
VIA HAND DELIVERY 

Ms. Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
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City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
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Re: Appeal of Adoption of Negative Declaration 
Case No. 2014.0653E 

cer 

Project Title: Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste at 
Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County 

Dear Ms. Calvillo: 

This letter is respectfully submitted to the Board of Supervisors (the "Board") on 
behalf of Solano County Orderly Growth Committee ("SCOGC") pursuant to Administrative 
Code Section 31.16 to appeal the adoption of a Negative Declaration for the Recology Hay Road 
Landfill Project (the "Projecf'). 

The City and County of San Francisco's Planning Department (the "Planning 
Department") issued a preliminary negative declaration relating to the Project on March 4, 2015. 
SCOGC timely filed an appeal on April 2, 2015 and filed a supplemental brief in support of its 
appeal on May 19, 2015 .1 SCOGC also voiced its objection to the negative declaration at the 
Planning Commission hearing on May 21, 2015. On that day, the Planning Commission issued a 
Final Negative Declaration (the "FND") for the Project. On June 1, 2015, the San Francisco 
Department of the Environment ("'DOE") issued a recommendation ("the DOE 
Recommendation") that the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopt the FND. The DOE 
Recommendation stated that the recommendation should be considered the first "approval 
action" of the FND, thus triggering the 30 day period for appealing the FND. See id. 

1 To the extent not otherwise set forth in this letter, all arguments contained in these attached briefs 
regarding the deficiencies of the underlying negative declaration are incorporated herein by reference. 
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Through this letter, SCOGC appeals the adoption of the FND and the DOE 
Recommendation. This appeal is brought because the existing record establishes that the 
approval does not conform with CEQA requirements with respect to a negative declaration. The 
Board should reverse the Planning Commission's approval because the whole record before the 
Board contains substantial evidence to support a fair argument that the Project may have a 
significant effect on the environment, thus mandating that an environmental impact report 
("EIR") be conducted. Specifically, the FND is flawed for reasons including the following: 

• Contending that 624,000 additional trash truck miles per year for 15 years 
through Bay Area traffic could not, even arguably, have a significant 
effect on the environment defies logic and lacks credulity. Courts have 
required CEQA review of projects that had considerably less impact than 
the massive project under consideration. 

• The scope of the environmental analysis was improperly constrained. The 
environmental review must consider the entirety of the proposed action, 
and not just the net additional miles travelled because (i) this is a new 
Project and not an amendment to an existing project or agreement,.and (ii) 
because there was no prior environmental review of the transport of 
municipal solid waste ("MSW") from San Francisco to the Hay Road 
Landfill. 

• The approval of the Negative Declaration is predicated upon the false 
assumption that San Francisco's population and trash generation will not 
change during the expected 15 year life of the proposed Project. The 
Project description artificially constrains and manipulates the analysis by 
assuming that there will be no increase in the existing pattern of 50 large 
truck trips per day over the 13-15 year life of the Project. The FND 
ignores the absence of any contractual limitations on the number of trips 
and ignores evidence of substantial growth and development in San 
Francisco which invariably will increase the amount of trash and the 
number of trips. In fact, as was brought up at the Planning Commission 
hearing on May 21 51, San Francisco's MSW currently being disposed of at 
the Altamont Landfill is actually increasing. 

• The Project description and cumulative analysis fails to take into 
consideration the additional vehicle trips and the cumulative impacts 
associated with doubling the organics disposal and treatment program at 
the Hay Road landfill, and the substantial increased export of compost 
material from Hay Road to other locations, including San Francisco. 

• The environmental review ignores the policy guidance of SB 375, the draft 
CEQA Guidelines, and the Governor's recent Executive Order, all 
requiring the Project's compliance with climate action and greenhouse gas 
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reduction policies. The Project should be considered to have potentially 
significant environmental impacts because the vehicle miles to be 
travelled to the Hay Road Landfill will greatly exceed regional norms for 
transport of MSW. 

The faulty determination that the Project could not have a significant impact on 
the environment is predicated upon bald denials and demonstrably false assumptions. Only by 
ignoring or simply denying the expert reports, scientific projections, associated evidence on the 
greenhouse gas impacts, the BAAQMD air quality threshold limits, the different route with 
additional truck traffic miles, could the Planning Commission conclude that hauling five million 
tons of trash more than nine million miles over fifteen years, "could not have a significant effect 
on the environment." 

