
VuGAG’s Response to Frequently Asked Questions
about Proposed Landfill Agreement

This office represents Yuba Group Against Garbage. or YuGAG”. YuGAG’s mission is to
protect the environment and agricultural interests of Yuba County by preventing the Ostrom
Road Landfill (“the Landfill”) from turning into a MegaDump for the benefit and profit of
Recology.

Below, in black tbnt. are questions taken from the San Francisco Department of the
Environment’s (the “Department”) Frequently Asked Questions “FAQs”. which can he found at:
sfenvironment.org under “Quick Links”. The List of LAQs is nothing more than a publicity piece
handed directly to the Department by Recolog and accepted uncritically by the Department.
The relationship between the Department and Recology is obviously suspect given that the
Department receives at least S7,500.000.0O a year from Recology All the FAQ answers are
conclusory statements without any foundational support or evidence attached and gloss over
certain underlying facts in such a way to he misrepresentations. Below is YuGAG’s response to
some of the more blatant whoppers on the Department’s FAQs. Unlike the Department. all of
YuGAG’s responses are supported by evidence and documents, The Department should be
required to do the same,

Environmental Impacts

Question: Is the bottom ofOstrom Road Landfill only a,fewfeetfrom the water table in an area
that receives a lot more rainfall than Altamont Pass?

The bottom of the landfill is at least 30 feet above the water table. Ostrom Road has a state-of-
the-art liner system, with redundancies in the liner construction and water monitoring systems
extending over six feet below the base of the landfill. In a 2003 landfill compliance study
conducted for the California Integrated Waste Management Board, Ostrom Road was one of the
only four fully lined subtitled D landfill sites in the state (the Altamont Landfill was not one of
the four). According to the National Weather Service both Yuba County and Ahamont Pass area
receive about the same amount of rainfall,

Fact: The Landfill waste is as close as 2.5 feet to the water table, including
the capillary rise,

This is not YuGAG’s assertion. This is directly from the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board. which writes that “Up to approximately 15% of the
landfilL (primarily in the vicinity of proposed Phase 4 of Cell 1) may have
groundwater separation distances of 2.5 to 5 feet between wastes and the highest
anticipated groundwater including capillary rise.” [See excerpts from the
California Regional Water Control Board Central Valley Region Order No. R5-
2009-0020, Exhibit A.]

The Department should be asked why information on its website contradicts the
California Regional Water Control Board.
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r Fact: The Landfill is located immediately adjacent to a floodplain and
adjacent to the Best Slough. [See Floodplain Map from Golder & Associates
and select pages from Landfill Conditional Use Permit 92-06 collectively Exhibit
B.] (Note for the Record. GOLDER & ASSOCIATES prepares all Recologv’s
Yuba County submissions for their facilities permits.)

Permits
Question: Does Recology have all the permits to accept trash from San Francisco at Ostrom
Road Landfill?

Ostrom Road is fully-permitted, state-of-the-art landfill that started operations in 1997. It
receives waste from five counties and is permitted to receive tons well in excess of the amount
San Francisco will transport to the landfill.

Rebuttal: Existing permits do not support training San Francisco’s waste and do
not allow any excess buffer to capture San Francisco’s waste.

Fact: The Ostrom Road Landfill is NOT Permitted to accept waste by train
from anywhere, including San Francisco.

Recology has pending an application CUP Application #2009-0001) to Yuha
County for permission to extend an existing rail spur which presently extends
from the City of Wheatland out to Beale Air Force Base by 1.5 miles. So far
there has been a scoping session on March 17. 2011 hut not even a preliminary
determination of which kind of environmental review will be conducted.

Although most or all of the rail lines Recologys proposal will use are operated by
Union Pacific. the existing spur from Wheatland. out to the Osirom Road
Landfill, is under the jurisdiction of the US Army Corps of Engineers, and at this
time is only used once a week exclusively for the benefit of Beale Air Force Base.
No application has been made to the Corps for approval of use of the spur for
commercial purposes or Recology’s proposal specifically. Obtaining a wetland
permit from the Corps is at least a two year process. This Committee should
demand that Recology show that it has a permit to use the existing rail line
through the Beale Air Force Base and that it has the necessary land use
entitlements and permits to extend the rail spur to the Ostrom Road Landfill.

Fact: The rail-line needs to be extended 1.5 miles to reach the landfill and
approximately 2.7 miles of rail-line (which runs through the Beal Air Force
Base) needs to be improved.

The following is directly testimony for the Rail Scoping Meeting in Yuba County
[Relevant pages from the transcript attached as Exhibit C]:

Ms. Krepc m Irene Kreps. I taught school and lived in
San Francisco for the last four years, but my roots are in Yuba
County, and I’m very proud of that. I want to ask a few
questions about the railroad spur. You said it was 1.5 miles in
length?
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Unidentified Speaker: Correct.

Ms. Kreps: Is that correct? What about the Beale railroad that
has to be repaired? How long is that?

Unidentified Speaker: Well. that’s an existing facility that is
being fixed to allow for rail cars to go through that Y. if you
will, triangle. I dont know the exact linear length of that. but
it’s not new, with the exception of maybe tilling in the gaps
within that Y. it’s not (unintelligible) tracks as well.

Ms. Kreps: But it will cost something to repair for the traffic
that’s bringing the garbage from San Francisco?

Unidentified Speaker: Correct.

Ms. Kreps: I measured by my car today. It’s about 2.7 miles.
So in total that means about five miles of railroad, 1.5 miles
new and 2.7 miles to be repaired. Do you know the estimated
cost of that?

Unidentified Speaker: (Unintelligible)

Ms. Kreps: Do you know who will have to pay for this?

Unidentified Speaker: The new line would be I’m assuming
the responsibility of the project applicant.

Ms. Kreps: Recology.

Unidentified Speaker: Correct.

Ms. Kreps: And what about the other?

Unidentified Speaker: I don’t know the details of the
agreement with the railroad, but I would imagine at a minimum
some sort of fair share payment would he needed or entire
payment by the applicant (unintelligible).

r Fact: No time frame for approvals from the Army Corps of Engineers or
even a reasonable assurance exists that “training” the waste across Heale’s
rail spur is a likely scenario,

An issue of note for the San Francisco Budget and Finance Sub-Committee
should be that the transportation estimate contained in the Recology proposal has’
no detail from which to detennine whether or not the company intends to absorb
the cost of the new rail spur improvements or rail spur improvements through the
Beale Air Force Based [somewhere in excess of $2,000.000.OO1 or incorporate
these improvement costs into the rates proposed as part of the submittal to the
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Department. If Recology is unable to obtain permission for the use of the Beale
Air Force rail spur, say for reasons of preclusion for national security purposes.
the costs of transfer of waste from San Francisco to Yuha County are seriously
under-valued.

Recologv should be forced to provide evidence of an approved right to use
the existing spur and build the new spur or be required to re-bid the San
Francisco contract with use of trucks instead of trains.

r Fact: City of Wheatland is adamantly opposed to the proposed training of
wastes through its city several times a week, as described in Recology’s
pending application. jA copy of the City’s opposition letter is attached as
Exhibit Dj

Since the existing rail-line bisects the City of Wheatland. obtaining their consent
to this project is critical. [See Map showing rail-line through Wheatland attached
as Exhibit E.]

(Enadequacy of permits is addressed at pages seven and eight.)

Question: Doesn 1 Recology need CEQA or other environmental analysisfor rail transportation
ofwaste?

The City will not be building, or paying for, new infrastructure if this contract is approved, so not
CEQA analysis is required.

r Fact: Recotogy has to build 1.5 miles of track and improve another 2.7 miles
of track, see discussion above.

THIS ASSERTION IS AN OUTRIGHT LIE BY THE DEPARTMENT AND
RECOLOGY. It is outrageous for the Department of the Environment to state
that no new infrastructure is required when no rail spur currently exists that
extends to the Landfill. YuGAG believes that the subterfuge results from the
Department’s focus on whether a change to the actual route taking garbage from
San Francisco to the Port only, instead of leaving the Port by a possible barge or
other methods across the Bay and then by train through Alameda. Solano,
Sacramento. Placer, and Yuha Counties. Thus, the Department ignores the axiom
that it must consider the whoIe of the action which must be studied under
CEQA. Apparently. the Department only thinks the environmental impacts to San
Francisco are important. and they need not concern themselves with
environmental impact outside its boundaries.

The Budget and Finance Sub-Committee should require the Department to
conduct an in depth review of the of the potential impacts of Recologys proposed
route. which includes according to testimony in Yuba County scoping session.
blocking access to various existing residential/agricultural access routes.
interfering with emergency service timelines for fire and safety etc., and
especially consider the environmental impacts trucking all the waste to Yuba
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County since no assurances exist that Recology will obtain the necessary
approvals to use the rail spur through Beale Air Force Base.

The Budget and Finance Sub-Committee should also carefully review the bid to
confirm that the costs of building the new-spur and repair the existing rail-spur.
including the cost and time to obtain permits from the Amw Corps of Engineers
(a minimum two year) process. Since this a cost-plus contract all “unanticipated
costs” will be passed on to the rate-payers. By denying the extent of
infrastructure and permits (not to mention to the time to obtain them). Recologv is
seriously undervaluing the true costs of its project placing an unacceptable risk on
the rate-payers of San Francisco.

The Department should be asked to explain what it means. This is a cheap
play on words if the Department is asserting that the “Ciw” does not have to
prepare an FIR-when that task falls to Yuba County as that is where the landfill is.

r Fact: The California integrated Waste Management Board wrote that the
project will likely require a change to the landfill permit and that all
environmental impacts of the projcct should be evaluated including the
construction of the rail spur and the use of ADC. [See Waste Board letter,
Exhibit F.I

While the environmental consultant has not responded since the scoping session
FOUR MONTHS AGO, which was extremely heated and unanimously opposed
to the Recology proposal [See Youtuhe video posted by YUGAG at
http://www.youtube.com/watch -Ostrom Road flooding VTS 01 1.VOB], given
the written recommendations by California Integrated Waste Management Board.
now CalRecycle, it is almost certain that a full EIR is required to support the
project. In the unlikely event that the County decides not to conduct an FIR.
YuGAG will file a lawsuit to challenge this determination. However, given the
controversy and publicity surrounding the project and the recommendation by
CalRecvcle to conduct a full en ironmental analysis, an FIR is almost certain.

