OCWR’s 
Neighbor Support Portal and any security concerns may be reported to the Orange County Sheriff’s 
Department. Additionally, public access to the Landfill is limited. As with the Landfill development 
that was analyzed in the 2001 GDP EIR, no additional police protection would be required, as the 
Proposed Project does not alter the existing boundaries of the Landfill, does not add any additional 
Landfill infrastructure, and does not alter the operating hours of the Landfill. No additional schools, 
parks, or other public facilities would be required because no changes in area population would 
occur as a result of the Proposed Project, which is intended primarily to accommodate existing solid 
waste from other regional landfills to the Landfill upon closure of the Olinda Alpha Landfill. 

 
6  Daily vehicle trips are in passenger car equivalents (PCE); 1,032 PCE daily trips would be added to the 

segments between Stallion Ridge and Prima Deshecha Landfill and between Camino Del Rio and Avenida 
Vista Hermosa; 3,094 PCE daily trips would be added to the segments between Ortega Highway and 
Stallion Ridge and between Stallion Ridge and Prima Deshecha Landfill. 
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Accordingly, a less than significant impact related to public services would occur with 
implementation of the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would not affect implementation of 
any mitigation measures outlined in the 2001 GDP EIR or prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill. 
Therefore, no further analysis or additional mitigation is required. 

5.2.13 Recreation 

5.2.13.1 Scoping Comments 

No comments received during the scoping process expressed concerns related to recreation.  

5.2.13.2 Summary of Prior CEQA Documentation 

The prior CEQA documentation that included an analysis of impacts related to recreation is discussed 
below. Refer to Chapter 2.0 for a discussion on the project components evaluated in the prior CEQA 
documentation. 

The 2001 GDP EIR found that operation of the Landfill through completion of the GDP would result 
in a less than significant impact to recreation.  

The First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR indicated that the project would not contain 
elements that would be considered growth inducing and would not impact local or regional 
recreational resources. The project would not impact the 2001 GDP’s commitment to incorporate 
several trails through and around the Landfill. Identification of the pre-mitigation plan and 
enhancement opportunities under the project may affect the desired mix of recreational uses for 
Zone 4 in the post-closure period. However, this impact would be less than significant. Therefore, 
there would be no change to the less than significant with mitigation impact conclusion for 
recreation in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 6 to the 2001 GDP EIR/Addendum No. 2 to the First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 
GDP EIR indicated that expansion of the Landfill would not result in the development of any new 
housing that would result in the need for new parks or other recreational facilities and determined 
that operations would not directly or indirectly impact recreational facilities. The 2001 GDP EIR 
included an analysis of a potential golf course on the Zone 1 landfilling area after closure and also 
analyzed a proposed regional park in the Zone 4 landfilling area upon the closure of the landfilling 
area. Because landfill gas continues to be generated by solid waste landfills for many years after 
closure, the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) requires that all 
landfill operators perform at least 30 years of post-closure maintenance and monitoring following 
landfill closure. As a result, OCWR determined to no longer pursue the proposed recreational 
facilities. Therefore, there would be no change to the less than significant with mitigation impact 
conclusion for recreation in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 7 to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that there would be no change to the less than 
significant impact conclusion for recreation in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 11 to the 2001 GDP EIR indicated that OCWR would continue to maintain the multi-
use recreational trail on site that connects the City of San Juan Capistrano trail system to the City of 
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San Clemente trail system. Additionally, the fee booth and entrance area reconstruction project 
would not result in significant impacts to recreation. Therefore, it was determined that there would 
be no change to the less than significant with mitigation impact conclusion for recreation in the 2001 
GDP EIR. 

The LPPE addendum determined that the project would not result in an increased demand for 
recreational facilities because it would not increase the population in the area. Additionally, the 
addendum determined that the LPPE would not have significant impacts on planned recreational 
facilities including the San Juan Creek Riding and Hiking Trail and San Juan Creek Bikeway, the Prima 
Deshecha Trail, or Prima Deshecha Regional Park. Therefore, it was determined that there would be 
no change to the less than significant with mitigation impact conclusion for recreation in the 2001 
GDP EIR. 

The Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that the project would not increase 
the population such that there would be an increase in the use of existing parks or other recreational 
facilities and would not result in any significant impacts to recreational resources since the proposed 
project would not result in any homes being built. OCWR granted an easement to the Cities of San 
Juan Capistrano and San Clemente for a multi-use recreational trail on the Landfill site that connects 
the City of San Juan Capistrano trail system to the City of San Clemente trail system. The easement 
for the trail on the Landfill property would not be impacted by that project and would remain in 
place. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to the less than significant with 
mitigation impact conclusion for recreation in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

5.2.13.3 Proposed Project 

As with the Landfill development that was analyzed in the 2001 GDP EIR, the Proposed Project would 
not increase the population in the vicinity of the Landfill such that there would be an increase in the 
use of existing parks or other recreational facilities. The Proposed Project would not result in any 
significant impacts to recreational resources since the Proposed Project would not result in any new 
residential uses. In addition, the Proposed Project would not directly or indirectly impact any existing 
recreational facilities. As stated, OCWR granted an easement to the cities of San Juan Capistrano and 
San Clemente for a multi-use recreational trail on the Landfill site that connects the City of San Juan 
Capistrano trail system to the City of San Clemente trail system. The easement for the trail on the 
Landfill property would not be impacted by the Proposed Project and will remain in place.  