SCOGC respectfully submits that there is substantial evidence to support a fair 
argument that this new Project may have a significant effect on the environment. Accordingly, 
the Board should reverse the decision of the Planning Commission and remand the Negative 
Declaration to the Planning Department with directions to prepare an EIR for the Project. 

1. The Project Will Arguably Have A Significant Environmental Impact 

The recent decision in Keep Our Mountains Quiet v. County of Santa Clara, 236 
Cal. App. 4th 714, 187 Cal. Rptr. 3d 96 (2015) is instructive. In that case, the plaintiff 
successfully petitioned for a writ of mandate on the ground that the Santa Clara County Board of 
Supervisors violated CEQA by adopting a mitigated negative declaration instead of requiring an 
Environmental Impact Report (''EIR"). The defendants appealed, and the Court of Appeal 
affirmed. The Court held that substantial evidence supported fair arguments that the project 
could have significant unmitigated noise and traffic impacts. 

The project at issue in that case was the use of a rural property in the Santa Cruz 
mountains to host wedding receptions and other similar special events. Notably, the scope of 
that project pales in comparison to the magnitude of this Project with its massive trash truck 
hauling convoys about to be unleashed on the already congested Bay Area freeways. 

In Keep Our Mountains Quiet, the Court reconfirmed that under the CEQA 
guidelines, particularly 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15384, ''substantial evidence" includes 
"reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, . .. and reasonable inferences from the facts." 
In that case, the testimony of the neighbors and traffic and noise studies, although contradictory 
and disputed, were determined to provide the required substantial evidence that the project could 
have significant impacts on traffic and noise. In contrast, with this Project, despite the 
undeniable facts of millions of tons of trash will be hauled millions of miles for fifteen years, the 
Planning Commission adopted the Negative Declaration. As the scale of the project is 
exponentially greater than the limited projects for which courts have required CEQA review, full 
CEQA review must be undertaken before this massive multi-year project is commenced. 
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2. Baseline Improperly Limits Analysis. 

The Project baseline and description are flawed in several respects. First, the 
Negative Declaration improperly splits the Project into two component parts, i.e., between the 
San Francisco transfer station and the east end of the Bay Bridge and from there to the landfill in 
Solano County, and only analyzes the 2,000 net additional vehicle miles per week required to 
transport MSW to the more remote Hay Road Landfill. 

There are two fundamental reasons why this approach was improper. First, and 
foremost, the Project proposal for disposal at Hay Road clearly is not the same project as the 
previous Altamont transportation and disposal scheme. This new Project provides for disposal to 
a different landfill, located in a different County in an entirely different part of the Bay Area, 
under different ownership, on different terms and under different circumstances, and requires 
MSW disposal trucks to travel a different and much lengthier route over two bridges instead of 
one and through already heavily impacted areas. In short, on its face, the new agreement and 
new landfill confirm that this is far more than a simple modification to an existing project. New 
agreements, different permits, and alternate transportation plans all are required. Accordingly, 
this is a new project altogether.2 

In addition, the changing environmental context for evaluating a project's impact 
with respect to greenhouse gas emissions and consistency with climate action policies present a 
critical and unprecedented imperative to review the entirety of the proposed action. The 
Negative Declaration approach conveniently ignores half of the vehicle miles travelled ("VMT") 
without any environmental record for doing so, i.e., there was no prior environmental analysis of 
the transportation and disposal of MSW to Altamont. CEQA requires the Negative Declaration 
to analyze the entirety of the action to transport and dispose of all of San Francisco's MSW at the 
Hay Road Landfill in Solano County, and not just focus on the net additional distances/trips. As 
noted in the analytical report prepared by SWAPE dated May 19, 2015 (the "SWAPE Report"), 
which was attached to the May 19, 2015 supplemental brief, and as also noted in the Negative 
Declaration, if the entire distance of the proposed truck trips is considered, it cannot reasonably 
be disputed that the Project will certainly have significant environmental impacts and requires an 
EIR.3 