Why would the Department propose hauling its 1.700 tons of waste daily 115
miles (one way) to Yuba County on a 1.5 mile rail spur that does not exist. and
which may require repairs and reconstruction over a 5 mile length without a full
FIR?

In addition to the environmental impacts. including traffic impacts and air quality
impacts. adding four trains per week will have an significant adverse impact to
emergency services from the City of Wheatland (as the train bi-sects the City) and
will further isolate residents living near the landfill from emergency access since
no overcrossing currently exists in either Wheatland or Yuba County to ensure
emergency access during train crossings. [See select portions from the Scoping
transcript with testimony from City of Wheatland Major Elphick and Yuba
County resident Joel Garcia - Exhibit C.]

The Department has turned into apologists for Recology, and not protectors of the
environment as it title suggests. While the Department has no doubt taken the
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role of Recolog “cheerleaders’, at minimum, the Department should be
demanding an ETR to protect the environment and citizens of Yuha County. The
citizens and City of San Francisco should not develop a reputation of protecting
its environment and community to the detriment of others.

Question: Doesn ‘t Recology have to count beneficial reuse materials (landfill cover, also known
as alternative daily cover,) in its tonnage totals, and fso, doesn’t that reduce the landfill
capacity at Ostrom Road?

The solid waste facility permit for the Recology Ostrom Road landfill limits the maximum
amount of disposal. CalRecycle, the state permitting entity, has determined that beneficial reuse
material shall not be counted as disposal or against the limit.

Fact; Recology admits it Heeds confirmation that the AUC currently brought
to Landfill and to be shipped from San Francisco should not be counted
against total allow-ed maximums under Yuba County Use Permit 92-06 las
amendedi: “... Recology Ostrom Road seeks to clarify in our Conditional
Use Permit Conditions of Approval that the material brought to the site for
beneficial re-use is not be Isici counted as part of the daily waste tonnage
capacity or vehicle counts.” ISee Rail Spur Application Exhibit C.I

Fact: Yuba County Local Enforcement Agency (“LEA”j and California
Integrated Waste Management Board/CalRecycle have informed Recology of
its obligation to account for ADC as part of its permit tonnage limits. [See
LEA letter to Recology dated July 25. 2005 and May 31, 2005 CIWMB
Inspection Report attached as Exhibits I and .J. respectively.J In fact,
CalRecycle has directly and unambiguously informed Recology that ADC counts
toward total tonnage limits. (See highlighted portions of Exhibit J.)

According to Yuba County LEA. somewhere between 18 and 20% on average
ADC is accepted daily but not counted toward the tonnage limits. YuGAG has
challenged this determination as a violation of the existing use permit and HR. If
20% is added. accepting San Francisc&s garbage is clearly over the limits.

The agency dispute on whether or not Recology must count ADC as waste is
critical, because the Landfill Facilities Permit allows currently maximum tonnage
to 2,700 tons per day and 170 waste hauling vehicles and cannot be increased
until 2029. Current local usage is in the 1,000 tons per day range without
counting ADC. If San Francisco’s waste stream is accepted [adding 1.700 tons
per day WITHOUT ADCJ, the existing permit remains valid only if ADC is not
counted. If ADC is counted. both the estimate of current daily tonnage and San
Francisco stream is significantly under counted. Thus, the current permits
[facilit and use] would require amendment. No amendment application to
either permit is currently pending.

k.

Fact: Recology has not applied for such Amendment of its Use Permit to
expand either the per-day limit or the annual limit, instead continuing to
assert that CalRecycle approves its interpretation that waste it has
determined as beneficial reuse is excluded from the total count. In fact
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CalRecycle/California Integrated Waste Management Board says the
opposite of Recology’s interpretation on this issue.

Recologv states:

“The CIWMB considers material used for beneficial reuse as diversion and not in
their determination of daily waste tonnage or for waste hauling ‘-chicle counts
since it does not count for disposal. ISee CI.P Project Description p. 3, ¶4
attached as Exhibit H above.J

CIWMB directly rebuts that statement:

“This statement is not supported by CIWMB regulations or policy, other than for
the purpose of fee determinations.

Although diversion of materials for beneficial reuse is encouraged by CIWMB.
there is no policy in place that specifies that material to be beneficial reused
at a solid waste facilit is always excluded from determination of incoming
waste tonnage relative to the solid waste facilities permit.

ISee CIWMB letter to Vuba County dated May 5, 2009, p. 3, attached as
Exhibit F above.I

The Department should be asked to explain why its City residents and the
Board of Supervisors should rely on information provided by Recology that
directly contradicts CalRecycle written policy.

Question: Is Recology over-estimating the capacity and flfe of the Ostrom Road landfill?

The projected life of the Ostrom Road landfill is prepared by Solder Associates, an engineering
firm with expertise in industry of waste management. As part of their calculations estimating the
life of the landfill, Solder considers the volume of space available in the permitted landfill, the
quantity of waste to be disposed, the quantity of cover and beneficial reuse materials needed for
daily and intermediate landfill operations, and the quantity of final cover required for closure of
the landfill.

There are no announced development plans that would have any significant impact on the life of
the landfill.

r Fact: Adding 1.700 tons per day will significantly impact the lifespan of the
landfill. The total combined population of Yuha and Sutter County is 165.000
while the population of San Francisco is 809.000. It is absurd to claim that
shipping waste form San Francisco to Yuba County ‘viii not shorten the life of the
landfill for the local users. The fact that there are no “announced” development
plans is an insult to Yuba County who presumably must cease to grow to meet the
needs of San Francisco.

till! tEen

- The Yuba-Sutter LEA is responsible for monitoring and tracking the amount of
ADC at the landfill. At the most recent CalRecycle report, it was discovered that
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the Yuba-Sutter LEA has not property monitored the use of ADC at the site since
2008 [See CaiRecycle Inspection Report dated May 25. 20011. Exhibit K]. At
the June 27. 2011 LEA Administrative Hearing, the LEA testified that the
percentage of ADC at the landfill was approximately 20% of total waste. (A
transcript of this hearing is being prepared but not available as of the writing of
this memorandum.)

Question: Doesn ‘1 Recology have to modD5i its Conditional Use Permit and its Solid Waste
Facility Permit to cover the one mile rail spur?

The assertion that Recology Ostrom Road must expand its SWFP to incorporate the acreage of
land occupied by the rail is incorrect. This assertion is synonymous with requiring the permit to
include the acreage occupied by the roadway upon which delivery vehicles travel. Based upon
previous discussions with the Yuba County LEA, there is no such requirement and no revision of
the SWFP is required.

r Fact: The California Integrated Waste Management BoardlCalRecycle has
final say on the issuance of Solid Waste Facilities Permit, not the local LEA.
So een if this bit of hearsay from the Department is true, it is not relevant. The
Solid Waste Facilities Permit isjust one of many permits-Recology MUST revise
its County Conditional Use Permit which is why it has PENDING application
before Yuba County to train waste from San Francisco.

Fact: Recology is so early on in its pending application, it has no assurances
that it will ever get the necessary approvals required to build its rail spur
project from Vuba County or the Army Corps of Engineers that controls the
rail spur. This proposal is speculative and uncertain in the extreme without
any assurances of the actual costs.

COSTS

Question: Will host and regulatoryfees increase at Ostrom Road thereby making Altamont price
competitive?

Facts: The proposals listed the following fees:

Ostrom Road Landfill Altamont Landfill
Base tipping fee: $22.73 Base tipping fee: $46.00
Host fee: $ 4.40 Host fee: $ 4.53
Other regulatory fees: $ 1.40 Other regulatory fees: $16.26
Total: $28.53 Total: $66.79

Fees could increase at either landfill. Historically, Yuba County has kept fees stable. The fee
structure in Yuba County is such that fees apply to all waste disposed at the site. Therefore, any
fee increases would also be borne by local communities. In contrast, fees at Altamont Landfill n
have historically increased every year since the current contract began in 1987. In fact, per ton cek
fees at the Altamont Landfill have increased by 7.5% since the proposals were submitted, while e
fees at Ostrom Road have not increased. Even if Alameda County waived ALL county fees, the re:
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Altamont Landfill proposal would still cost an additional 56.6 million compared with the Ostrom
Road Landfill.

Fact: The Yuba County Board of Supervisors in its SOLE AND
ABSOLUTE DISCRETION may increase the tipping fee. True. the Board has
kept rates stable while the landfill has served the local community; however, there
is no guarantee that the rates will he stable for exported garbage from San
Francisco. The landfill use permit provides that [See portion of CUP 92-06(a),
Exhibit LI:

If Yuba County Board of Supervisors detennines. in its sole and
absolute discretion, that the law permits differing rates to be
charged based on place of origin of waste disposed of at the subject
landfill, or expansion thereo1 Applicant will participate in
discussion of adjusting rates and/or assessing a surcharged based
on the place of origin of waste disposed of at the subject landfill, or
expansion thereof.

r Fact: The law allows for differing rates to be charged based on place of
origin (Public Resource Code §41903(a)) and pending legislation AB 1178
maintains that right. In fact, this has been recently done in Ventura County who
reached an agreement to charge and out of County surcharge to Waste
Management. [See Ventura County Star Article. Exhibit M.j

Fact: Vuba County may charge an out of County surcharge and there are no
assurances that this will not happen in Vuba County. In fact a special
Committee of the Yuba County Board of Supervisors was formed this year and
comprised of Supervisors Hal Stocker and Andy Vasquez to consider this issue
and report to the full Board. It would be absurd for Yuha County to not follow
the example set by Ventura County. Since the existing CUP is subject to
immediate challenge and the CUP Amendment is a pending application. Recology
can be assured that Yuba County will be well advised of its rights to increase the
tipping fee at its sole and absolute discretion before any amendments are
approved.

r Fact: Although the existing contract with Recology dating from 2006
requires Recology’s consent, should Recology withhold its consent, it would
be in violation of CUP 92-06(a) (Exhibit L).

