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DTSC Letter from Tanya Brosnan dated October 25, 2023 

1 The Tech Memo states “field activities to be performed, pending DTSC’s approval, may 
include:” then lists activities such as field mapping, trenching, surface geophysics, and 
aquifer tests. Although the Tech Memo acknowledges the uncertainty associated with the 
effects of the faults in Area IV, specifically the Burro Flats and the North Fault, the Tech 
Memo lacks details regarding the proposed activities and the specific data gaps being 
addressed. 

If the Tech Memo is intended to be a broad overview of approaches to address the overall 
effects of these faults on groundwater flow and contaminant transport and is not intended 
to be a comprehensive workplan, the Geological Services Branch (GSB) recommends 
general approval with the qualification that there will be a supplemental detailed 
workplan(s) developed, in consultation with DTSC, for each of proposed fault(s) study 
activities noted in the Tech Memo to address or test specific hypotheses. As examples, 
these would include, but not be limited to: 

a. Why does water flow north from Burro Flats Fault if it is a barrier fault? 

b. Is there sufficient head solution to know if water is flowing west past the North 
Fault around RD-64 and RD-65? 

The technical memo provides a broad overview of approaches to address the overall effects of these faults on groundwater flow and 
contaminant transport and is not intended to be a comprehensive workplan. CDM Smith is in the process of procuring a geologic mapping 
subcontractor with expertise in fault mapping. Once the subcontractor is under contract, a supplemental detailed workplan will be developed, 
and will discuss the study activities for each of the faults to address or test specific hypotheses. Additional text has been added to the 
introduction to incorporate the information in this response. 
 

2. The Tech Memo states in Section 2.2.2 (North Fault) “The Fault Report further states that 
the Shear Zone has a fault core of enhanced continuity and low permeability as a result of 
shale smearing (Cilona et al. 2015). This hydraulic barrier is responsible for cross-fault head 
differences historically ranging up to 400 feet during periods of heavy groundwater 
pumping west of the fault (MWH 2016).” The GSB requests clarification regarding this 
statement as the Shear zone has not proved to be analogous to any other fault at SSFL so 
concluding that the North fault is a barrier based upon this comparison is unsupported. 

As pointed out in this section of the technical memo, previous studies have shown that the North Fault exhibits a variety of hydraulic 
influences depending on location and depth (MWH 2016, Appendix L, Figures 74 through 89). The Shear Zone, which is located well to the east 
and southeast of the North Fault in Area 4, has acted as a hydraulic barrier in at least one area (Cilona et al. 2015). The supplemental detailed 
work plan we develop will focus first on mapping the North Fault in Area 4 and then determining if further testing is necessary to assess the 
hydraulic influence of the fault by considering factors such as source area location, relative to the fault, decay, and degradation. Based on this 
response, no revision to the draft Technical Memorandum is required and it will be submitted as final. 
 

3. The Tech Memo states that the Western and Eastern FSDF Structures were determined to 
be deformation bands. The GSB does not believe that these determinations, based on 
trenching and mapping of the bedrock surface from the edge of the top of the trenches, 
were conclusive. The nature of these lineaments remains uncertain, and their potential 
impact of groundwater flow remains unclear. 

The interpretation that the Western and Eastern FSDF structures are deformation bands is based on the results of the work performed by 
MWH in 2013 and presented in their report Results of Geologic Mapping and Excavations along the Western and Eastern FSDF Structures 
(Photolineaments) Area IV. The supplemental detailed workplan will focus on assessing the influence of the Burro Flats Fault and North Fault 
on groundwater flow in SSFL Area IV. Based on this response, no revision to the draft Technical Memorandum is required and it will be 
submitted as final. 

4 The Tech Memo states “Depending on the field mapping results, geophysical methods such 
as gravitational, electromagnetic, ground-penetrating radar, or magnetometer may be used 
to help define the boundaries of the faults. The survey will be conducted on the surface or 
using a drone if feasible. The geophysics subcontractor will be consulted to determine the 
best investigative method for the specific physical area and fault characteristics.” 

The GSB has concerns that the gravity surveys would be too coarse to detect the fault/fault 
zones since the density variations due to faulting within Chatsworth Formation and 
between the Chatsworth Formation and Santa Susana Formation are not expected to be 
significant. There is no current evidence that magnetometer surveys would necessarily 
reveal faults. It is unlikely that ground- penetrating radar would not be able to penetrate 
through the overlying alluvium to the bedrock. Electromagnetic, electrical resistivity, and 

The full range of geophysical methods including electromagnetic, electrical resistivity, and seismic will be considered, in concert with the field 
mapping results, to determine which methods, if any, will be useful in defining the boundaries of the faults. Based on this response, no 
revision to the draft Technical Memorandum is required and it will be submitted as final. 
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seismic are generally the more accepted methods for identifying faults and should be 
explored. 

5 The Tech Memo states in Section 3 (Study Approach) that based on the field mapping 
results, the need for and feasibility of conducting an aquifer test will be evaluated. The GSB 
supports the use of aquifer tests in determining aquifer characteristics and the potential 
effects of geologic structures. The details regarding the design of an aquifer test will need to 
be presented to DTSC for approval prior to being conducted. 

As stated above, the GSB recommends the submittal of a supplemental detailed 
workplan(s) to describe the rationale and specifics regarding fault characterization 
activities. 

The technical memo is intended to be a broad overview of approaches to address the overall effects of these faults on groundwater flow and 
contaminant transport and is not intended to be a comprehensive workplan. A supplemental detailed workplan will be developed and will 
discuss the study activities for each of the faults to address or test specific hypotheses. Additional text has been added to the last paragraph in 
Section 3 to incorporate the information in this response. 

 
 