Accordingly, no impact to recreation would occur with implementation of the Proposed Project. The 
Proposed Project would not affect implementation of any mitigation measures outlined in the 2001 
GDP EIR or prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill. Therefore, no further analysis or additional 
mitigation is required. 

5.2.14 Utilities and Service Systems 

5.2.14.1 Scoping Comments 

No comments received during the scoping process expressed concerns related to utilities and service 
systems.  
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5.2.14.2 Summary of Prior CEQA Documentation 

The prior CEQA documentation that included an analysis of impacts related to utilities and service 
systems is discussed below. Refer to Chapter 2.0 for a discussion on the project components 
evaluated in the prior CEQA documentation. 

The 2001 GDP EIR found that operation of the Landfill through completion of the GDP would result 
in less than significant impacts related to the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities. 

The First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that, with mitigation incorporated, the 
project would not impact public utilities and service systems, including water, sanitation, natural gas, 
schools, or telephone services. The project would utilize existing storm drains. Existing transmission 
lines would potentially be relocated or re-routed; however, a project design feature would be 
incorporated to provide for the replacement of relocated transmission lines. Therefore, it was 
determined that there would be no change to the less than significant impact with mitigation 
conclusion for utilities and service systems in in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 6 to the 2001 GDP EIR/Addendum No. 2 to the First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 
GDP EIR and Addendum No. 7 to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that there would be no change to 
the less than significant impact with mitigation conclusion for utilities and service systems in the 
2001 GDP EIR. 

Addendum No. 11 to the 2001 GDP EIR indicated that the fee booth and entrance area 
reconstruction project would not require any new connection to any utilities beyond what is already 
existing. Therefore, it was determined that there would be no change to the less than significant 
impact with mitigation conclusion for utilities and service systems in in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

The LPPE addendum indicated that the project would not generate a demand for potable water, 
wastewater treatment, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. It was also determined that any 
relocation of pipelines with implementation of the LPPE would not result in a significant impact. 
Additionally, the LPPE would not generate substantial amounts of waste for disposal in a landfill and 
therefore would not impair the ability of the County to meet waste reduction goals. Therefore, it was 
determined that there would be no change to the less than significant impact with mitigation 
conclusion for utilities and service systems in in the 2001 GDP EIR. 

The Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR indicated that the proposed project would be 
served by existing utility service providers for water, power, and natural gas. The proposed project 
does not contemplate any uses that are outside existing water or wastewater treatment demand 
projections and land uses assumed on the project site. Therefore, it was determined that there 
would be no change to the less than significant impact with mitigation conclusion for utilities and 
service systems in in the 2001 GDP EIR. 
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5.2.14.3 Proposed Project  

As with the Landfill development analyzed in the 2001 GDP EIR, the Proposed Project will be served 
by existing utility service providers for water, power, and natural gas. No significant impacts would 
occur. 

The 2001 GDP EIR found that operation of the Landfill through completion of the GDP would result 
in a less than significant impact related to the Landfill development’s water consumption and would 
not result in any significant impacts to the availability of water supplies or impact the water 
purveyor’s ability to supply water. As discussed in Section 5.2.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, the 
existing water reuse program at the Landfill would sufficiently address any potential increase in dust 
suppression efforts required as a result of the Proposed Project. Increased water use for dust 
suppression is not anticipated with the Proposed Project because the primary need for dust 
suppression is on dirt access roads. The increase in maximum daily operations under the Proposed 
Project would predominantly use paved roads, which would not require dust suppression efforts, as 
well as existing dirt access roads at the Landfill for which dust suppression efforts are already 
implemented and would continue to receive a similar level of effort. Similarly, the 2001 GDP EIR 
found that operation of the Landfill through completion of the GDP would result in no impacts to the 
existing wastewater treatment provider. The Proposed Project will be served by the existing water 
service provider and wastewater treatment provider. The Proposed Project does not contemplate 
any uses that are outside existing water or wastewater treatment demand projections and land uses 
assumed at the Landfill. No significant impacts would occur.  

Accordingly, no impact related to utilities/service systems would occur with implementation of the 
Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would not affect implementation of any mitigation measures 
outlined in the 2001 GDP EIR or prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill. Therefore, no further 
analysis or additional mitigation is required. 