The Budget and Finance Sub-Committee should have assurances of a tipping fee
agreement between Recologv and the County applicable to San Francisco wastes
before it approves this contract, or a confirmation from Recologv that any increases
in costs to Recology, either in the was of unaccounted for expenses in repairs to the
rail, revisions to the route because of inability to use the spur, and or increases in
rates coming into \‘uba County will not be passed on to the rate payers.

‘c.
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
CENTRAL VALLEY REGION

ORDER NO. R5-2009-0020

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS
FOR

NORCAL WASTE SYSTEMS OSTROM ROAD LANDFILL, INCORPORATED
OSTROM ROAD LANDFILL

CLASS II LANDFILL, CLASS II SURFACE IMPOUNDMENT,
AND CLASS II LAND TREATMENT UNIT

CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, POST-CLOSURE MAINTENANCE,
AND CORRECTIVE ACTION

YUBA COUNTY

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board! Central Valley Region, (hereafter
Regional Water Board) finds that:

Norcal Waste Systems Ostrom Road Landfill, Incorporated (hereafter Discharger), a
subsidiary of Norcal Waste Systems, Incorporated, owns and operates the Ostrom Road
Class II Solid Waste Landfill Facility. The site is located in unincorporated Vuba County
and is immediately south of Ostrom Road and approximately 6 miles east of State

( Highway 65 and 1 mile east of Jasper Lane. Nearby population centers include the City
of Marysville approximately 14 miles northwest of the site, and the City of Wheatland
about five miles southwest of the site. The site occupies portions of Sections 10, 11, 14
and 15 of Township 14 North, RangeS East, Mount Diablo Base Meridian, as shown in
Attachment A, which is incorporated herein and made part of this Order by reference.

2. The 261-acre facility is comprised of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN) 15-080-17. The
facility has been in operation since 1995, and to date, approximately 52 acres out of a
total landfill development of 225 acres has been constructed and approved for
operation. The facihty is currently permitted to develop and operate two separate Class
II waste disposal modules (Modules I and 2) with a total footprint of 221 acres. The
disposal modules are separated by a former 40-foot wide 4-acre access easement. The
Discharger proposes to incorporate the respective modules to form a single contiguous
disposal footprint of 225 acres as shown in Attachment B, which is incorporated herein
and made part of this Order by reference. The two disposal modules will ultimately
consist of 18 cells (Cells 1A through 9A and lB through 9B).

3. The Discharger’s current plans indicate that the landfifl will reach capacity by the year
2066. Site life calculations are based on a remaining refuse capacity as of
30 June 2008 of approximately 24,969,000 tons, which assumes a compacted refuse
density of 1,395 pounds per cubic yard and accounts for settlement.

4. On 8 August 2008, the Discharger submitted an amended Report of Waste Discharge
(RWD) as part of the Joint Technical Document (JTD) for the landfill. The information in alL’
the RWD/JTD has been used in writing these waste discharge requirements (WDR5). :itin



WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS ORDER NO. R5-2009-0020 -13-
NORCAL WASTE SYSTEMS OSTROM ROAD LANDFILL, INC.
OSTROM ROAD LANDFILL
YUBA COUNTY

least five feet of separation between the contained wastes and the highest anticipated
level of the groundwater table, Existing WMUs are to be “operated to maintain the
required separation.

Engineered Alternative Design for Separation from Groundwater

56. In the 1 October 2002, Liner Performance Demonstration Report Future Class 11 Liner
Systems, Ostrom Road Landfill, the Discharger requested approval of an engineered
alternative design (EAD) to the Title 27 CCR prescriptive standard which specifies that a
minimum of five (5) feet of separation shall be maintained between waste and the
highest anticipated elevation of underlying groundwater including the capillary fringe.
The EAD proposed by the Discharger to mitigate the groundwater separation
requirement consists of a 60-mu HDPE geomembrane, which will be installed beneath
the entire base composite liner system to create a barrier to groundwater or capillary
rise. Up to approximately 15% of the landfill (primarily in the vicinity of proposed Phase
4 of Cell 1) may have groundwater separation distances of 2.5 to 5 feet between wastes
and the highest anticipated groundwater including capillary rise. The geomembrane will
be overlain by a leak detection geocomposite and a prescriptive composite liner system
and will serve as an integral part of the liner system. The leak detection geocomposite
will extend to the leak detection monitoring sump described in Finding 59.

57. The Discharger has demonstrated in the EAD that the prescriptive standard requiring a
minimum of five (5) feet of separation between the waste and the highest anticipated
elevation of underlying groundwater would be unreasonable and unnecessarily
burdensome. Meeting the prescriptive groundwater separation requirements wou’d
require the establishment of an interior sump located away from the landfill perimeter.
These sumps are undesirable due to poor access and greater susceptibility of sump
access to impacts by refuse settlement. The Discharger has demonstrated that the
proposed EAD is consistent with the performance goals of the prescriptive standard and
affords equivalent protection against water quality impairment.

Leachate Control and Recovery System

58. The Discharger has demonstrated in the JTD that the 9-inch thick LCRS can collect and
remove 45 times the anticipated peak daily leachate volume. The LCRS in all future
Cells will consist of a 9-inch thick gravel blanket drain blanket sloping at ito 2 percent to
a central perforated header pipe which will drain with a minimum slope of 0.5 percent to
the LCRS sumps. The LCRS gravel will be overlain by a filter geotextile. The central
head collection pipes will be placed within the 9-inch thick gravel blanket drain. The
pipes for future modules will be 6-inch diameter. HDPE with a size-dimension ratio
(SDR) of ii. The LCRS gravel or an equivalent drainage media will provide a minimum
hydraulic conductivity of 1 cm/sec. A peak leachate generation rate of 350
gallons/acre/day has been reported as the maximum anticipated leachate flow during
the operational life of the facility.
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NOTES
1. BASE MAP: USGS 7.5—MINUTE QUADRANGLE OF WHEATLAND.

CA (1947, PHOTO—REViSED 1973).

2. ZONE A REPRESENTS AREAS OF 1 00—YEAR FLOOD. BASE
FLOOD ELEVATION AND FLOOD HAZARD FACTORS ARE NOT
DETERMINED. ZONE A IS OBTAINED FROM THE FEDERAL
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY (FEMA) FLOOD
INSURANCE RATE MAP, ‘tUBA COUNTY, PANEL 400, MAY 17,
1982.
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

YUBA COUNTY

Owner: Yuba Sutter Disposal. Inc. Case: CUP 92—06
Applicant: Same — Ostroin Landfill Approved: July 7. 1992

PC-i* * * * ** * * * *** * * * ** *** * * ** *** * ***c*** * **
The following Mitigating Measures of the Negative Declaration shall beincorporated into and made a part of the Conditions of Approval:
24. The landfill facility shall be constructed in accordance with thecriteria set forth by the Regional Water Quality Control Board whichshall include drainage and construction features that minimize leachategeneration within the landfill, and the containment of any leachatethat may be generated.

25. The applicant shall construct the necessary facilities to allowmonitoring of ground water to insure the landfill is not adverselyaffecting existing water quality. Said facilities shall be constructedto meet the approval of Environmental Health and the State RegionalWater Quality Control Board prior to the operation of the facility.
26. The project shall be designed to protect the landfill site from the 100year flood plain along the southern boundary adjacent to Best Sloughand certified by a licensed civil engineer.

27. The applicant shall control dust generated by the use of access roadsand work areas associated with the landfill throughout the life of theoperation by watering, paving or other methods approved by the FeatherRiver Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD) and the Department ofPlanning and Building Services. Operations shall be monitored for dustgeneration, the frequency of which shall be determined by FRAQMD or theOepartnient of Planning and Building Services.

28. The closure plan shall - provide for the revegetatiori of the site withnative plant species. A revegetation plan prepared by a qualifiedbotanist shall be submitted to the Department of Environmental Healthfor review and approval prior to commencing operations. Additionally,upon completion of each module, the site shall be revegetated to avoid .erosion, siltation of adjacent water courses, visual impacts and dustgeneration.

29. Operations shall be limited to the hours between 6:00 a.m. and 7:00p.m., Monday through Saturday to reduce noise impacts to surroundingresidents. -

30. All areas with exposed refuse shall be covered on a daily basis withapproved cover material. The depth of cover material shall bedetermined by the environmental Health Department and be in accordancewith the minimum standards for handling solid waste.
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ORIGINAL

TRANSCRIPT OF

RAIL SCOPING MEETING

held at

Wheatland Community Center
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RAIL SCOPING MEETING, 3—17-il

1 allowing such a massive inconvenience for what? For

2 some money?

3 I mean, should our supervisors maybe not think

4 about trying to always find income for our county but

5 maybe be fiscally responsible for what income they have

6 and to make our county functional that way? I don’t

7 believe my concerns can stop this action. I wanted to

8 voice then. And the only thing I can honestly say is

9 that surely at election time, you know, the decision of

10 our supervisors will be reflected upon how I’ll vote.

11 Thank you.

12 UN:DENTIFIED SPEAKER: Is Irene Kreps here?

13 MS. KREPS: Happy Saint Patrick’s Day to

14 everybody.

15 I’m Irene Kreps. I taught school and lived in

16 San Francisco for the last four years, but my roots are

17 here in mba County, and I’m very proud of that. I want

18 to ask a few questions about the railroad spur. You

19 said it was 1.5 miles in length?

20 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Correct.

21 MS. KREPS: Is that correct? What about the

22 Beale railroad that has to be repaired? How long is

23 that?

