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3152 Shad Court
8imi Valley, CA 93063
February 2, 2011

Ms. Jeanine Townsend, Clerk to the Board
State Water Resocurces Control Board

1001 I Street, 24 Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re “Comment Letter — braft Industrial General Permit”.
Dear Ma. Townsend:

The following are my comments on the aforementionad subject
for the State Water Resources Control Board to take into
congideration at its March 29, 2011 meeting public hearing.

#1 - It is flabbergasting and mind boggling that the public
raview and comment period Draft Genaeral Pexmit Crder
was raleased in an incomplete form{January 28, 2011
State Water Resources Control Board NOTICE OF PUBLIC
HEARING, bottom of FPage 1).

42 - There is no guarantee that the proposed General Permit
Order “"will be recirculated to the public for review
and another public hearing will be held” bscause therxe
ig no olear indication as to whether the “final
aubstantive changes” “made’” (January 28, 2011 State
Katslr Rasources Control Board NOTICE OF PUBLIC
EEARING, top of Page 2) are those arrived at by
States Water Board staff, or from submitted public
commants, or a combination of staff and public.

%3 — I am opposed to tha Conditional Exclusion Requirements
- Ne Exposure Certification “Mazjor Changes/New
Requirements” {Item #25, Page 4 of 5} proposal.

#4 -~ I am opposad te the Conditional Exclusion - No
Dizcharge Certification “"Major Changes/New
Recuiremants” (Item #26, Fage 4 of 5) proposal.

#5 ~ I am oppoasad to the Conditiocnal Exclusion for
Dischargexs That Implement Green Storm Water Impact
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Reduction Technology(G-S$IRT) “Major Changes/New
Requirements” (Item #27, Page 5 of 5) proposal,

#6 - The concerns on the TENTATIVE AMENDED WASTE DISCHARGE
REQUIREMENTS FOR DISPOSAL/REUSE CF CONTAMINATED S0OILS
AND OTHER NONHAZARDOUS WASTES AT MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE
LANDFILLS WITHIN THE LOS ANGELES REGION(FILE NOs. 57~
220, S58=-076, €0-090, 60-117, €0-118, €3-082, 67-020,
69-091, 72-030, 72-035) that I expreszed in my letters
to Mr. (Dz.) Enrigue Casas(Loz Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board) and Dr. Wen Yang (Losa Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control Beard) are raelavant to
the Draft Industrial General Permit’'s 40 CFR Part 445
covered facilities--landfills. '

Sincsraly,

Jlse. S 7P

Mre. “Teresa Jordan

Enclosures:

January 24, 2011, Letter to Mr. Enrique Casas, Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control Board. (5 Pages, and
3 Pages of Enclosures)

February 2, 2011, Letter to Drs. Enrique Casas and Wen
Yang, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Beard.
(2 Pageas) '

.83




T T

FERB—~BZ—2811 ©4:49 PN F.B4

3182 shad Court
8imi Valley, CA 93063
January 24, 2011

Mr. Enrisue Casaa

LARWQCB

320 Waest 4% Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, Ch 50013

fe: TENTATIVE AMENDED WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR
DISPOSAL/REUBE OF CONTAMINATED SOILS AND OTHER NONHEAZARDOUS
WASTES AT MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE LANDFILLS WITHIN THE LOS
ANGELES REGION (FILE NOs. 57-220, 58-076, 60-090, 60-117,
60-118, €3-082, 67-020, 69-091, 72-030, 72-035).

Dear Mr, Casas:

The following are my comments on the aforementioned subject
for the Regional Water Board’'s consideration.

41 - I am opposad to allowing the disposal/reuse of
contaminated soils. This change will allow the
digposal/reuse of VOCa and SVOCs and cther wastes
generated from the cleanup of the Santa Susana Field
Laboratory site (formarly Rocketdyne) at the Calabasas,
and Simi Vallaey landfills. Because the Regional Water
Board has not rescheduled the haaring on the
groundwater issue in the Los Angeles Region since
2009, and due to thasa WDRa changes, the Simi Valley
City Council members and their constituenta concerns
over the $imi Vailaey Landfill expansicn project’'s
significant impacts to all of us are wall founded.