5.2.15 Transportation 

This section presents an analysis of the resource topic of transportation. It describes how 
transportation effects of the Proposed Project are evaluated under CEQA. State law now requires 
transportation impacts to be assessed using VMT, which measures the amount of driving a project 
would generate, rather than traffic congestion or LOS. To help explain this change, a Transportation 
Regulatory Framework White Paper has been prepared and included as in Appendix E to this 
Subsequent EIR. The white paper summarizes the shift from LOS to VMT under SB 743 and explains 
how transportation impacts are evaluated for projects at the Landfill. 

Based on this framework, the transportation evaluation for the Proposed Project focuses on VMT 
and is supported by the Traffic Volume and VMT Study (also included in Appendix E) as well as other 
applicable technical and policy guidance. This approach is consistent with CEQA requirements and 
County transportation procedures. 

5.2.15.1 Scoping Comments 

Comments received during the scoping process for the Proposed Project expressed concerns related 
to increased traffic in proximity to schools including San Juan Hills High School due to concerns with 
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safety and existing congestion; impacts of increased traffic on local residents; potential increased use 
of city-maintained roadways in San Clemente and San Juan Capistrano; and the potential physical 
degradation of roadway surfaces in the surrounding area. Comments expressed concern with 
impacts to the level of service (LOS) at intersections and roadway segments in proximity to the 
Landfill. Comments suggested the increase in truck trips be optimally timed to avoid school start and 
end periods and/or include additional traffic control measures; some requested that alternative 
routes be considered for accessing the Landfill in order to redirect the increased traffic to other 
roadways.  

Several comments expressed concerns related to traffic in the context of cumulative projects such as 
the La Pata Transfer Station’s Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) recycling center (the Proposed 
Project does not include any changes associated with the MRF), the Ortega Highway Widening 
Project, the LPPE, the Rancho Mission Viejo Housing Development Project, and additional future 
development in the area. Additionally, the City of San Juan Capistrano expressed that a Traffic Impact 
Analysis would be required pursuant to the City’s Administrative Policy 310, including identification 
of mitigation measures for traffic impacts, and requested that the technical analysis not assume the 
use of the future LPPE project.  

5.2.15.2 Summary of Prior CEQA Documentation 

The prior CEQA documentation that included an analysis of impacts related to transportation is 
discussed below. Refer to Chapter 2.0 for a discussion on the project components evaluated in the 
prior CEQA documentation. As discussed further below, the 2001 GDP EIR and First Supplemental EIR 
to the 2001 GDP EIR did not analyze impacts in terms of VMT, as that metric was not used for CEQA 
impact significance at the time those analyses were prepared. The Second Supplemental EIR to the 
2001 GDP EIR was prepared after the implementation of SB 743 and reflects the mandated change 
from LOS to VMT as the metric for determining transportation impact significance under CEQA; the 
evaluation found that the Landfill project was screened from the requirement for a detailed VMT 
analysis and that there was no requirement to prepare an analysis of LOS. Because the Proposed 
Project would generate additional trips and is being evaluated in a Subsequent EIR, an analysis of the 
Proposed Project’s potential transportation impacts using the VMT metric is required, as discussed 
below in Section 5.2.15.3. 

2001 GDP EIR. The 2001 GDP EIR determined that the construction and operation of the Landfill 
through completion of the GDP, assuming daily receipt of up to 4,000 TPD of waste, would result in 
less than significant impacts to transportation. Because the GDP would not include any new 
roadways or improvements to existing roadways and infrastructure, the 2001 GDP EIR determined 
there would be a less than significant impact on the existing circulation system and emergency 
access.  

The 2001 GDP EIR evaluated impacts to the transportation network using the LOS metric, which 
considers the effects of project-related trips on roadway congestion as measured in terms of delay 
and/or capacity. The transportation study supporting the EIR was the Prima Deshecha Landfill EIR – 
Traffic Analysis in the County of Orange (prepared by Austin Foust Associates, September 2000). The 
analysis considered impacts to the circulation network in terms of the following: 
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• Orange County Growth Management Plan (GMP) standards for project impacts on the Master 
Plan of Arterial Highways roadway network: 

○ Significant impacts are defined as an increase of greater than 0.01 in the intersection 
capacity utilization (ICU) value as a result of the project at an intersection that reaches LOS E 
or LOS F. 

○ Mitigation is required if the project results in an ICU change of 0.02 or greater and the 
resulting ICU is 0.91 (i.e., LOS E) or greater. 

• The City of San Juan Capistrano’s traffic study guidelines for project impacts to intersections 
within the city limits: 

○ Significant impacts for signalized intersections in San Juan Capistrano within 2 miles or less 
of the project site are defined as an increase of 0.01 or more and the intersection reaching 
LOS E or LOS F. 

○ Significant impacts for signalized intersections in San Juan Capistrano located 2 miles or 
more from the project site are defined as an increase of 0.03 or more and the intersection 
reaching LOS E or LOS F. 