2 See, e.g., Save Our Neighborhood v. Lishman, 140 Cal.App.4th 1288 (2006) (application for a 102 
room hotel (with convention facilities, gas station and convenience store) could not rely on an addendum 
to an initial study and mitigated negative declaration previously prepared for a prior project, a 106 room 
motel (with restaurant, lounge, gas station, convenience store and car wash) that was never constructed, 
because it was a new project and not a modification to a prior project, with different plans and 
proponents). 
3 Keep Our Mountains Quiet, 236 Cal. App. 4th 714, 729 ("the overriding purpose of CEQA is to ensure 
that the agencies regulating activities that may affect the quality of the environment give primary 
consideration to preventing environmental damage.") 
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3. The Negative Declaration Ignores Growth and Improperly Assumes No Changes in Trips 
and Associated Impacts. 

A second fundamental flaw with the Project description is that there is no 
substantial evidence in the record to support the assumption that the truck trips will remain 
consistent with past practices and be limited to only 50 trips per day. In fact, the only limitation 
in the proposed Project agreement is the total long-term cap of approximately 5 million tons of 
MSW disposal at Hay Road. Significantly, the proposed agreement does not impose any limit 
whatsoever on the number of daily trips. Accordingly, Recology could at any time increase the 
number of trips per day, and, in fact, there are significant reasons to expect that this most likely 
will occur. More people, more trash, more truck trips. 

The Negative Declaration also improperly ignores the fact that San Francisco is 
one of the five fastest growing counties in the State, including both substantial commercial and 
residential growth. A recent report from the State Department of Finance indicates that San 
Francisco had a net housing gain of 3,500 units in 2014, which was a 50% jump over the 2,400 
units gained in 2013. These 5 ,900 units over the past two years came as San Francisco added 
21,000 people during that same two year period. (State Department of Finance data, cited in San 
Francisco Chronicle, Saturday, May 2, 2015.). This growth is in addition to the clearly visible 
and substantial commercial development activity in San Francisco. The Negative Declaration 
provides no evidence in the record regarding how MSW from this growth will be handled, or to 
justify the indefeasible assumption that it will not generate additional large semi-truck MSW 
disposal trips. 

Noteworthy is the reported increase in waste that San Franciscans are generating. 
The SF Department of Environment zero waste manager, Robert Haley, stated in an interview 
that "last year the city sent more tons of trash to landfills than it did in 2012: 456,764 tons, or 
about three pounds per day per resident." (SOURCE: "San Francisco Stalls in Its Attempt to Go 
Trash-Free," Carl Bialik, www.fivethirtyeight.com 9/4/14). Combine the increased waste 
generation with the population growth and the estimated number of truck trips is easily 
understated. 

The SW APE Report provides substantial evidence that, contrary to the erroneous 
and unsubstantiated assumptions in the Negative Declaration, the number oflarge semi-truck 
trips during the term of the Project will, in fact, be expected to significantly increase, due to 
population growth and corresponding increases in MSW volume in San Francisco. The SW APE 
Report confirms that those anticipated additional trips will result in significant carbon emission 
impacts that exceed the BAAQMD's significance thresholds starting in year 2019 (SW APE 
Report at pages 3-11 )4

, and will pose significant health risks to sensitive receptors located near 

4 The SW APE Report also provides substantial evidence demonstrating that historical data and market 
conditions indicate that waste reduction and diversion programs have flattened-out in recent years and 
therefore cannot be relied upon to counter growth-induced increases in waste streams. See also, article, 
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the proposed truck route due to increased diesel particulates (DPM). As such, a proper CEQA 
evaluation should be required and adequate mitigation measures and alternatives evaluated for 
the Project.5 These findings alone support fair arguments that the Project could have significant 
impacts on the environment. 

In addition, the Negative Declaration at page one conservatively assumes disposal 
may occur over a 15 year period, rather than over 13 years at current disposal rates. This so
called conservative assumption actually has the opposite effect of artificially reducing the 
impacts of the additional vehicle trips per day. The artificially assumed limitation on the number 
of trips per day is of particular concern since it would not require a significant increase of truck 
trips to exceed the existing C02 significance threshold, as discussed in the SW APE Report, and 
because any additional truck trips would cause the Project to exceed the existing baseline of trips 
(even assuming this is an appropriate measure, as discussed above), and therefore should be 
analyzed over the full length of those trips from San Francisco to Hay Road. 