#2 = I am oppomed to terminating Los Angeles Regional Waterx
Board’ s Genaral Order No, $1-83, It im inexcussble
that “since 19817 “tha general order’'s disposal limits
nave not bean evaluated” (Mr. Samusl Unger’s September
8, 2010 lettexr to “Interestad Agencies and Parscns') --
“have not been updated” (October 6, 2010 Regional Water
Board’ s Webzite Informational Workshop documsnt) .
Because Gsnesral Crder No. 91-92 waz “Issued to soil
genexrators, not landfill operators’ (Qctober &, 2010
Informational Workahop document) in the Loa Angeles
Rivar and Santa Clara River Basins (File No. 88-57, and
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possibly File No. 93-043), it is more “appropriate’
{(Mr. Ungex’'s September 8, 2010 letter) for the '
Regional Water Board to issue a general WDRs order for
MEW oxr Class III landfill operators within the Los
Angeles Region due to the “Significant changes” beaing
“proposed” (Mr. Unger’'s September &, 2010 letter) than
terminating General Order Nc. 91-93 due te findings
such as+“9, The Class III Landfill disposal is a one

. time, shert tarm disposal, and is not anticipated to

' thesge requirements will expire”, and “10. The issuance

#3 ~

#4 -

require in excess of 90 days to complete at which time

of Waste Discharge Requirements for the discharges
subisct to these general requirements is exempt from
the provisions of Chapter 3, (commencing with Section
21100) of Division 13, of the Public Rascurces Code
pursuant to one or more of the following provisions:
(a) The lead agency has prepared an Environmental
Impact Report or a negative declaration based on
findings pursuant to California Code of Ragulations,
Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15070 which show that
there will be no significant impact on water guality;
or {b) The project would affect a wminor alteration to
the cendition of land, and is exempt in accordance
with Title 14, Chapter 3, Seckion 15304, California’
Code of Ragulations"(Ganeral Order No. 951-93, Page 2).

I am opposed to allowing the disposal/reuse of any

contaminated moils at the 10 impacted MSW or Class 11T

landfill sites.

Even though Mr. Ungsr’'s September 8, 2010 letter
gtates that “Significant changes proposed in
individual WDRs include...Updated requirements for the
protsction of surface water quality for active MSW
landfilla that propose to rsuse contaminated soils and
relatasd wastes...as part of landfiil environmental
control or operation systems”, it is stated in
mentative Order No. R4-2011-XXX(Page 1, 5t finding)
that “Increasingly, the generators of contaminated
ssils or landfill operators request approval for use
of sontaminated soils and ralated wastes at landfills
within the Region, rather than dispozal, as a
component of envircnmental control systems. Most

oftsn the reguest ig for usSe as Cover materials, more

gpecifically for use as alternative daily covexr”.

L85
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#5 -

#6 -

#7 -

#8 ~

#10 ~

#11 -

#9 -

I am opposed to changing General Order No. 91-93's
veontaminants/pollutants” (Page 1, A" finding) te
veonstituents of concern”.

Changing General Ordser No. 91-93's “mitigating” (Page
1, 3% finding) to “controlling” will not guarantee
that water quality will not be compromised. It is
gtated in Tentative Order Wo. R4-2011-xxx’s 127
finding (Page 3) that wgurface water monitoring
ragults for landfills in the Ragion indicate that
benchmark limits are commonly exceaded”. Thus, the
General Industrial Permit’'s municipal waste landfills
stormwater sampling events reguiraments are wealk .,

While Tentative Order No. R4-2011-XXX's 12™ f£inding
(Page 3) statas that “In addition to site specific
WDRs, active MSW landfills in the Region are regulated
under State Water Resources Contzrol Roard Water
Quality Order No. g7-03-DWQ (National Pollutant
pischazrge Elimination 5ystam[NPDES]'General Parmit
No. CAS000001), Waste Discharge Requiremsnts for
Digschargaes of Storm Water Asscciated with Industrial
Activities Excluding Construction Activities,

General Industrial Permit)”, it is stataed under the
19™ finding that “site specific demonstration
projects are not required” for the iisted “materials”
+o ba “used” as alternative daily cover.

The word “GENERAL” has baen deleted from TENTATIVE
ORDER HO. R4-2011-XXX's title(Page 1).

1 digagree that disposing contaminated moils to the
10 impacted MSW or Class 1T landfills will eliminate
or reduce to non-gignificant levals the threat to
Stata waters(Tentative Ordar No. R4-2011-XXX, Page 1,
3% Finding). The 2™ finding states “assure”, net
ensure, that discharges of the wastes do “not affect
the guality of watars of the =mtate’.