○ Significant impacts for stop-controlled intersections in San Juan Capistrano are defined as an 
increase of 1 second or more average intersection delay as a result of the project and the 
intersection reaching LOS E or F. 

The analysis identified four intersections that are forecast to operate at LOS F and two that would 
operate at LOS E. The intersections with the greatest ICU impact resulting from implementation of 
the project (an ICU increase of 0.01) were the I-5 northbound ramps at Ortega Highway (a.m. peak 
hour) and at Avenida La Pata/Avenida Pico (p.m. peak hour). The analysis found that because 
project-related increases would not change the LOS at either intersection, no significant impacts 
would occur and no mitigation would be required. The transportation analysis in the 2001 GDP EIR 
forecasted future roadway operating conditions based on information available at the time of 
preparation. Since adoption of that document, multiple transportation and land use projects not 
anticipated in 2001 have been implemented, and existing conditions have evolved accordingly. 

First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR. The First Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR 
determined that the construction and operation of the Landfill by implementing the Second 
Amendment to the 2001 GDP at the Landfill would not affect short- or long-term traffic conditions as 
daily refuse tonnages into the Landfill, overall Landfill capacity, and land uses on the project site 
would not change compared to the project as analyzed in the 2001 GDP EIR. The construction of the 
project would occur entirely within the boundaries of the Landfill and would not result in any 
changes to the traffic patterns in the surrounding intersections. As a result, the First Supplemental 
EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR determined that transportation was an environmental issue not requiring 
substantial additional analysis. No new impacts were identified; therefore, no further analysis was 
conducted, and no additional mitigation measures were required.  
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Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR. The Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR 
determined that the construction and operation of the Zone 4 Construction Projects would result in 
less than significant impacts to transportation. Impact conclusions for the project were determined 
to be the same as those in the 2001 GDP EIR.  

As discussed in the Initial Study for the Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR, because 
transportation was fully analyzed in the 2001 GDP EIR and the project would not result in any new or 
more severe impacts, transportation was not analyzed further in the Second Supplemental EIR to the 
2001 GDP EIR. No new impacts were identified; therefore, no mitigation measures were required.  

In compliance with SB 743 and Section 15064.3 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which became 
effective July 1, 2020, the Second Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR evaluated transportation 
impacts using the VMT metric rather than LOS. Consistent with the County’s Final Draft Guidelines 
for Evaluating Vehicle Miles Traveled under CEQA (LSA 2020), which were in effect at the time of 
preparation, the Zone 4 Construction Projects were screened from the requirement to prepare a 
quantitative VMT analysis because the Landfill qualifies as a public service that supports community 
health, safety, or welfare. 

In addition, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR; now the Office of Land Use and 
Climate Innovation) Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (OPR 2018), 
which provided guidance applicable at the time of preparation for the Second Supplemental EIR to 
the 2001 GDP EIR, clarifies that VMT is calculated for on-road passenger vehicles, specifically for 
automobiles such as cars and light trucks. Accordingly, heavy-duty trucks (including refuse, waste 
disposal, and haul trucks) are not included in the VMT calculations for the Zone 4 Construction 
Projects. The number of passenger car trips associated with the Zone 4 Construction Projects was 
below 110 ADT, and therefore qualified as a “small” project, which, as with public service facility 
projects, is presumed to result in a less than significant transportation impact and is screened from 
further VMT analysis (OPR 2018).  

5.2.15.3 Proposed Project 

Regulatory Framework for Transportation Impacts under CEQA. Although the 2001 GDP EIR 
evaluated impacts associated with Landfill operations using the LOS metric, which measures 
roadway congestion based on delay and capacity, LOS is no longer an appropriate metric for 
identifying transportation-related impacts under CEQA. As discussed in the “Thresholds of 
Significance” section in the introduction to Chapter 4.0 of this Subsequent EIR, SB 743 fundamentally 
changed the way transportation impacts are evaluated under CEQA. 

SB 743 required the OPR to establish a new transportation metric for CEQA purposes. As codified in 
Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21099(b), automobile delay, as measured by LOS or similar 
congestion metrics, does not constitute a significant environmental impact under CEQA. VMT is now 
the required metric and legally applicable metric for evaluating transportation impacts. Refer to the 
Transportation Regulatory Framework White Paper in Appendix E of this Subsequent EIR for 
additional information. 
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State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3. Section 15064.3 of the State CEQA Guidelines codifies the 
use of VMT as the appropriate metric for evaluating the project-related transportation impacts. 
Subdivision (b) of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 provides guidance for various project types 
and analytical approaches, including:  

(1) Land use projects;  
(2) Transportation projects;  
(3) Qualitative analysis; and  
(4) Methodological discretion afforded to Lead Agencies.  