At the May 21 hearing, SCOGC pointed out that the only projections in the record 
that considered the waste that would be generated by the anticipated increased population were 
the consultant projections in the SW APE report, which concluded that thresholds would be 
exceeded if growth was taken into account. In response, the Planning Department merely 
offered a verbal representation that it expected that future waste would be limited as it hoped that 
waste would be reduced in the future. In effect, in response to a consultant report detailing a 
problem, the City offered nothing but an unsupported verbal assertion denying that the problem 
existed. CEQA review is required if a fair argument exists that shows that there may be an 
environmental impact ifthe project goes forward. The City cannot deny that such a fair 
argument exists merely by making unsupported statements that it disagrees with expert evidence 
showing significant impacts. 

4. Sources of Additional Vehicle Trips Ignored. 

There are other significant sources of vehicle emission ignored by the Negative 
Declaration. For example, the Project description and cumulative impacts analysis ignores the 
fact that in addition to the identified 2,000 miles of additional large "possum belly" tip-truck 
vehicle trips required for disposal of MSW, Recology reportedly also intends to double the 
capacity of the Hay Road facility to handle compostable materi~ls. This will result in additional 
truck trips importing green waste to Hay Road, as well as additional trucks exporting compost 
material to end-users, including to San Francisco. The cumulative impact of the additional 
vehicle trips associated with this green waste-hauling, which would be separate from and in 

"San Francisco Stalls in its Attempt to go Trash Free", by Carl Bialik, in Five Thirty-Eight, September 4, 
2014. 
5 The inadequacies of the Negative Declaration health risk assessment are described in the SW APE 
Report at pages 15-18. 
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addition to the MSW truck trips, has not been addressed, and the entire round-trip length of these 
trips also should be assessed. See, Negative Declaration, pp. 8-9. 

Finally, the consideration given to the proposed anaerobic digestion ("AD") 
facility in the cumulative impacts analysis is inadequate. The cumulative impact analysis 
generally relies on the 2012 initial study /mitigated negative declaration for the Hay Road 
Landfill expansion, but that analysis did not discuss the AD project (and there is no evidence that 
the 2012 Hay Road environmental document relied on the State's 2012 Program EIR). The 
cumulative air quality analysis did not consider the impacts associated with the AD facility, 
except with respect to odor, and the State's program EIR did not address any site specific impacts 
associated with a new AD facility at Hay Road, including associated additional vehicle trips. 
See, Negative Declaration, pp. 21-22. 

5. The Negative Declaration fails to address the Projects' inconsistency with Climate Action 
Policies. 

The proposed agreement and Negative Declaration are contrary to the State's and 
San Francisco's commitment to the reduction of greenhouse gases and to policies that advance 
local, regional and state-wide climate action goals. 

To try and justify the Negative Declaration, the Department has taken an 
impermissibly narrow view of the proposed Project to change San Francisco's existing disposal 
site at the Altamont Landfill, in eastern Alameda County, and to transport and dispose of 
approximately 5 million tons of MSW over the next 13 to 15 years at the even more remote Hay 
Road Landfill in Solano County. The Project would include an increase of over 2,000 
large- truck vehicle miles, six days per week, for the life of the agreement. 

In so doing, the Department is fast-tracking its review of the Hay Road agreement 
and is thereby encouraging San Francisco to take action contrary to its climate action goals, and 
without any environmental review of readily available project alternatives or mitigation 
measures. This action sets a dangerous precedent and has potentially far-reaching negative 
impacts for the entire Bay Area. 

The Department's approach, particularly for a heavily transportation based 
proposal like this, should be focused on how the project responds to local, regional, and 
statewide climate action goals consistent with SB 375. Instead, because clearly it does not, the 
Department has entirely ignored this threshold question. 