Tantative Ordar No. RA-2011-XXX textual language
inconsgistency with regards to the word “State”.
Example: Page 1, the 24 f£inding states “state’, and
the 37 and 4% findings state “State”.

Tentative Order No. R4-2011-XXX textual languagde
ineconeistency with regsards to the words “MSW or Class
117 landfills”. Thae 3™ finding(Page 1) states “(MSW

-B86
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#12

#13

#14

#15

#16

#17

#18

or Class III} landfills”. Findings € and 8(Page 2) .,
10 and 12(Page 3), 15(rage 4), 21, 22, and 23 (Page 5),
and Secticns A.1l, B.2 and B.3(Page 5), B.4, B.5, and
Cc.l{page 8), C.2 and C.2.a(Page 7), E.1 and E.2(Page
9), and F.2{Page 10) do not ineclude the words “or
Class III”. Section C.3(Page 7) does not include

wMSW or” with “Class III”. BSection D.l1(Page B) states
only “landfills”. : '

Teantative Order No. R4-2011-XXX textual language

inconsistency. The 22°° finding(Page 5) states “tha

Regional Board has notified intersszted parties...”

The Saptember 8, 2010 (Unger) , Decembear 15, 2010(!ang);

and January 12, 201i({Yang) lattaers stated “To
Interested Agencies and Persons’.

Tentative Order No. R4-2011-XXX WDRs are inconsistent
since the “Contaminated scoils concentration limits”
“may vary for each landfill gited in this Ordar,
based en site specific criteria” (Section A.2, Page 5).

I am opposed to Tentative Oxder No. R4-2011-XXX's
Secticon F.7{(Page 11) which states that “The Executive
officer or authorized representative, may waive the
written report on & case-by-case basis if the oral
report has been received within 24 hours”. The
written report must not be waivaed,

Page 11, Tentative Crder No. R4-2011-XXX, Section F.8
contains an error. Section “&."” is missing.

Page 11, Tentative Order No. R4-2011-XXX, Seoction F.8.
(missing “a.”).iii, delete wprincipal executive
officer”’ as & municipality certifying aignatory.’

For & City, the Mayor must sign, and for the County

Roard of Supervisors, the Chairperscn must sign.

Page 12, Tentative Order No. R4-2011-XXX, change
gaction H to read “PENALTIES”, and inglude Sactions -
H.1 and H.2. Section H.3 include under a new saction
Wy, NMOTIFICATIONS”, and change “g.3.7 ko “I. 1.7,

Page 3, Tentative Order No. R4-2011-XXX, the 4
finding gtates “in writing to the California
Integrated Waste Management Board, now the Daepartment
of Rescurcea Recycling and Racoveary (CalRecycle)”. The
statement must read “in writing to the Department of

e




..............-------I:T————————f———ff

FEE—-O2-2B11 Ba:51 P ' P.as

Rascurces Recycling and Racovery {CalRecycle: formerly
the California Integrated Waste Management Board)”.

#19 - File No. 60-090, in the Saptembaer 8, 2010 (Unger),
December 15, 2010 (Yang), and January 12, 2011 (Yang)
lettars’ subiect title, is in error. The Simi Valley
Landfill’s File No. is 69-090. File No. 69-090 is
mot listed in the letters’ subject title.

420 - Only through the pxocess of alimination, after
extensive research, did I determine that 60~117 may
pe the File No. for the Schell Canyon Landfill.

The information on the FILE NOz and raspactive
1andfills should have been readily available on
the Regional Water Board’'s Weabaite.

Sincerely,

4
Mrs.'Tarasa Jordan

Enclosuras:

January 23, 2011, Compiled List of LANDFILLS, LOCATIONS,
and FILE NOs., Teresa Jordan.

December 4, 20037, FILE NO. 6§9-090, Pimi Valley Landfill
and Recycling Center Wastae Discharge Regquirements, Los
Angeles Ragional Water Quality Control Board Order
No. R4-2003-0152. (Pages 1 and 31)
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TENTATIVE AMENDED WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR DISPOSAL/
REUSE OF CONTAMINATED SOILS AND OTHER NONHAZARDOUS WASTES AT
LANDFILLS WITHIN THE LOS ANGELES REGION

PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT PERIOD

[NOTE :

JANUARY 30, 2011 COMMENTS SUBMITTAL DEADLINE

[NOTE: * File No, 60-080 may be in error.)

LANDFILLS LOCATIONAl FILE NO.