These provisions clarify that projects that reduce VMT or are otherwise unable to be meaningfully 
evaluated using quantitative VMT tools may be presumed to result in less than significant 
transportation impacts. Subdivision (b)(3) acknowledges that Lead Agencies may not be able to 
quantitatively estimate VMT for every project type; in these cases, a qualitative analysis may be 
used. Subdivision (b)(4) stipulates that Lead Agencies have the discretion to formulate a 
methodology that would appropriately analyze a project’s VMT. Section 15064.3 became applicable 
statewide on July 1, 2020.  

County of Orange Transportation Guidance. VMT represents the amount and distance of 
automobile travel generated by a project and is influenced by multiple interrelated factors. The 
County’s Transportation Implementation Manual (TIM), originally adopted in 1994 and amended 
most recently in September 2021 by Resolution No. 21-138, established the County’s procedures for 
transportation assessment pursuant to CEQA, including consideration of VMT, under the County 
Growth Management (GM) Element.  

Appendix B of the TIM contains the County’s Final Guidelines for Evaluating Vehicle Miles Traveled 
Under CEQA (County of Orange 2020), which identify project types that are screened from requiring 
a VMT analysis and presumed to have a less than significant transportation impact. The Orange 
County 2020 Local CEQA Procedures Manual similarly identifies VMT as the applicable metric under 
CEQA.  

Description of the Proposed Project and Applicability of Transportation Guidance. The Proposed 
Project is neither a land use project nor a transportation project and does not involve new 
development or construction. Instead, it consists of an operational change that would increase the 
maximum daily operations at an existing, publicly owned landfill. While this change would 
accommodate an increase in waste delivery trips to the Landfill, it would not generate new waste 
streams and is anticipated to primarily reflect redistribution of existing regional trips to and from 
other, existing waste disposal sites, including those associated with the closure of the Olinda Alpha 
Landfill.  

The Traffic Volume and VMT Study for the Increased Tonnage at the Prima Deshecha Landfill Project, 
Orange County, California (LSA 2025) is provided in Appendix E. The study was prepared in 
accordance with the Orange County’s TIM, which provides guidance on the traffic LOS policies of the 
GM Element of the Orange County General Plan. Per Chapter 3 of the TIM, government-owned 
facilities that are not used for revenue-generating or commercial purposes are exempt from GM 
Element traffic requirements. The Proposed Project involves an operational change to an existing, 
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publicly owned facility (the Landfill) not intended for commercial use; therefore, it qualifies for this 
exemption. As a result, the project is exempt from growth management and LOS evaluation, and an 
LOS-based transportation impact analysis is not included in the Traffic Volume and VMT Study.  

The Traffic Volume and VMT Study presents the VMT analysis prepared in accordance with the TIM. 
In addition, it identifies a study area that encompasses the regional access corridors for the 
Proposed Project-related traffic, including 18 intersections and 17 roadway segments between these 
intersections. The Traffic Study characterizes existing conditions in the absence of the Proposed 
Project, provides the calculations for the trip generation for the Proposed Project with the 
assumptions for the anticipated distribution of trips within the study area, and identifies forecasted 
future-with-project traffic volumes within the study area. Trip generation and future traffic volumes 
provide the basis for determining long-term noise levels and quantifying emissions associated with 
off-site vehicle trips (see Sections 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3). 

VMT Screening for Public Service Facilities. Under the County’s Final Guidelines for Evaluating 
Vehicles Miles Traveled under CEQA (County of Orange 2020), public services and facilities that 
support community health, safety, or welfare—including landfills—are screened from the 
requirement to prepare a VMT analysis. These facilities are already part of the existing community, 
and the VMT is accounted for in the regional average. Therefore, the proposed project is screened 
from a VMT analysis and presumed to have a less than significant transportation impact. 
Furthermore, the increase in maximum daily operations at the Landfill would not itself generate new 
waste or trips; rather, the Proposed Project would accommodate redistribution of existing regional 
trips upon the closure of the Olinda Alpha Landfill. The same screening for a public facility would 
have applied at the time the 2001 GDP EIR was prepared if the County’s Final Guidelines for 
Evaluating Vehicle Miles Traveled under CEQA had been in place. This is because both the project 
evaluated under the 2001 GDP EIR and the Proposed Project fall in the category of “public services 
and facilities that support community health, safety, or welfare” as part of the Landfill’s operations.  

Response to Scoping Comments and Local Traffic Concerns. During public scoping, concerns were 
raised regarding potential increases in traffic volumes on the local network, including conditions at 
San Juan Hills High School during school drop-off and pick-up hours. To address these concerns, a 
queuing analysis was conducted at the intersection of Avenida La Pata and Stallion Ridge; it was 
determined that the Proposed Project would not affect the backup queues at this intersection (refer 
to the Traffic Volume and VMT Study in Appendix E for additional details).  