The preliminary draft of changes to the CEQA Guidelines designed to implement 
SB 375,6 reflect the state's intention and goal to evaluate projects to determine if they advance 

6 The comment period of the initial discussion draft was closed on November 21, 2014, and OPR is 
currently in the process of developing revised draft Guidelines. In the meantime, while other measures of 
transportation impacts such as intersection and freeway levels of service should not be ignored, there is no 
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climate action goals. For land use development projects, for example, VMT is viewed as the 
best measure to evaluate the transportation impacts of projects, and regional average VMT is 
identified as a potential threshold of significance. Thus, to the extent a project would cause or 
induce vehicle miles travelled to exceed "regional averages" for that type of use, the project 
would be considered to have a significant impact.7 

The proposed Hay Road agreement will substantially increase VMT at a time 
when the state-wide goal is to reduce VMT, and will cause San Francisco's trash disposal scheme 
to exceed regional averages for disposal of MSW even more significantly than it currently does. 
Public records show that the overwhelming majority of cities and counties in the Bay Area 
dispose of their MSW at significantly more geographically close-in landfills, typically in the 
same county. San Francisco's proposed long-haul plan very substantially departs from and 
exceeds these typical practices, and is thereby, by itself, evidence of significant carbon emissions 
and transportation impact. 

The Department's narrow approach avoids discussion of the full impact of the 
VMT associated with the proposed agreement, avoids discussion of consistency with and 
furtherance of state, regional, and local climate action and greenhouse gas goals and policies, 
including, for example, failure to implement applicable AB-32 greenhouse gas reduction targets8

, 

and erroneously suggests that the Project is consistent with the AB-32 Scoping Plan,9 and avoids 
any discussion of applicable mitigation measures and feasible and plainly available alternatives 
that would, at a minimum, maintain the status quo and avoid worsening the regional climate 
change conditions. 

Governor Brown's recent Executive Order, No. 03-30-15 (the "Order") establishes 
an aggressive state-wide greenhouse gas reduction target of 40% below 1990 levels by 2030. 
The Order underscores the need for focused action to reduce carbon emissions over the next 
decade and a half, i.e., precisely during the term of the proposed Project, and the need for climate 
change and emissions reductions to guide regulatory decisions during this critical period. The 
Hay Road transportation and disposal Project would, as further supported by the evidence in the 
SW APE Report, aggressively move San Francisco in the wrong direction, and the Negative 

basis for ignoring the guidance provided in the draft and considering VMT in evaluating the impacts of 
this Project. 
7 The draft guidelines focus on land use projects that would increase VMT over regional standards, and 
transportation projects, such as infrastructure improvements, that could induce increases in VMT. While 
the proposed project does not fall neatly into either of these categories, the purpose and intent to further 
climate action goals by considering VMT based significance thresholds in relation to the proposed use 
should continue to apply. 
8 See SWAPE report at page 14. 
9 Because of uncertainty in Recology's commitment to update its truck fleet to cleaner vehicles, the 
Project cannot provide the necessary information needed to actually conclude compliance with AB-32 
Scoping Plan. SW APE Report at pages 12-13. 
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Declaration gives scant consideration to the effect of such contrary action while ignoring the 
science of climate change. The fact that state-wide or regional implementing actions or 
legislation have not yet been adopted does not excuse the Department from taking climate 
change into account, from properly evaluating the effect of the proposed decision or from 
evaluating feasible alternatives. 

6. A Superior Close-In Alternative Exists. 

The existing and geographically closer option of continuing MSW disposal at 
Altamont, which remains readily available, should be considered to reduce the environmental 
impacts of San Francisco's MSW transport and disposal program. Altamont is not only 
substantially closer to San Francisco than Hay Road, but it is also significantly closer to the 
access freeway (5.4 miles from I-580, as compared to 12.4 miles to Hay Road from I-80). The 
greater distance provides the potential for greater impacts to local county roads, as well as 
increased potential for safety, noise, odor, and air quality impacts for nearby residents along the 
route. These are the very same factors that required an EIR in the Keep Our Mountains Quiet 
case. 

In addition, increased use of zero emission vehicles and renewable liquid fuels are 
key components of the scenarios for achieving GHG 2030 target emission reductions. Yet, there 
is no commitment by Recology under the Project to use cleaner vehicles. San Francisco has the 
opportunity, however, at Altamont to immediately support a cleaner MSW transportation 
program. 