1. Calabasas Agdﬁra,.CA 60-118
2. Chiquita Canyon Valaneia, CA 67-020
3. Pebbly Beach Avalon, CA 12-030
4. Puente Hilla Whittier, CA 57-220
5. Savage Canyon Whittier, CA 63-082
6. Schell Canyon Glendale, CA 60=-117%
7. Simi Vallsey Simi Valley, CA €3~-090*
8. Burbank Burbank, CA 72-035
9. 8Sunshine Canyon Sylmar, CA 58-076
10. Toland Road Santa Paula, CA €9-091

List compiled by Teresa Jordan on January 23, 2011.]
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA :
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL HOARD

; 1.OS ANGELES REGION
A& . ORDER NO. R4-2003.0152
N '
. ]{_’, g WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS

D " FOR
q t e WASTRE-MANAGEMENE OF CALIFORNIA, ING,
- [ SIMEVALLEY LANDFLILL AND RECYCLING CEN'I'E!}")_E,
(09 (0 { \p e B FILE NO. 64-090)
.
{ The Califomin Regional Wier Qoaliry Control Board, Las Angeles Region tRegional

6 Board) finds:

.o : BACKGROUND

The Simi Valley Landfill and Recyehng Cemer (hand ) s & 297 45-nere Class U
wasle munagement facihly jowuied ohe foethills af the Santa Susann Mouiiring
The Landfiil address is 2501 Madora Road, Simi Valley, Californg 93N63 {Figure 1),
The Landfill fntitude and longitude is Noith 347 177 and i 18" 47, respoctively. The
Landfit ownerlopetor (s Wasie Manugementof Calitorni, Ine {Dischargen),

s

Current permotted fandfidl operations at the Landfill encompasy appruximaicky 186
acres of the 297 45-acre site. ;

T Epaem 1ST-unpl 1982, the Venlura County Regiomil Sanitaduon District (VORSD
the priar operaior o the Lamdfili. opeating o pontormance with Waste Discharge
Royuircments (WDR=) issued by this Regional Board. discharged Group | sodid wasle
and lgud wustes on approximately 3G qeves of o desipnated TS-ucre poriton of lhe
praperiy in the northerdy part of thye Lendiill (Figuee 21, Appraximately 29,000 wny of
solid, Liguid and contmnerized huazardous waste were discharged during this peried

4. O May 23, 19RE, this Regioiat Bowd adopied Opder No, 8326 proscrbing rovised
WDRs e the Land (il prohibsing disposal of liguds and Group [/ FurdOus wisies.

Sty 196 a lonchate barrier amsd guledtion sysiem wus insialied at the southce toc of
the Landiil). The purpose of the loc barrier system wus 10 itereen sind oximcl
ledchate fram the canvon alkivium waleslying the Lundfill therehy preventing affsiie
migration of poiential chemwaly of vonverm. The canyen dlluvivm i considered w be
the prithary groundwaier mygraben patlinay for constituents should w reicasy ocemwm
From the Land (il The muin ciemenis of ihe 10icTeepiion systein alvs a 12 4ol wide
sybsurisee compacted chey durrier keved at ldast tive Feet into cotnpetent hedrock and
cxlending uermss the énnvoit maotithe @ leuchate culleetion dmitage layer, subdrain and
sump instadled on the and (il side of the harricrsa pump. dischurge pping aimk storage
tank to remove sad store [cavhaie tor dispesal or freatment for dust cantrol tirough an

Qeiober A, 2001
Revised November 19, 2003
/

Vd

http:r’/docs.gocgle.comfviewer‘?pidﬂbl&srcidZADGEESitpOCZnyQDﬂfS_-:LGuQeXsiNfTERr... i i;ié/ZOl 1 ]

. | ' .
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Page 1 of 1

Waste Management Of California, lae, Waste Discharge Requirements
Shmi Valley Londfil And Recycling Center Order No, H4- 20030132

reseission or modification. All discharges of waste alo the waters af
the state are privileges, not nghis,

2% The fiing of a ccquest hy the Discharger for the anadification,
revocation atd reissikinge, or lermination of this Order or noutication
of planncd chunges or anticipated noncomplianee docs pot sy ony
conditron of this Order,

26, The provisions of this Order are severnbic, and iF any provision of this
Order. or the apphicauen of any provigon of this Onder we uny
circumstines, bs ficld invalid, the applieation of such provision w other
cuenmstuaces, and the remainder of this Onlee, shall not bo affecied
therehy . ’ ' ‘

A% Pursuent i scchnn 1 IANE of the COWCL these TeguITeImeits ure
<ybject to pericdic review and e viston by this Regionad Board,

18 This Order becomes cifective on the dute af adophon by thiz Regioma!
Board. :
M. Rescimion

. Exgept for enforcemeril purposes, Remonal Boord Order No. G0-092.
wdopred up Jung 19, 20tk (s herebhy rescinded.