Traffic counts used in the analysis were collected while school was in session and included school-
related traffic during(drop-off hours), which coincide with the a.m. peak-hour conditions. School 
dismissal occurs outside of the p.m. peak-hour conditions, with the last bell occurring prior to the 
beginning of the p.m. peak hours for traffic. Traffic associated with the Proposed Project will be 
spread throughout the Landfill’s operating hours and will not be concentrated in either the a.m. or 
p.m. peak hours. The analysis of existing conditions indicates that there are existing high traffic 
volumes on certain roadways within the study area in the absence of the Proposed Project, which 
will remain with or without the Proposed Project. 

Additional scoping comments raised concerns regarding LOS and referenced the City of San Juan 
Capistrano’s Administrative Policy 310. As discussed above, LOS is not a CEQA transportation metric; 



I N C R E A S E  I N  M A X I M U M  D A I L Y  O P E R A T I O N S  A T  P R I M A  D E S H E C H A  L A N D F I L L   
O R A N G E  C O U N T Y ,  C A L I F O R N I A  

S U B S E Q U E N T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 2 6 

 

P:\M-S\OCY2001.35 PDL Op Increase SEIR\CEQA\Draft SEIR\5.0 Environmental Issues.docx (01/16/26) 5-40 

VMT is the required metric for evaluating transportation impacts and, pursuant to the County’s 
adopted Final Guidelines for Evaluating Vehicle Miles Traveled under CEQA, is the appropriate metric 
for analyzing the Proposed Project’s traffic and circulation impacts. 

With respect to Administrative Policy 310, the policy applies to development projects requiring 
discretionary approval by the City of San Juan Capistrano. Because the Proposed Project does not 
involve new development, does not involve any new construction of any kind, and does not require 
any discretionary approvals from the City of San Juan Capistrano, the policy does not apply. OCWR 
notes that the County remains a partner in addressing regional traffic concerns, as demonstrated by 
the planned LPPE project, which is anticipated to separately and independently improve traffic 
congestion in the vicinity of the Proposed Project. 

Transportation Impact Conclusion. Consistent with SB 743, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the 
County’s adopted transportation guidance, this Subsequent EIR evaluates transportation impacts 
using VMT as the applicable metric. Based on the screening criteria and the supporting Traffic 
Volume and VMT Study, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant transportation impact 
under CEQA. 

Implementation of the Proposed Project would not affect the applicability of mitigation measures 
identified in the 2001 GDP EIR or subsequent CEQA documents for the Landfill. Accordingly, no 
additional transportation mitigation or quantitative analysis is required.  

5.2.16 Tribal Cultural Resources 

5.2.16.1 Scoping Comments 

Comments were received during the scoping process expressing concerns that tribal cultural 
resources have not been analyzed in previous CEQA documents and noting that consultation 
pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 52 is required.  

5.2.16.2 AB 52 Tribal Consultation Process 

AB 52 requires Lead Agencies to consult with California Native American tribes that are traditionally 
and culturally affiliated with the project area and that have requested notification under PRC 
Sections 21080.3.1 and 21080.3.2. For projects in Orange County, formal consultation is offered to 
the tribes that have submitted written requests to the County of Orange to be notified of projects 
subject to CEQA. At the time the NOP was circulated for the Proposed Project, four tribes had active 
AB 52 notification requests on file with the County. 

Notification and Consultation Activities. Upon issuance of the NOP, the County sent formal AB 52 
consultation letters to the four tribes traditionally associated with the region, which generally 
include the following tribal governments:  

• Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 
• Juaneño Band of Mission Indians 
• San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 
• Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians  
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Each tribe was provided the statutory 30-day period in which to request formal consultation. As part 
of the County’s outreach, the letters included project information, maps, and an offer to consult in 
accordance with PRC Section 21080.3.1. 

Results of Consultation. No tribes requested formal consultation within the 30-day statutory period. 
The County did not receive requests for meetings, additional information, or site visits. Because no 
tribe elected to enter into formal consultation, the County’s responsibilities under AB 52 for the 
Proposed Project are considered complete. 

5.2.16.3 Summary of Prior CEQA Documentation 

Since certification of the 2001 GDP EIR in November 2001 and certification of the First Supplemental 
EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR in June 2007, there have been several revisions to CEQA and the State CEQA 
Guidelines. CEQA was amended in 2014 to include tribal cultural resources (TCRs) as a separate 
impact category. As discussed in Chapter 4.0 under the topic “Thresholds,” this Subsequent EIR 
reflects all updates to the State CEQA Guidelines that have occurred since the 2001 GDP EIR. 
Consistent with the procedures outlined in AB 52, on July 7, 2020, as part of the Second 
Supplemental EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR, the County sent out letters to the four tribes that are 
registered/recognized by the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) as potentially 
having tribal resources within the County. None of the tribes that were contacted requested 
consultation, and no specific TCRs have been identified.  

