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GUEST COMMENTARY 
Recology has recently complained about community members having "mischaracterized and misinterpreted 
engineering and science information" describing some communications as "distorted references" and "outright 
falsehoods."  However, Recology failed to clarify which communications it considers distorted and/or false.  I 
believe that Recology is disseminating false or inaccurate information. 

For example, in August 2009, Recology's Chief Operating Officer, George McGrath, stated on record before the 
Humboldt County Board of Commissioners that municipal solid waste would comprise 99 percent of the waste 
received, and that tires, sludge and asbestos would comprise less than 1 percent. 

The following is an excerpt from Jungo Land and Investments Inc. (JLII) Report of Design, dated December 
2008, on file at Nevada Department of Environmental Protection (NDEP).  It appears that the numbers 
contained in this section of JLIIs application to NDEP believe what Recology representatives say.  Please 
observe applicant's use of tricky language regarding waste quantities such as "JLII anticipates," "may vary," 
"expected to comprise" and "may comprise."  See: 

JLII anticipates that the majority of the waste stream will be comprised of municipal solid waste from 
residential and commercial sources.  The estimated quantities of the MSW and the various special wastes are 
summarized as follows:  

Residential and Commercial MSW 70 to 100%  
Contaminated Soils (non-hazardous) 0 to 30%  
C&D Wastes 0 to 15%  
Tires 0 to 15%  
Wastewater treatment sludge 0 to 15%  
Asbestos containing Materials 0 to 15% 

The quantities of special wastes may vary seasonally depending on the length and size of the disposal contracts. 
However, residential and commercial MSW is expected to comprise at least 70 percent of the waste stream and 
at times may comprise the entire waste stream  (emphasis added). 

Why do Recology representatives continue to say that asbestos, sewer sludge, commercial waste and 
contaminated soil would comprise less than 1 percent of the waste stream while figures contained in JLH's 
permit application provide for substantially greater quantities up to 15 percent and more? 

Another fact that has not been widely publicized is that the landfill operators would use wastewater treatment 
sludge and contaminated soil as "alternate daily cover" by spreading it over the garbage pile along with chipped 
tires, construction/demolition debris, etc. This would be part of the process attempting to control fugitive dust. 
People who live here know how the wind picks up the playa and carries it thousands of feet into the sky. 
Contrary to information contained in the JLII permit application, the wind usually blows straight toward 
Winnemucca from the west where the proposed site would be located. 

According to Ken Haskell, a principle of Colder Associates, the engineering firm that created 



  
the landfill design, the plan involves what he calls leachate recirculation. Leachate occurs where decomposing 
waste combines with moisture; it is a toxic byproduct created in landfills. After pumping the leachate from the 
top of the 1/16 inch plastic liner at the bottom of the trash heap, they would spray the toxic leachate back onto 
the ground. I believe such practice is illegal in some states. No plan exists for treating the leachate prior to 
recirculation or use for dust control. 

In a recent Guest Commentary published in the Nov. 24, 2009, edition of the Sun, Erin Merrill asserted that, "no 
fugitive dust is allowed," as if the law itself can somehow control the wind and dust. During the August 2009 
NDEP-BAPC hearing regarding the air quality permit, NDEP stated that the landfill operator would monitor 
itself, which is not very reassuring. Apparently, NDEP lacks the means to adequately monitor or force 
compliance. Testimony given in opposition at the hearing is also on record. 

Winds on the flat sometimes exceed 60 miles per hour, usually before precipitation arrives. Preventing dust 
from blowing off the site would be impossible, as most residents know very well. There would be considerable 
amounts of toxic dust blowing through town. The estimated 9.7 tons of other hazardous air pollutants the dump 
would produce each year in its infancy is another cause for concern. 

The people who live here have a right to know about the underlying aspects of the dump, including 
environmental and long-term health risks it would impose. This commentary barely scratches the surface of 
what is wrong with the proposed project. I have not touched on water pollution and other serious issues. Despite 
Recology's claims, the site is not well suited for a landfill due to soil composition and flooding issues, among 
other things. The risks plainly outweigh the benefits. 
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