24 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Well, that’s an

25 existing facility that is being fixed to allow for rail

GOLD COUNTRY REPORTING
1515 Lincoln Way, Auburn, CA 95945

(800)482—9120 (530)885—5470



RAIL SCOPING MEETING, 3-17-11

1 cars to go through that 1, if you will, triangle. I

2 don’t know the exact linear length of that, but it’s not

3 new, with the exception of maybe filling in the gaps

4 within that Y, it’s not (unintelligible) tracks as well.

5 MS. KREPS: But it will cost something to

6 repair it for the traffic that’s bringing the garbage

7 from San Francisco?

B UNIDENTIF:sD SPEAKER: Correct.

9 MS. KREPS: I measured by my car today. :t’s

10 about 2.7 miles. So in total that means about five

11 miles of railroad, 1.5 miles new and 2.7 miles to be

12 repaired. Do you know the estimated cost of that?

13 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: (Unintelligible.)

14 MS. KREPS: Do you know who will have to pay

15 for this?

16 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: The new line would be

17 I’m assuming the responsibility of the project

18 applicant.

19 MS. KREPS: Recology.

20 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Correct.

21 MS. KREPS: And what about the other?

22 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: I don’t know the

23 details of the agreement with the railroad, but I would

24 imagine at a minimum some sort of fair share payment

25 would be needed or entire payment by the applicant

GOLD COUNTRY REPORTING
1515 Lincoln Way, Auburn, CA 95945

(800)482—9120 (53O885—5470
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Cm’ or WHEATLAND
313 MAIN STREET— WHEATLAND, CALIFORNIA 95692

TEL (530) 633-2761 — FAx (530) 633-9102

March 25, 2011

Mr. Dan Cucchi
County of Yuba
Community Development & Services Agency, Planning Department
915 8th Street
Marysville, CA 95901

Re: City of Wbeatland Comments on the Recology Ostrom Road Landfill Rail Spur Project,
CUP 2009-0001

Dear Mr. Cucchi,

The City of Wheatland appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed Recology Ostrom Road
Landfill Rail Spur Project, which would include the construction and operation of a 1.5-mile-long rail
spur and staging area to allow for the delivery and unloading of daily waste and beneficial reuse materials
for use at the Recology Ostrom Road Landfill, as well as additional rail improvements. The Ostrom Road
Landfill is located approximately three miles north of the existing City of Wheatland Sphere of Influence
(501), and within the City’s proposed SOT. As Wheatland grows to the north and becomes closer to the
landfill, the impacts of the landfill and the proposed rail spur could become more distressing to the City of
Wheatland. The City wants to again express concern that all of the potential adverse impacts of expanded
landfill activity be analyzed by the County.

Expansion of the scope of the landfill operations, both in terms of the materials handled and the physical
size of the landfill, remains a potential concern for the City. The required environmental analysis should
closely evaluate the potential impacts of the landfill’s expanded operations on urbanizing areas, including
land use compatibility and concerns such as odors, vermin, and other potentially adverse impacts typically
associated with a landfill- One of the City’s primary concerns is that approval of the rail spur would allow
rail access to the landfill not only from San Francisco, but also from additional California communities.
Whether the rail spur allows rail access from San Francisco only or from additional communities, the end
result is that the life-span of the landfill would be reduced and greater environmental impacts would result
from a larger amount of waste being transported to, and deposited within, the Ostrorn Road Landfill. The
City requests, therefore, that the environmental analysis for the project assume the same, and carefully
consider the impacts that would result in the areas of transportation, air quality, and water quality. Based
on the City’s understanding of the proposed project, the following environmental considerations are of
primary concern to the City of Wheatland.



Transportation and Circulation

The City of Wheatland will be impacted by the added train traffic that would travel through the City. The
City is bisected by the rail route and the City’s police and fire facilities are located on the east side of this
route. Added train traffic (as well as the possibility of train breakdowns or derailments) could
significantly delay emergency responses. In addition, train derailments of fully loaded rail cars could be
disastrous for Wheatland. The potential for spillage of the car’s contents and the time required for cleanup
and reactivation of the rail line could further impact the City’s emergency response capability. A train
derailment or other natural disaster either in Wheatland or on the rail spur could cause the need to transfer
the hauling out of area trash to trucks, resulting in increased truck traffic in and around Wheatland, which
could be dramatic and damaging to the City’s roads by increasing congestion and delaying the ability of
Wheatland’s citizens to move around the region.

Air Quality

Additional trains in the vicinity would result in mote air pollutant emissions from trains in the vicinity of
Wheatland. Additional trains would also result in more vehicle idling at rail crossings waiting for the
trains to pass, thus also increasing emissions of pollutants. Furthermore, trains idling at the landfill, either
waiting for the ability to dump their loads or waiting for permission to re-enter the main line for a return
thp, would further increase pollutant emissions. Because Wheatland is located south of the landfill and
south winds are predominant in Yuba County, Wheatland would likely incur the brunt of the increased air
pollution.

In addition, a larger amount of waste transported to the landfill could result in larger amounts of
Alternative Daily Cover (ADC), which is cover material that is placed on the surface of the active face of
a solid waste landfill at the end of each operating day. ADC often includes treated sludge from
wastewater treatment plants, and importing trash from other communities could result in importing more
sludge to be used as ADC at the landfill. Although the sludge ADC would be treated, the ADC would
remain dried wastewater sludge, which retains the potential of containing contaminated material. Again,
because Wheatland is located south of the landfill and south winds are predominant in Yuba County, the
project would likely result in airborne dust and materials from ADC sludge being carried off the site to
Wheatland.

Water Oualitv

The City of Wheatland derives drinking water from underground aquifers. In addition, the agricultural
interests in and around Wheatland derive their water needs from both surface and underground water
sources. Consistently high quality water is of paramount importance to Wheatland and, to date, not
enough precautions have been taken to assure that the City’s water quality remain untainted by the
landfill. Bringing in waste and ADC from outside communities by rail would only exacerbate this
potential problem. Increasing the amount of waste contained thin the landfill, as well as the speed with
which the landfill reaches capacity, has the potential to result in an increase in the rate and amount of
pollutants entering the groundwater supply.

The City requests that more water quality monitoring stations be established for the landfill in order to
ensure that the groundwater supply does not become contaminated. The City would like to see
contingency plans developed and in place to assure City residents that, should that unforeseen incident
occur and the landfill liner is breached, an action plan would immediately be instituted to mitigate those
potential impacts.



Jt should be noted that surface water and runoff are of equal importance — especially because Best Slough
is near the landfill. Rain runoff through ADC is currently captured in an unlined catchment basin on site.
Although the sewage sludge is treated, the potential still exists for coliform or other bacteria to remain in
that runoff water. Therefore, the City would like to see the catchment basin lined and its contents
monitored and treated, and if an unforeseen event (e.g., 100-year flood) occurs, waters downstream of the
catchment basin should also be monitored.

Conclusion

The City of Wheatland would like to reiterate that the proposed rail spur project would adversely affect
the landfill’s life-span and capacity, not only for Wheatland’s long-term development but also for the rest
of Yuba County. Under the proposed project, the additional flow of waste from San Francisco would
shorten the life of the landfill, causing the need for a new landfill to arrive sooner. The City can anticipate
that the expense of-siting anew landfill would•be put on the shoulders of the City’s residents, even though
the residents have already. helped fund the creation of the existing landfill. Therefore, the City and its
residents should receive an offset for giving up.the City’s future capacity at the landfill, or the County
should ensure that any proposed changes to the landfill would not preclude NorCal Waste’s ability to
serve the long-term storage disposal heeds of its existing customers, including the City of Wheatland.

Thank you for considering the City of Wheatland’s comments as you continue to review this application.
Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions regarding the items in this letter.

Sincerely,

Tim Raney, AICP
Community Development Director
City of Wheatland

cc: Mayor Enita Elphick
Steve Wright, City Manager
Lisa Thomason, City Clerk
Richard Shanalian, City Attorney
Dane Schilling, Coastland Civil Engineering, Inc.
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATEDIINI’4 Al”,’

WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
(Xli S1REET.SAcMExTo.CALlFoRxIA’)58I4 PA). HQX4025.SACLkMECTO.C..[Ift)RNlA958I2.4025(916)341-WOO • ‘VVW.C)W?4&CAGOV

DECEIVE
Ii MAYO?200S
Vuba Couaty Dtpt. of PtannnMr. Anthony Con

Community Development Specialist
‘tuba County Planning Department
9J5 $1? Street
Marysville, CA 95901

SCH No. Not Circulated —Notice of Early Consultation (NOEC)for Construction and Operation of a Rail Spur, Delivery andUnloading of Materials to the Ostrom Road Landfill, and“Modification” of California Integrated Waste Management BoardPolicy Regarding Delivery of Beneficial Reuse MaterialsFacility No. 58-AA--0Ol I

Thank you for allowing the California Integrated Waste Management Board(CIWMB) staff to review and provide comments for this proposed project and foryour agency’s consideration of these comments as part of the CaliforniaEnvironmental Quality Act (CEQA) process.

If the Board’s project description varies substantially from the project as understoodby the Lead Agency,the CIWMB staff requests that the Lead Agency clari& anysignificant differences lathe project description of the NOEC..

Project Description

The proposed project consists of the addition of a rail delivery system to theexisting Ostrom Road Landfill. According to the project description, no increasein tonnage limits is contemplated.

w
The incoming matenal will arrive in lidded steel containers and transported to thelandfill by truck. Emptied containers will then return to the rail line by truck.Circulating truck traffic between the rail area and disposal area will all occur on-.site. An all weather working area at the rail spur will be built for container -loading and unloading, container storage and staging, and equipment parking.