Although the 2001 GDP EIR did not include an analysis of impacts related to TCRs, the LPPE 
addendum discussed the LPPE’s potential impacts related to this topic. The LPPE addendum 
indicated that no archaeological sites exist within the proposed LPPE alignment, and no California 
Register eligible sites are within proximity to the alignment. Therefore, it was determined there 
would be no change to the less than significant impact with mitigation conclusion included for 
cultural resources in the 2001 GDP EIR, and the LPPE would have less than significant impacts related 
to TCRs.  

As summarized above, previous environmental analyses for Prima Deshecha Landfill—including the 
2001 GDP EIR, the First Supplemental EIR to the GDP EIR, and the Second Supplemental EIR to the 
GDP EIR—incorporated cultural and tribal coordination consistent with CEQA requirements in place 
at the time each document was prepared. Prior to the adoption of AB 52 in 2014, CEQA did not 
mandate formal government-to-government tribal consultation; However, Lead Agencies were 
required to consult with the NAHC and review available Sacred Lands File information. Those earlier 
landfill CEQA documents therefore included NAHC Sacred Lands File searches, archaeological records 
reviews, and outreach to tribes traditionally affiliated with the area. No TCRs, Sacred Lands, 
archaeological sites, or cultural materials were identified within the Landfill boundary or in 
previously disturbed areas. No tribes asserted the presence of site-specific TCRs during those 
outreach efforts, and the prior CEQA analyses concluded—based on field surveys, archival research, 
and tribal input available at the time—that development and operations within the GDP envelope 
would not affect TCRs. 

While no TCRs have been identified within or adjacent to the Landfill itself, the surrounding region is 
well known for its significance to the Acjachemen (Juaneño) people. Several publicly documented 



I N C R E A S E  I N  M A X I M U M  D A I L Y  O P E R A T I O N S  A T  P R I M A  D E S H E C H A  L A N D F I L L   
O R A N G E  C O U N T Y ,  C A L I F O R N I A  

S U B S E Q U E N T  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  R E P O R T  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 2 6 

 

P:\M-S\OCY2001.35 PDL Op Increase SEIR\CEQA\Draft SEIR\5.0 Environmental Issues.docx (01/16/26) 5-42 

TCRs occur within the region but outside the Landfill boundary, including Putuidem, the ancestral 
Acjachemen village located within the City of San Juan Capistrano’s Northwest Open Space, and 
Panhe, an important village and ceremonial site along lower San Mateo Creek within San Onofre 
State Beach. Additional traditional use areas are known throughout the San Juan Capistrano Valley, 
reflecting the long-standing Acjachemen presence in the region. These culturally important 
locations, however, are situated several miles from the Landfill, are topographically and physically 
separated from the Proposed Project site, and have no demonstrated cultural or geographical 
connection to areas affected by the Proposed Project. No tribes have identified the Landfill property 
as part of a cultural landscape or as containing TCRs during any phase of NAHC referral, AB 52 
notification, or previous CEQA analyses. Accordingly, because the Proposed Project would not 
disturb new ground and because no known TCRs occur within the Landfill footprint, impacts to TCRs 
would not occur. 

5.2.16.4 Proposed Project 

Because the proposed changes in operations are administrative in nature and the Proposed Project 
does not involve any construction, ground-disturbing activity, or expansion of the approved Landfill 
footprint, no disturbance of native soils would occur. The Proposed Project does not require any new 
excavation, grading, vegetation removal, or any physical site modifications that could affect 
previously undisturbed areas beyond what has been evaluated in prior CEQA documentation. All 
activities would remain fully within the approved operational footprint of the Landfill. As confirmed 
through project engineering and operations review, the Proposed Project would remain entirely 
within previously disturbed and engineered portions of the Landfill and would not introduce new soil 
excavation, grading, or expansion into undisturbed land.  

As part of the current evaluation, this Subsequent EIR relies on the evidence and analysis provided 
by prior environmental documents for the Landfill and for LPPE and updates the analysis to comply 
with the formal tribal consultation framework established by AB 52 (Public Resources Code Section 
21080.3.1 et seq.), which requires Lead Agencies to notify California Native American tribes and, 
upon request, engage in consultation. Under CEQA, TCRs include sites, features, landscapes, or 
cultural places either listed/eligible for listing or formally identified by a California Native American 
tribe. As described in Section 5.2.15.2, consistent with AB 52, OCWR notified the tribes traditionally 
affiliated with Orange County and made itself available for consultation regardless of the absence of 
new ground disturbance.  