Waste Management of Alameda (WMAC) developed and installed the "World's 
largest state-of-the-art Landfill Gas (LFG) to Liquefied Natural Gas" (LNG) operation at the 
Altamont Landfill. This ultra low-carbon bio-fuel powers nearly 300 Waste Management trucks 
a day, most of which operate in Alameda County, helping to improve the region's air quality. 

By the time San Francisco's current disposal contract expires, San Francisco will 
have sent more than 15 million tons of solid waste to the Altamont Landfill - including about 6 
million tons of organic materials. These organic wastes, along with the organic wastes accepted 
from other Bay Area communities over the past three decades, represent an extraordinarily 
valuable resource. 

Today, the Altamont landfill is the only facility in the region with facilities to 
convert this waste-derived resource into renewable electricity as well as large quantities of ultra 
low-carbon transportation fuel. Using only the wastes already in place, the Altamont Landfill is 
capable of producing an average of about 8 megawatts of electricity and an estimated 13,000 
gallons per day ofbio-fuel in the form of LNG and Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) for each of 
the next 25 years. The California Air Resources Board determined that this natural gas produced 
from biomethane (in this case captured landfill gas) has the lowest carbon intensity of any fuel 
available today - about 85% lower than either gasoline or diesel. 
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The landfill gas to biomethane system provides the most environmentally positive 
means of managing any organics contained in the City's waste, in fact, rather than simply 
disposing of the City's garbage, WMAC takes that garbage and converts it into an 
environmentally beneficial, completely non-fossil fuel to transport solid waste. In effect, 
WMAC will be 'closing the loop' in the collection and disposal process by recovering and re
using a valuable byproduct of the landfill operation." The bio-fuel production also is consistent 
with San Francisco's Zero Waste goal as fuel production can be met through existing waste 
deposits in the Altamont Landfill and is not dependent on new organic waste streams. 10 New 
organics processing and recovery technologies planned for the Altamont facility will allow for 
even greater low-carbon energy production. 

This bio-fuel is the lowest carbon intensity fuel available in California eliminating 
reliance on petroleum fuel and reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Transporting San 
Francisco's MSW a considerably shorter distance to a landfill that converts garbage to an almost 
zero carbon intensity fuel is clearly consistent with San Francisco's goal of "minimizing and 
mitigating environmental impacts" and San Francisco has the opportunity to be a part of this 
worldwide recognized cutting-edge process. In fact, the Altamont's LNG facility was recognized 
by the US EPA's Landfill Methane Outreach Program (LMOP) as the 2009 Project of the Year 
and by the US Department of Energy Clean Cities Coalition- East Bay Chapter, which 
awarded the project its "East Bay Clean Cities 2009 Clean Air Champion" award. 

In contrast, most ofRecology's existing fleet is B-20 bio-diesel (diesel fuel 
derived from 20% vegetable or animal fats and 80% from petroleum). Only eleven trucks (or 
20% of its fleet) run on lower emission LNG. While Recology has indicated that it plans to 
further up-grade its fleet, these plans remain uncertain and cannot be assumed for purposes of 
environmental review (and, in fact, were not assumed by the City in the FND). However, an . 
alternative exists that would allow San Francisco to take advantage of the present opportunity to 
lessen the impact of its long-haul disposal and positively contribute to regional air quality. An 
environmental impact report is required to evaluate and consider that and any other feasible 
alternatives. 

II I 

II I 

10 Moreover, the capture rates for landfill gas at the Altamont exceed 93% -- among the highest in the 
industry. This high rate ofrecovery ensures that existing gas is converted to the highest value ofreuse
both bio-methane fuel and energy, and thus further reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Working with the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency, the California Air Resources Board, California Energy 
Commission and California Integrated Waste Management Board, WMAC has adopted the most 
sophisticated greenhouse gas emissions testing program in the industry, utilizing tunable diode laser 
technology, hundreds of field measurements are taken in the course of a few days to establish methane 
emissions. This is the most comprehensive test available. 
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7. No Environmental Review Shortcut for Hay Road Disposal Agreement. 

The Board of Supervisors should overturn the approval of the Negative 
Declaration and direct the Planning Department to correct the deficiencies in the Project 
Description, provide the additional required analyses, and insure that the Project complies with 
plainly applicable climate action goals and policies. These corrections and reviews will require 
preparation of a focused EIR to, at a minimum, address the transportation and associated air 
quality and greenhouse gas impacts of the Project, and to analyze appropriate mitigation 
measures including the reasonable range of feasible alternatives to lessen or avoid these impacts. 