May 5, 2009Manco Rim BRowN
CHArn

34 BROWN@C I’W S.CAGOV
(‘Nb) 341-6051

SHEIlA JAMES ICUEHL
SKI EHL(IWS4SCAGOV

(916) 341-6039

JOHN Limo
JLAIRD4I’CIWMSC&OOV

(916)341-6010

Subject:

CAJ1OLE MICOEN Dear Mn Con:DE!@ClWiA &CAOOV
(916) 341-6024

RoSALIE Mutt
RMI :lE@cIWSIWCA.oOV

(916)141-6016
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The project description indicates that the waste stream will remain “consistent with the current”landfill permit. No structures are to be built in the rail area. This area is to have the sameoperating hours as the existing landfill, 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday. Filledcontainers are not to remain at the landfill for longer than 48 hours, Three to five trains perweek are anticipated. No additional off-site truck traffic is contemplated.

Comments on the Rail Facility

Implementation of the proposed project is likely to require a change to the existing
Ostrom Road Landfill Permit. As a responsible agency, CIWMB will therefore review
any subsequent documentation for adequacy relating to the solid waste facility permittingprocess.

Applicable state minimum standards for the described operations include Title 14 CaliforniaCode of Regulations (I4CCR) Sections 17406.3 through 17419.2.
Although the project is described to be on land already owned by the landfill operator. it
is not clear whether the rail area itself is completely within the current permitted
boundary of the existing landfill. If the project is to be part of the landfill activities andcovered by the landfill permit then the increase in acreage of landfill should be addressedin the environmental document. The acreage of the rail spur operations area should bedelineated in the document, whether or not it is wholly within the existing permit. If therail operation is to be operated separately from the landfill then it may be subject to a
separate permit.

The impacts of the rail facility on the other landfill activities should be considered in theenvironmental document. These impacts may include, but not be limited to, the effects ofthe transport of containers to and from the active face and how the containers are handledat the disposal area. For example, what additional equipment and/or procedures would berequired to unseal and empty the containers at the disposal area? Additional measures
may be considered, such as increased traffic controls, dust mitigation, increased
equipment requirements, etc. The sealed containers of waste will generate decompositiongases, many of which may be odorous and methane may also be generated that could
create health and safety issues including explosions.

The project description does not provide information on the source of the sealed
containers. CIWMB staff are aware of one facility in northern California currently
capable of accepting solid waste, transferring it to sealed rail containers, and placing
them onto rail cars. What is/are the origination point(s) of the sealed containers required
to support the proposed project? Does the project include the siting and operation of newfacilities required to support the landfill related operations? The whole project has apotential for resulting in physical change in the environment by constructing, modifyingand/or operating the solid waste transfer operations necessary to support the project.

The NOEC specifically highlights acceptance of materials for beneficial reuse. Awy
expansion or addition of reuse activities not already allowed under the solid waste
facilities permit for Ostrom Road Landfill should be addressed in the environmental
document.



Gon

Comments on “Modification” of CIWMB Policy Renrdijw Delivery of BeneficialReuse Materials

The NOEC describes a request by the operator to modify or clarify what is described ascurrent CIWMB policy. In the NOEC, it is stated, “The CIWMB considers material usedfor beneficial reuse as diversion and not in their determination of daily waste tonnage orfor waste hauling vehicle counts since it does not count for disposal.” This statement isnot supported by CIWMB regulations or policy, other than for the purpose of feedeterminations.

Although diversion of materials for beneficial reuse is encouraged by CIWMB, there isno policy in place that specifies that material to be beneficially reused at a solid wastefacility is always excluded from determination of incoming waste tonnage relative to thesolid waste facilities permit. The solid waste facility permit in this case was written bylocal enfbrcement agencies, and what is determined to count or not to count toward thedaily tonnage has been determined by the local enforcement agency. The localenforcement agency is obligated to ensure that the permit limits are consistent withCEQA documentation. To assist the local enforcement agency in crafting any changes tothe permit it is recommended that the environmental document include thorough analysisof the acceptance ofall incoming materials (and accompanying traffic) to allow for acomprehensive review of environmental impacts, whether or not the materials areconsidered beneficial.

C]WMB staff are aware that the issue of “what counts” for incoming tonnage andvehicles has historically been an issue at the subject facility, and suggest that theforthcoming environmental review would be an opportune time to provide clarity in thisarea. CIWMB staff encourage using the CEQA process for this project as an opportunityto clarify what the operator intends to do at this facility and properly address impacts.During the solid waste facility permit process, the local enforcement agency and CIWMBwill review the CEQA documentation relative to a proposed permit and its accompanyingRFI for consistency.

Summary

CJWMB staff thanks the Yuba County Planning Department for the opportunity to review thisNotice of Early Consultation. We requests copies of any subsequent environmental documentsfor this project. In addition, we highly recommend, and wish to participate in any, consultationmeetings with your department and representatives of the operator and local enforcement agencyregarding this project.
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If you have questions, please contact me at (916) 341-6330 or at dotsubociwmb.ca.aov.

Sincly,

t&d6/4—
David Otsubo
Supervising Integrated Waste Management Specialist I
Permits South Branch
Permitting and LEA Support Division

cc: Drew Lehman, Recology, via email
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bcc: Ray Seamans, CJWMB
Troy Weber, CIWMB
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RAIL SCOPING MEETING, 3-17-11

1 carved out a little niche, and it even has a different

2 number than the county use permit, but it’s all in one.

3 And I say the citizens of Yuba County are entitled to

4 consider the full effect of the railroad spur which is

5 the dumping of garbage in Yuba County. Thank you.

6 MS. ELPHICK: Hi. I’m Enita Elphick, and I’m

7 mayor of City of Wheatland.

8 The City of Wheatland has remained publicly

9 quiet up until now regarding the Recology plan to

10 receive County approval for the rail spur to access the

11 Ostrom landfill. That is because we have been privately

12 meeting with representatives from Recology to see if

13 there might be an cpportunity to help mitigate some of

14 the impacts that will occur

15 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Speak up, please.

16 MS. ELPHICX: Okay. :s that better?

17 All right. Okay. The reason we have been

18 meeting privately with Recology is to see if we could

19 develop some understanding and to help mitigate some of

20 the impacts that will occur should the County approve

21 this action.

22 To date Recology has not been responsive to

23 the City’s concerns. We continue to remain hopeful that

24 they will be open to our issues. However, in the

25 interim we feel that it is appropriate and necessary

GOLD COUNTRY REPORTING
1515 Lincoln ‘nay, Auburn, CA 95945

(800)482—9120 (530)885—5470



RAIL SCOPING MEETING, 3—17-11

1 that we raise our concerns during this coping process so

2 that these issues can be fully investigated during the

3 environmental review.

4 In addition to my comments this evening, the

5 City will be submitting more detailed written ccmments

6 prior to the (unintelligible) deadline.

7 The Wheatland vision. As the Board of

8 Supervisors and our local citizens know, Wheatland has a

9 strong vision for the future of this community. Adopted

10 in July of 2009 cur City Council and City planners have

11 looked forward to a full—service community that would

12 accommodate over 60,000 residents and related commercial

13 and industrial constituents. As Wheatland grows to the

14 north nearer and nearer to the landfill, the impacts of

15 the rail spur and the landfill itself loom large. It is

16 critical that Recology and, more importantly, the Board

17 cf Supervisors keep in rind not only the Wheatiand you

18 see today, but the Wheatland we all envision for

19 tomorrow. Traffic, air quality, and water quality are

20 issues that should be of paramount concern for all of

21 us.

22 The train traffic. Wheatland is first

23 concerned with the added train traffic going through the

24 community- The city is bisected by the railroad, and

25 I our manned police and fire facilities are located on the

GOLD COUNTRY REPORTING
1515 Lincoln Way, Auburn, CA 95945 10

(800)482—9:20 (530)885—5470



RAIL SCOPING MEETING, 3-17—11

1 east side of this route. Added train traffic as well as

2 the possibility of train breakdowns and derailments

3 could significantly delay emergency responses. Added

4 train traffic can be measured in either more trains of

5 greater length or greater length of trains. Both

6 increase emergency response times. The Wheatland Fire

7 Authority has submitted separate comments from those

8 that I made tonight. Train derailments of fully loaded

9 rail cars could be disastrous for Wheatland. In

10 addition to the potential for spillage of cars’

11 contents, the time required for cleanup and reactivation

12 of the rail line could further impact the City’s

13 emergency response capabilities. A train derailment or

14 other natural disaster either in Wheatland or on the

15 rail spur could cause a need to transfer the methodology

16 for hauling out out-of—area trash -- for hauling it in

17 from out of areas. Increased truck traffic in and

18 around Wheatland could be dramatic and damaging to our

19 roads, while congestion and delaying our citizens’

20 ability to move around the area.

21 The rail spur approval will allow rail access

22 to the landfill regardless of where the trash comes

23 from. Should Recology receive the supervisors’ approval

24 of this request, then from a business perspective we

25 would expect that Recology would actively promote the

GOLD COUNTRY REPORTING
1515 Lincoln Way, Auburn, CA 95945 11

(800) 482—9120 (530) 885—5470



RAIL SCOPING MEETING, 3—17—11

1 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Okay. Next speaker

2 please is Irene Kreps.

3 How about Joel Garcia.

4 NR. GARCIA; My name is Joel Garcia, and I

5 currently and for quite some time have had property on

6 the south side of the railroad spur from Highway 65 out

7 to the base. There are four residents that live on the

8 south side of those tracks. Those tracks have no cross

9 arms. There’s basically a sign there saying that

10 there’s a crossing there. We’ve had to establish an

11 easement across those tracks over the years with the Air

12 Force base to allow us to use those. And some of my

13 concerns are for ry neighbors and ourselves access to

14 being able to conduct our lives, say take our kids to

15 school, welcome medical aid or police issues or to have

16 that contact. That’s the only way in and the only way

17 out. I kind of feel like being a landowner wanting to

18 develop my property that I’m sure the County to meet

19 some fire or other codes that there would have to be

20 more than one access, but as it stands, that’s the only

21 access we have there.