As discussed previously in Section 5.2.4, Cultural Resources, the 2001 GDP EIR found that operation 
of the Landfill through completion of the GDP would result in a less than significant impact to 
archaeological resources after the implementation of mitigation measures. None of the tribes that 
were contacted requested consultation and no TCRs have been identified during consultation 
conducted with tribes as part of the Proposed Project and prior CEQA documentation. Because no 
TCRs have been identified for the Landfill site in prior technical studies, NAHC coordination, or tribal 
consultation opportunities, and given the absence of any soil disturbance or expansion into new 
areas, there is no potential for the Proposed Project to impact TCRs, including archaeological 
materials, cultural sites, or areas of traditional or spiritual significance, the Proposed Project would 
not result in a substantial adverse change to a TCR. Therefore, impacts to TCRs would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation is required. 
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Accordingly, no impacts related to TCRs would occur with implementation of the Proposed Project. 
The Proposed Project would not affect implementation of any mitigation measures outlined in the 
2001 GDP EIR or prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill. Therefore, no further analysis or 
additional mitigation is required. 

5.2.17 Wildfire 

5.2.17.1 Scoping Comments 

Comments received during the scoping process expressed concern for the potential increased 
wildfire risk due to the increased number of trips to the Landfill and requested that a fire control 
plan and fire prevention measures be implemented.  

5.2.17.2 Summary of Prior CEQA Documentation 

Since certification of the 2001 GDP EIR in November 2001 and certification of the First Supplemental 
EIR to the 2001 GDP EIR in June 2007, there have been several revisions to CEQA and the State CEQA 
Guidelines. In December 2018, CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines were updated to include wildfire 
analysis in the CEQA Appendix G checklist. As discussed in Chapter 4.0 under the topic “Thresholds,” 
this Subsequent EIR reflects all updates to the State CEQA Guidelines that have occurred since the 
2001 GDP EIR. The 2001 GDP EIR evaluated Fire Safety and Control as a topic under Public Safety and 
Risk of Upset. Impacts were determined to be less than significant, and the document included 
mitigation measures to further reduce the risk of fires. These measures addressed reducing the risks 
of potential surface fires at the Landfill, responding to surface fires, and existing fire hazards. The 
2001 GDP EIR evaluated impacts to emergency response as part of the Public Services topic and 
evaluated impacts associated with adopted emergency response plans as part of the Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials topic; the 2001 GDP EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant. 
The 2001 GDP EIR found that operation of the Landfill through completion of the GDP would not 
introduce new barriers or constraints on emergency response or evacuation.  

Although the 2001 GDP EIR did not include a specific analysis of impacts related to wildfire, the LPPE 
addendum discussed the LPPE’s potential impacts related to this topic. The addendum determined 
that the LPPE would not represent an obstacle for access by firefighters or firefighting equipment 
and would provide additional access to the area south of Ortega Highway (SR-74). Additionally, the 
LPPE would serve as a fire break. The LPPE would comply with applicable local and regional fire 
protection and management plans to ensure that impacts related to wildfire are less than significant. 
Therefore, it was determined that the LPPE would have less than significant impacts related to 
wildfire.  

5.2.17.3 Proposed Project 

According to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) 2023 Orange 
County State Responsibility Area Fire Hazard Severity Zones Map, the eastern half of the Landfill 
(east of Avenida La Pata) is located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) while the 
western half is located in a Local Responsibility Area (LRA) (CAL FIRE 2023). This is consistent with 
the County’s General Plan Safety Element Fire Hazard Severity Zones Map. According to CAL FIRE’s 
California Fire Hazard Severity Zone Viewer, the Household Hazardous Waste Collection Centers and 
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parking facilities at the Landfill are within a designated State Responsibility Area (SRA) moderate Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) (CAL FIRE n.d.).  

The Proposed Project does not include any changes to the types or locations of approved activities 
or facilities within the Landfill development areas and would not affect slope, prevailing winds, or 
other factors that would exacerbate fire risk. The Landfill has adequate infrastructure in place, 
including roads and emergency water sources to accommodate the proposed increase in maximum 
daily operations. Additionally, the Landfill has fire suppression resources available, including water 
trucks, water tanks, and soil for smothering fire. Further, large graded areas act as fire breaks 
throughout the Landfill. The mitigation measures identified and adopted in prior CEQA 
documentation provide a comprehensive strategy for reducing the risks of potential surface fires at 
the Landfill, responding to surface fires, and existing fire hazards (refer to Mitigation Measures 
4.13.4-1 through 4.13.4-5 and 4.13.5-4 in the MMRP in Appendix G). Those measures continue to be 
implemented and would continue to apply to the Landfill with implementation of the Proposed 
Project. However, because the Proposed Project is an administrative change to the total daily 
operational limits and does not include any construction or expansion of the Landfill, the County has 
determined that the existing mitigation measures appropriately address any wildfire risk and that no 
additional measures are required to address the increased risk associated with the transportation 
and processing of a higher volume of waste. 

Accordingly, no impacts related to wildfire would occur with implementation of the Proposed 
Project. The Proposed Project would not affect implementation of any mitigation measures outlined 
in the 2001 GDP EIR or prior CEQA documentation for the Landfill. Therefore, no further analysis or 
additional mitigation is required. 
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