C Pemms A Mekerson. Execttive Officer, do certify that the foregaing s o full, true, and
correel oopy of an arter adopled by the ralforais Reglonat Water Quuliny Cantrol
Boaed. Los Angeles Regian, on Deeember 4, 3003. T

e S

&

iennis A Dickerson
Excouwtivg QU herr

http:h’docs.google.com/vicwcr’?pid=bl&srcidv.-—ADGEESitpOC2nyQDyS-«LGuZEXsiNfT2Rr... 1/2472011
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3152 Shad Court
gimi Valley, CA 93063
February 2, 2011

Dr. Enrigque Cazas

Dr. Wen Yang

- LARWQCB

320 West 4™ $treat, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 80013

Re: EXTENSION OF CEADLINE FOR SUBMITTING COMMENTS ON PROPOSED
AMENDED WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR DISPOSAL/REUSE OF
CONTAMINATED SOILS AND OTHER NONHAZARDOUS WASTES AT '
MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE LANDFILLS WITHIN THE LOS ANGELES
REGION (FILE NOs. 57-220, 58-076, 60-090; 60-117, 60-118,
63-082, 67-020, 69-091, 72-030, 72-035). :

Dear Drs. Casas and Yang:

~ gince the public comments deadline has been extended until
February 4, 20il, T am submitting additional comments on the
aforementioned subject. Please note that this letter is a
follow-up to my January 24, 2011 letter for +he Los Angeles
Ragional Wataxr Quality Contzrol Board’s considaeration.

#1 - Dr. Wen Yang’'s January 28, 2011 letter “To Interested
Agencies and Persons’ continues to list an erronecus
file No. 60-090 for the gimi valley Landfill. The
Board’' s December 4, 2003 Simi Valley Landfill related
Agenda item refers to File No. 69=-080.

42 - The WDR Amendments proposed expansion of the General
Tpndustrial Stormwater Permit reguirements, and the
submitibal of revised SWFPFPFs with site-specific BMP=z
{Januwary 27, 2011 Public Workshop) will be nullified
if ths recently released(January 28, 2011) State Water
Resources Control Beoard’ s DRAFT STATEWIDE GENERAL
NATIONAL POLLULTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM
(NPOES) PERMIT FOR THE DISCHARGE OF STORM WATER
ASSOCIATED. WITH INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITIES(INbUSTRIAL
CEWERAL PERMIT) for facilities covered undar 40 Code
of Faderal Regulations(CFR) Part 44% (Landfills) become
policy. Among the State Water Resources Control
Board’' s “Major Changes/New Requirements in the braft
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tndustrial Genaral Permit” is the “Conditional
Exciusieon for Dischargers That Implemesnt Green Storm
Water Impact Reduction Technology {(G-SIRT)” that lmpact

" the existing General Permit’s “SWPPP and monitoring
requirements” (Item #27, Page 5 of 5). This is a
“gignificant regulatory relief” (Draft document, Page
10, Section M, 60) provisien, yet the State Water Board
has to my knowledge not adopted “approved G-SIRT
standards’ (Ttem #27, Page 5 of 5) fox dischargers to
apply for this conditional excluaion. The State Water
Board’s Draft document’s Attachment F - 303(d) Water
Bodies - Requirements section statez “To Pe
Develope&", Alaso, of concexn are the proposals for
conditional Exposure Requirements -— No Exposure
Certification{Item #25, Page 4 of 5}, and Conditicnal
Exclusion - No Discharge Caertification{Item #26, Page
4 of 5). The State Water Board Draft document’s
Attachment B Conditional Exclusion Ne Discharge
Certification Requirements” section states “To Ba
Daveloped”. It is stated in the State Water Board's
January 28, 2011 NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING on the
tndustrial General Permit that “When the final
substantive changes are made, it will be recirculated
to tha public for reviaw and anothar public hearing
will be held”. Without thae pertinsnt information in
Attacohments F and B heing mads available beforehand,
and if no public comments are deemed “substantive”,
thers may not be “another public hearing”.

ginceraly,

aresa Jordan