22 As you talk to — the mile and a half from the

23 Union Pacific rail, it is —— the mile and a half must be

24 including that, they’re going to use Beale’s tracks. And

25 those tracks are —— you know, have been there since the 3

GOLD COUNTRY REPORTING
1515 Lincoln Way, Auburn, CA 95945 29

(800)482—9120 (530)885—5470
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Planning Department
915 t Street, Suite 123, Marysville, CA 95901
(530) 749-5470 main * (530) 749-5434fax

Property Owner(s):

J.

Print:

Sangiacon,

_________________________

Signed:

Date:

Date:

Applicant(s):

( iC4_.&a.A

______

- Note: if the owner er appEct is er than thdivi&al(s a cy of a
/

pastnenhip agreement authorizing this appboationmust Sc attached hereto.

2008

Page 4 of 6 EC El !fl)

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION
Case Number: CUP 2°°7- ccØf

File in Person to: Yuba County Community Development & Services Agency

NOTE:
APPLICATIONS THAT ARE NOT COMPLETELY FILLED OUT AND WHICH DO NOT HAVE ALL THE REQUIREDSUBMITTALS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED FOR FLUNG. STAFF’S ACCEPTANCE OF THE APPLICATION ORDEEMING ThE APPLICATION COMPLETE DOES NOT IMPLY THAT STAFF WILL RECOMMENDAPPROVAL L..,t (INITIAL) OR THAT YOU WILL RECEWE APPROVAL FROM THE HEARING BODY.

Contact Information:
!ease chec he appropriate box betow.

TO PROPERVowOA9PUcAmflENGII€EROo7rnbmitOOfOITUauO2AppIict(s):
Name: Norcal Waste Systems 0trom Road Landfill, Inc.
AMress: 235 N.__First_Street Dixon CA 95620

__________

Street City/State/ZipPhone: (Business)_415S75-1Z45 (Home)

________ _____

Email: emerrill@norcalwaste.com
Property Ova(s):
.AppIict(s):

Name: Norcal Wast ystçmsOstron_Road Landfill, Inc.

_______________ ____

Address: 235 N. First Street Dixon CA 95620
Street City/State/Zip

Phone.(LLslnes!) 7076932103

_____- ____Email:

Propcrty Owner(s):
4çpliemit(s):

Name: NA

Address:

_________________________________

• Phone: (Business)____________________________
Engineer/Surveyor

Name: — TranSystems

contacs: Jon Marshall, P.E.

(1-lome)

(Home)
City/State/Zip

Email:

Mdrcss: 180 Grand Avenue, Suite 400 Oakland CA 94612
—Street City/State/Zipfliooe: 510—835—2761 Faxj 510—835—9839 Email: irshafl@transvstemscQrn

APPLICANTS/OWNER’S’ DECLARATION UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY(Most be signed by the Appliceit id she &cipesty Owner)

lam flee are) the owner(s) qfthe property that is the subject ofthis application and? (we) have completed this plicotion and all other thcwnents and mapsrequired here in. o hav.epermittedtheperson(s) litflied as the App!icant on Page 3 of this apptscanon to do so on my (our) beh4t Owner and’orApptleanthereby certi5’ that the information and statements mide herein are, in all respects, true and correct to the best ofmy (our) knowledge and belief

I (we) also declare underpenalty ofpezywy that the foregoir is true and correct as evi&nced by (our) signcmce(s) below.



Project Description:

Case Number: CUP 7r7 - aofl

{ The construction and operation of a rail spur and loading/unloading operations to
allow the delivery and unloading of materials transported by rail to the Noreal

f 1aste Systems Ostrom Road Landfill. Application also requests clarification on
Lmaterials received for beneficial reuse as consistent with interpretation of the

California Integrated Waste Management Board
1. Section of Ordinance Allowing Use: 12,20.040

4. Current Zoning of Property: AE—80

Road and 5Q00 Ostrom Road

Dale Filed: V/c97’ ; By:

CUP Fee Paid: ç13,. SS7 EA Fee Paid: 7Sb
Receipt Number: 7
Notes:

For Department Use Only

GP Designation: Zorng Designalion: Chapter: Property Owner Verified: YesNo Minimum lot size allowed: More Info Complete: YesO Nfl
Setbacks: F R S_C — Soecid Trakit nforrnation comptete: Yesti No OPUD Geofance Yesfl NoD N/A 0Application re’.iewed by: 2Eth’ Dote:

2008

2. Address and Location of Project Site: South side Ostrom Road, between SOuth Beale

3. Assessor’s ParcelNumber(s): 015—070—011, 015—070—088, Ô15—080—018

5, Current Use of Project Site: Landfill, vacant / grazing

6. Additional information that may be necessary or useful in evaluating this request:

TO BE COMPLETED BY THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Page Sof6



All maintenance and storage will be done on-site or at the Ostrom Road Landfill. Employee offices,
parking, breakroom and restroom facilities will continue to be located in the existing facilities at the
entrance to the Recology Ostrom Road Landfill.

It is anticipated that the proposed project will require 3 to 5 additional employees for the rail facility.

All truck circulation between the active area of the landfill and the loading/unloading area adjacent tothe rails will be done on-site. The proposed rail project will generate no new offsite truck trips.

Beneficial Reuse

As part of the application to modify Conditional Use Permit 92-06, Recology Ostrom Road, seeks toclarify in our Conditional Use PerrnitCondition of Approval that material brought to the site for
beneficial reuse is not be counted as part of the dailywaste tonnage capacity or vehicle counts. As
detailed below, and consistent with CIWMB letters of May 21, 1999 and October 23, 2006, this vehicle
count methodology encourages diversion of materialsthat are otherwise destined for laridfilling and
puts this m?terial to its highest and best use. This methodology was in use at the time that the
environmental analysis for the Ostrom Road facility was conducted, and applicable permit documentsfiled and approved in accordance with CEQA and then-current LEA and CIWMB direction.

The use of materials for beneficial reuse, including materials for alternative daHy cover, gravel and
concrete, and sludge for soil amendments helps preserve natural resources and puts a material which
otherwise may have been disposed of to its highest and best use. This not only allows the landfill to
preserve native soils by using reused materia[in place of an otherwise “non-reused” commodity such asnative soil, but prevents the importation of soils andthe truck trips from other areas associated with itsimportation.

Material used for beneficial reuse was a concept in place at the time of the 1998 Conditional Use Permit
modification for the Ostrom Road Landfill to revise the grading plan and rate of waste acceptance. The
1998 DEIR mentions the use of Alternative Daily Cover as an alternative to using soil for cover material
(DEIR, October 27, 1998, pages 11-2, 11-10). Beneficiaf reuse legislation came to light in the late 1980’s
with the introduction of AR 939 in 1989 which established the California Integrated Waste Management
Act, which included waste diversion mandates for Cities and counties to divert materials from being
landfilled. Legislation continued in the 1990’s to encourage further diversion of material from the waste
stream, including the introduction of AR 1520 in 1991 which clarified that diversion of sludge counted
towards diversion, and the introduction of AR 1647 in 1996 that added Section 41781.3 to the California
Public Resources Code to clarify the legislature’s intent that beneficial reuse, including alternative daily
cover, constituted diversion through recycling.

This is consistent with the contemporaneous interpretation used by the California Integrated Waste
Management Board (“CIWMB”). To this day, the CIWMB considers material used for beneficial reuse as
diversion and not in their determination of daily waste tonnage or for waste hauling vehicle courts since
this beneficial use tonnage does not count for disposal. The CIWMB relies upon the same EIR dated
June 23, 1999 (DEIR dated October 27, 1998) in determining the daily waste tonnage capacity and waste
hauling vehicle counts. This is done to encourage the use of reused materials in place of irreplaceable
native natural resources such as soil. Further, this interpretation was questioned in May 1999 and again
in October 2006. On both occasions the CIWMB, through its local enforcement agency (Vuba County
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Ynif z-Sutter
£oca(!Enforcementj4pency

915 5th Street, Suite 123, MarysviLle, CA 9590

Environmental Health Division
Phone: (530) 749-545(
Fax: (530) 749-5454

Web: http://wwwyubacomclevcor.

July 25, 2005

Mr. Brian Clarkson
Aita Environmental Services, Inc
235 N. First Street
Dixon, CA 95620

Re: Response to July 15, 2005 correspondence regarding Norcal Waste Systems Ostrom Road Landfill,
Facility No. 58-AA-0O1 I

Dear Mr. Clarkson,

The LEA has received and reviewed your correspondence requesting that one violation, one part of a
violation and one area of concern be rescinded from the June 15, 2005 LEA inspection report.

hi Violation CCR, §20690(b) (9) (c) - Alternative Daily Cover, you have requested that the LEA rescind
the portion of the violation pertaining to grain size of the ADC based on §20690 that states that an
alternative standard may apply if agreed upon by the Enforcement Agency, with concurrence of
C1WMB.

The Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) condition 17. x. states that “ Pre-processed ADC materials to
be used will be 18 inches or less”. The SWFP was written in September 2002. In July 2004
amendments of CCR, Title 27 20690 were operative which specified that the grain size for C & D
ADC, prior to spreading or compacting on the active face shall by volume have 95% or less than 12”
and 50%less than 6” as determined by the EA. This section also gives the EA flexibility to approve
alternative processing and grain size specifications if the alternative meets the performance requirements
of(a)(2) and (aX3) of the section and CIWMB concurs.

Following is a review of the C & D ADC use in the monthly LEA inspection reports:

7/21/2005 Violation §20690(b)(9)9c) The C&D ADC applied at the active face contained over 5% of
pieced greater than 12” in size; 9O% of ADC must be 12” in size or less. Voids were not filled in

6/15/2005 Violation §20690(bX9)(c) The C & D ADC contained over 5% of pieced greater than 12” in
size; 95%% of the ADC must be 12’ in size or less. The ADC also contained an auto chair cover,
suitcase, sofa cushion, carpet pad and metal pipes; these are not allowed C & D ADC. Voids were also

‘ observed in the C & D ADC, the ADC shall be compacted to be free of open voithor soil can soil be
used to fill the voids.

I



5/18/2005 Violation § 20690 C1WME Inspection Report. Construction and demolition material must
comply with a grain size specification by volume of 95% less than 12 inches and 50 percent less than 6
inches ( ref Section 20690(b)(9)(C)). (Note: Enforcement Agency Condition ‘x’ of the NWSORL Solid
Waste Facilities Permit states, “Pre-processed ADC materials to be used will be ISinches or less in
dimension” This construction and demolition material dimension condition is mconsistent with the
current grain size specification of Section 20690(b) (9) (C) and should be updated during the next
facility permit revision The operator is reciuired to comply with the more restrictive standard of Section
20690 (b) (9) (C).

5/18/2005 Violation20690 The material must have contaminants such as metal, carpet, and cushions
removed and the remaining material must be reduced in size by volume of 95% less than 12’ and 50%
less than 6’ per the California Code of Regulation The October Determination made by the LEA that
the C &DADC shall be reduced to less than 18’ as perthe SWFP was incorrect and is to be revoked.

4/20/2005 Note: Pieces of wood and numerous pieces of metal were over 18” in size

10/21/2004 Area of Concern, §20690(b)(9)(D)- The Eastern tip area (on the new liner) was not
adequately covered with a minimum of 6” of compacted C&D ADC, household refuse was exposed
through numerous voids in the cover.

Upon review, it is apparent that the facility is not consistently complying with Performance
requirements of (a) (2) and (a) (3) pursuant to §2069(1

On June 8, 2005 the LEA made a written determination that “The LEA does not think the grain size
requirements should be reduced from that which is specified in the CCL In fact the operator needs to
take greater care in assuring that the C & D ADC is processed adequately prior to being pushed to the
active face and that the voids are filled in.” For the record, the LEA Determination dated October 21,
2005 for NWSORL is rescinded and the operator needs to amend the SWFP condition 17 (x.)

In light of all of the above mentioned information, the LEA respectfully declines to rescind the portion
of Violation §20690 that pertains to grain size on the June 15, 2005 LEA inspection report.

Regarding Violation PRC 44014(b) - Operator Complies with the Terms and Conditions of the Permit-
The SWFP states that the maximum permitted daily tonnage for this facility is 3,000 tons day. On May
26, 2005 the facility accepted 3,713 tons of waste and waste derived ADC. The permitted daily traffic
volume for the facility is 170 waste hauling vehicles, on May 26, 2005 172 vehicles used the site.

The LEA became aware that waste derived alternative daily covers, contaminated soil and sewage
sludge were suppose to included in daily permitted tonnage and the average permitted tonnage limits
established in the facility SWFP during the May 18, 2005 CIWMB 18 month inspection. As per the
CIWMB inspection report dated May 18, 2005 Area of Concern §44014(b) “ Enforcement Agency
Condition 17.o. of the NWSORL Solid Waste Facilities Permit requires, in part, that the operator
maintain a running average daily tonnage by dividing total tonnage received, beginning Januaryl and
ending December31, by the days within the period of the reported time. Furthermore, the operator must
submit the estimated annuai average daily tonnage to local enforcement agency at the end of each
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month. It was determined duriç tie review of the tonnage records that { operator was not including
total tonnage received at the facility in the average daily tonnage record. Specifically, the average daily

tonnage records included only disposal tonnage and not other waste derived materials that are received
at the facility (e.g.., greenwaste, sludge, wood, construction and demolition, wood, and unprocessed
concrete materials).

The SWFP makes no reference to waste derived material being excluded from the permitted maximum
tonnage.

The LEA respectfully declines to rescind the violation regarding which wastes or waste derived
materials are to be counted in the facility tonnage limits in the SWFP, without fhrther direction from
C1WMB. It is the LEA’s understanding that including these other waste derived materials in the facility
tonnage limits is the standard in the State of California and makes sense from the standpoint of the
impact to neighbors and the traffic volume allowed in accordance with CEQA. The Joint Technical
Document needs to be revised to be consistent with the CTWMB standard.

Regarding Area of Concern PRC 44014(b) - Operator Complies with The Terms and Conditions of the
Permit This Area of Concern is in regards to keeping the tonnage records in accordance with the
standard in the above mentioned violation, If the above violation is rescinded at some time in the future
this area of concern could also be rescinded.

The LEA respectfiully declines to rescind the Area of Concern pending fi.irther direction from CIWMB.

If you have any questions regarding this correspondence please contact me at (5430) 749-5479.

Sincerely,

Deborah Biersteker
Yuba Sutter LEA

cc: Ms. Virginia Rosales - CIWMB
Mr. Steve Rosenbaim - RWQCB
Mr. Phil Graham - NWSORL
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Mailed May 31, 2005e Inspection Report
Noxtal Waste Systems Ostrom Road Landfill, Inc.sWIS #S8-AA-001 1 I rPiCrl&r4 rz-cP0e4

AREAS OF CONCERN:

A. The inspection identiñcd the following area of concern of Division 30, Public Resources Code Part 4, Chapter 3:
I. Section 44014 (b) -Operator Complies with the Tfl and Conditions of the Permit This section, inpa4 statesthat the permit must coain all terms end conditons, which the enforceoza agemy determines to be appiupriate for theoperation of the solid waste facility. In addition, the operator must corq,ly with all team and conditions of the permit

Observalimt The icility’s weight and volume re ordi e reviewed as part of the disposal site records review perTitle 21, California Code ofRegulations, §a205i.O4a). It was discovered during this review that the operator wasnot including materials received for use as alternative daily cover (i.e., greenwaste, sludge, and consnction anddemolition material) in its calculation to determine daily and average daily tonnage. The NWSORL Solid WasteFacilities Permit limits the maximum daily tonnage received to 3,000 tons per day (ref Section 4.c. ofthe permit) withan annual nuximum average of 1,900 tons per day (ref Section 17.o. of the permit).

CH&4e cecxcc4_ c}\kJw,i:

Figià 9. VieW àf”OkonsfWd*ôi d&bris Fign•1o ‘vjs 1otcéthtdonid dçii,.,•used for alLerriafive dailydovu (Nptt Measuring lapels debris Uted foi tcnitive dailycovet. (Nate: Másurinjopen at two feet)
tape is open at two feet)

Pigtt 11. Vi *ofiizO tcôiitruction and demolitiondebñs used for ahernative daily cover.
- 12. VICWOfSIZCOICOCItUCdOIIdebris used for alternative daily cover.

Page 5 of 9
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Sta, Inspecboa Report
Naval Waste Systems Ostrom Road LandI !nc.
SW1S #58-AA-OOl I

Recommendation: The Yuba County local enforcement agency should advise the operator that all solid waste that entersdie landfill counts towards the facility’s maximum permitted tonnage. The operator should be advised that all future
daily tonnage and avenge daily tonnage calculations at the NWSORL must include all wastes received at the site.

B. The inspection identified the following five areas of concern ofTitle 27, California Code ofRegulations, Division 2,
Subdivision I, Consolidated Regulations for Treatment Storage, Processing, or Disposal of Solid Waste:

Section 20fl0 (d) — Disposal Site Records. The operator is required to mainjain a record ofpersonnel trainingas
required in Title 27 of the California Code ofRegulations, Section 20610— Training. PersomAlassigned to operate thesith mUst be adequately trained in subjects pertinent to landfill site operation and maintenance. Recon ofsuchtraining
mustbc placed in the operating record.

Obs&vafiou After reviewingthe operator’s records the Ibliowing docwnented training was noted tweàn October2004 and April2005 driver safety, blood-borne pathogen protectiosi, heqring conservation, chug and alcohol lestng, andhanrdous material and waste sp11is None of records reviewed bad documanted taming on landS site operations (e g,pitprccessuig construttaon and demolition waste for use as alternative daily cver) or mainfenance (e.g procedures fordilj.c1a±*ufrçfwasta.pitnd to’und the ttsfer ta4ler Upper).

Riendsioth fl.Yuba County localenibrccm4cntagency should advise the opetatorto provide training ]4fl ofS&tion 20610. All training should be documente&per Sectiou20510 (d). The local enformcntagency may considet suggesting to the operator to organize employee-training re4ordá by mdividiti ómjlôyee. [Note:T&inig proam shoildilso include training ofpersoiinel to recognize regulated hazArdoUs wastes orpolycblórjaatedbiphenyl wastes per Section 20870 (a)(3).J

2. Section 20640- Spreading and Compacting. This standard requires that solid waste must be spread and compacted inlayers with repeated passages of the landfill equipment to minimi,. voids within the cell and‘4”’t compaction. Theloose layer must not exceed a depth of approximately two feet before con’pactioa Spreading and compacting must beaccomplished as rapidly as practicable, unless otherwise approved by the enforcement agency.

Observation: A mix ofconstruction and demolition material and solid waste was viewed on the north side of the wet-weathered disposal area (see Figure 13). This material was not adequately spread and compacted prior to the end of theprevious day’s operations.

Recommendation: The Yuba County local enforcement agey should meet with the facility operator to review thespreading and compacting standard of Section 20640.

.cr-3 13. View ofnorth side ofwet-weather disposal area.
A —ow points at a mix ofsolid waste and alternative daily

r not sutuciendy compacted.

Page 6 of 9
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Natural Resources Agicy Edmund ( Srown, Jr., Governor

CatBecycIe DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCES RECYCLING AND RECOVERY
Aol KSTREET, MS i9.O1, SAcmEtao, CAUFOPNIA 95816- (91653224027 ‘VtmttALRECYCLE.CA,GOV

May 25,2011

Tejinder Maan
Environmental Health Department
915 8th St., Ste. 123
Marysville, CA 95901-5273

SUBJECT: State Inspection Report for the Recology (Noreal) Ostrom Road Landfill;
Facility No SS-AA-0O 11

Dear Mr. Maan:

Pursuant to Division 30, Public Resources Code (PRC), Section 43220, staff of the Department
of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CaiRecycle) conducted an 18-month inspection of the
subject facility on May 19, 2011, in conjunction with Stephanie Kendall ofyour staff. A copy of
CaiRecycle staffs inspection report is enclosed for your records. A copy of the enclosed
inspection report has also been forwarded to the facility operator.

One purpose of this inspection is to evaluate whether the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) is
appropriately applying and enforcing State Minimum Standards (SMS) at solid waste facilities
within its jurisdiction. Therefore, this letter and the inspection report provides recommendations
and/or directions on cothpliance issues observed during the facility inspection.

The facility was evaluated for compliance with applicable sections of Division 30 of the PRC,
the terms and conditions of the Solid Waste Facility Permit, Title 27, California Code of
Regulations (27 CCR), and Title 14, California Code of Regulations (14 CCR).

The following violation(s) was/were noted during the inspection:

• 27 CCR 20921— Gas Monitoring and Control
• 27 CCR 20690— Alternathe Daily Cover

A check of past inspection reports revealed that proper daily coyer at the facility was noted as an
issue in the previous two 18-month inspections. During the May 2008 inspedtion the facility was
issued a violation for 20690— Alternative Daily Cover, far the same issues that were noted in the
recent inspection. During the November 2009 inspection the facility did not use alternative daily
cover. An area of concern was noted for 20680 — Daily Cover, because the soil that was used was
not adequately applied to the active face Past inspection reports also revealed that all of the LEA h&
inspections, subsequent to the May 2008, 18-month inspection, were conducted in the late
morning or early afternoon. During the time of day that the LEA has been conducting inspections

*
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Rocology (Norcál) Ostrom Road Landfill, inspectioa Report
May24. 2011
Page2 of2

landfill operations were taking place at the active face. ‘Therefore, it would not be possible for the
LEA to accurately determine if the operator was properly applying cover at the active face
during the monthly inspections.

It is the LEA’s responsibility to conduct inspections in such a manner to determine if the
operator is adequately meeting all ofthe applicable state minimum standards (SMS) related to
operation of the facility. This may require an LEA to adjust their schedule so that they can
conduct inspections when compliance with all SMS can be determined. Once a violation or an
area of concern has been noted in an LEA or Calkecycle inspection report, the LEA should make
eKtra efforts to ensure that they are at the facility at the most opportune time to veri’ compliance
during subsequent monthly inspections;

The LEA staff, Stephanie Kendall, also noted the same violations during the joint inspection of
the facility. We discussed the need for her to time her inspections so that she is able to observe
the cover before the start of operations, or after the conclusion of operations and the application
of cover at the active face. Stephanie agreed that she would schedule the timing of future
inspections as requested.

As the LEA, continue to work with the operator to eørrect the violations and document any
corrections of the violations in subsequent LEA monthly inspection reports, including how
compliance was attained.

Your agency’s cooperation during the recent inspection is appreoiated. If you have any
questions regarding the inspection report, please contactrne at (916) 341-6337.

Sincerely,

a4e

Zanc Poulson, S pen’isor
ThspectionE and Enforcement Agency Compliance Unit A
Waste Evaluation and Enforcement Branch
Compliance and Enforcement Division

* Please note that con’esppndence for staff of the Compliance nod Enforcement Division should continue to be sent
to OO1 I Street, P.O. Box 4025, Sacramento, CA 95812. Correspondence specifically forthe attention of the
Director of CalRecycle should be sent to the address inthe lettethead.

Enclosures: Inspection Report.
Photo Log

cc: with Enclosures

Phil Graham, General Manager
Recology, Ostrom Road landfill
5900 Ostrorn Rs)ad
Wheatland, CA 95692-9458
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04/20/1991 08:35 916741658B VUBAC0PLk4N1N6 PAGE 02

COI4DmONS F APPROVAL
YUBA COUNTY

Owuer Yuba$utter DieoosaI Inc. Case: CUP 92-06 (a2)Applicant: Yuba-Sutterflispcsal Inc. fOstromjZd La_ndfilfl Approved: March 21. 2000
8. The totai height of the landfill shall not exceed 265 feet above ground level or 365 feet abovemean sea level.

9. IncreaSes in the landfill height shall be consistent with the following schedule:a. March 2000 to December 2010 no portion of the landfill shall exceed 110 feet aboveground level or 220 feet above mean sea level.b. January 2011 to December 2019 no portion of the landfill shall exceed 180 feet aboveground level or 290 feet above mean sea level.c. January 2G20 to end of project life no portion of the landfill shall exceed 365 feet abovemean sea level.

10. Ifthe Yuba CountyBoard ofSupervisors detenriries, in its sole and absolute discretion, that thelaw permits diftring rates to be charged based on place of oñgin of waste dsposed of at thesubject landfill, or expansion thueo Applint will participate in discussion of adjusting ratesand/or assessing a surcharge based on the place of origin of waste disposed of at the subjectlandfill, or expansion thereof. Members of the Regional Waste Management Authority asconstituted at the time any rate adjustment is made or surcharge imposed based upon the placeof origin ofwaste disposed of at the subject landfill, or expansion thereof, shall be exempt fromany such rate adjustment or surcharge.

it. Th CvzzdiLvud U,c PwiniL h4fl b cff,Uyc 4 thc cu&oft tcu (10) day-appct-pcriodWhich biu vu tilo day fulluwizz thc daIc gpysvvJ. Thc cApuaUulI dab uf tl appeal1999, 4 5.OOpm(’The Planning Commission denied the applicationon September 21, 1999. The applicant appealed that decision to the Board of Supervisors).
MITIGATION MEASURES:

12. The applicantJowncr shall comply with all of the mitigation measures as required in the ‘2Ostrorn Road Landfill Final FIR (SCH.#98052008) including the mitigation monitoring plan.Except as inconsistent herewith, all other conditions of approval pertaining to CUP 92-06 andamendments thereto remain in MI force and effect.

James P. Manning, Director
Corn nit4e1opment Department

By

____________

etc Calarco, Pnnczpal Planner

?pg4tl r(24t’ JTt
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Deal reached on trash surcharge to allow Simi landfill’s expansion Ventura County Star Page 1 of 2
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Deal reached on trash surcharge to allow Simi
landfill’s expansion
By Mike Harris

Friday, July 15, 2011

Houston-based Waste Management and Ventura County CEO Michael Powers have
reached a proposed agreement in which the company will pay a surcharge for some
Los Angeles County trash accepted at its Simi Valley Landfill and Recycling Center.

County Supervisor Steve Bennett, who pushed for the surcharge as a condition of the
Ventura County Board of Supervisors approving the landfill’s proposed expansion, said
late Friday that conservatively, it will bring $100 million in revenue to the county over
the proposed life of the enlarged landfill, estimated to be until 2057.

“I’m glad that we pursued the out-of-county surcharge, and I think it’s going to be very
good for the citizens of Ventura County, Bennett said.

He called it a lot of money” for the citizens in the long run, “and that’s appropriate for
the precious use of your county’s landfill capacity.”

Supervisors are scheduled to consider approving the agreement and the planned
expansion on Tuesday, about four years after the company first applied to the county
for permission to add 186 acres to the landfill, increasing its size to 887 acres, and to
double the maximum amount of daily trash that can be accepted there, from 3,000 tons
to 6,000. The landfill is on unincorporated land neighboring Simi Valley.

“At long last, the parties have completed their negotiations and the project’s approval
will now come up for a final vote” on Tuesday, Mike Smith, director of operations for
Waste Management Ventura County, wrote in a letter sent Friday to Simi Valley Mayor
Bob Huber.

Doug Corcoran, Waste Management’s director of special projects, said late Friday that
the agreement calls for the company to pay the county a surcharge of $4 per ton of Los
Angeles County waste accepted at the landfill. The surcharge would kick in once the
landfill accepts about 75,000 tons of out-cf-county waste there per quarter, Corcoran
said.

“A certain amount of out-of-county waste is kind of grandfathered in,” he said. “Our
business has included that volume since forever. So that would be exempted. But
beyond that,” the surcharge would apply.

http://www.vcstar.com!news/201 1/jul11 5/deal-reached-on-trash-surcharge-to-allow-simil?p... 7/18/2011



Deal reached on trash surcharge to allow Simi landfill’s expansion : Ventura County Star Page 2 of 2

Slightly less than 40 percent of the roughly 2,400 tons of daily waste dumped at the
landfill comes from Los Angeles County, Corcoran said.

The surcharge would increase to $5 per ton once the Toland Road Landfill near Santa
Paula closes, Corcoran said. Toland, the only other operational landfill in Ventura
County, is scheduled to shutter in 2027 unless its operating permit is extended, said
Toland spokesman Sandy Warren.

Bennett has suggested that two-thirds of the surcharge revenue could go to the county
for waste reduction and recycling efforts, with the remaining one-third going to Simi
Valley, the city that would be the most environmentally impacted by the expansion.

Simi Valley City Manager Mike Sedell said late Friday that Waste Management has
assured the city that the surcharge agreement will not take a single cent away from a
51-year, $100 million benefits package the company agreed in May to give Simi in
exchange for the City Council’s support of the proposed expansion.

“It is my pleasure to notify you that should the county approve our proposed project,
that WM will not be seeking any reduction of fees and/or value of services” in its
agreement with Simi, Smith wrote in his letter to Huber.

Corcoran said another part of the agreement with the county would incentivize
recycling.

“The heart of it is a fee structure that essentially is built on the principles of
incentivizing sustainable practices and disincentivizing the nonsustainable,” Corcoran
said

The agreement with the county was hammered out in negotiations between Waste
Management and Powers’ office over the past two months, ever since Bennett
proposed the surcharge May 17. Bennett said the surcharge would send a message to
Los Angeles County that its residents need to pay a premium to have their garbage
shipped to the Simi landfill.

County Supervisor Peter Foy, who opposes the surcharge on grounds that it could
eventually drive up waste-disposal costs for Ventura County residents, could not be
reached for comment Friday.

© 2011 Scripps Newspaper Group — OnHne
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