JNL/MAV:sd 

Attachments: 

Respectfully, 

~~ 
Joshua N. Levine, of 
DON GELL LAWRENCE FINNEY LLP 

Appeal Letter dated April 2, 2015; 

Appeal Letter dated May 19, 2015 including attachments: 

SWAPE Report, dated May 19, 2015, Comments on the Proposed 
Negative Declaration of the Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco 
Municipal Solid Waste at Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County; 

Article, San Francisco Chronicle, "3 Bay Area Counties Among Fastest 
Growing in State" (May 1, 2015); 

Article, San Francisco Chronicle, "San Francisco Stalls In Its Attempt to 
Go Trash Free" (September 4, 2014); 

May 21, 2015 Final Negative Declaration; 

June 1, 2015 DOE Recommendation; and 

Filing fee ($521.00) 

cc: Sara Jones, Environmental Review Officer (via email only) 
Paul Maltzer, Senior Environmental Planner (via email only) 

1813-011/105792 
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Cindy Wu 
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Michael J. Antonini 
Commissioner 
wordweaver2 l@aol.com 

Rich Hillis 
Commissioner 
richhillissf@yahoo.com 

Christine D. Johnson 
Commissioner 
christine. johnson@sfgov.org 

May 19, 2015 

Kathrin Moore 
Commissioner 
mooreurban@aol.com 

Dennis Richards 
Commissioner 
dennis.richards@sf gov. org 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org 

Paul Maltzer 
Senior Planner 
paul.maltzer@sfgov.org 

Sarah B. Jones 
Director of Environmental Planning 
sarah. b. j ones@sfgov.org 

Re: Appeal of Preliminary Negative Declaration, Case No. 2014.0653E 
Project Title: Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste 
at Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County 

This letter is submitted on behalf of Solano County Orderly Growth Committee 
("SCOGC") in reply to the May 14, 2015 Planning Department Report and in further support of 
the SCOGC Appeal that was filed on April 3, 2015, with respect to the above referenced 
Preliminary Negative Declaration ("PND") issued on March 4, 2015. 

Summary 

The Planning Department's handling of the environmental review for the City and 
County of San Francisco ("CCSF") proposal to enter into an agreement with Recology for 
disposal of municipal solid waste ("MSW") at Recology's Hay Road Landfill, in Solano County 
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(the "Project"), is seriously flawed, and an Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") is required to 
address the Project's potentially significant impacts. Contending that 624,000 additional trash 
truck miles per year for 15 years through Bay Area traffic "could not have a significant effect on 
the environment" defies logic and lacks credulity. 

Further, the PND is predicated upon the false assumption that San Francisco's 
population and trash generation will not change during the expected 15 year life of the proposed 
Project. The Project description artificially constrains the analysis, by assuming that there will 
be no increase in the existing pattern of 50 large-truck trips per day over the 13-15 year life of 
the Agreement. The PND ignores the absence of any contractual limitations on the number of 
trips and ignores evidence of substantial growth and development in San Francisco which most 
likely will increase the number of trips. The Project description and cumulative analysis also fail 
to take into consideration the additional vehicle trips and the cumulative impacts associated with 
doubling the organics disposal and treatment program at the Hay Road landfill, and the 
substantial increased export of compost material from Hay Road to other locations, including 
San Francisco. 

The scope of the environmental analysis also is improperly constrained. The 
environmental review must consider the entirety of the proposed action, and not just the net 
additional miles travelled because (i) this is a new project and not an amendment to an existing· 
project or agreement, and (ii) because there was no prior environmental review of the transport 
of MSW from San Francisco to the Hay Road Landfill. In addition, the environmental review 
cannot ignore the policy guidance of SB 375, the draft CEQA Guidelines, and the Governor's 
recent Executive Order, all requiring the Project's compliance with climate action and 
greenhouse gas reduction policies. The Project should be considered to have potentially 
significant environmental impacts because the vehicle miles to be travelled to the Hay Road 
Landfill will far exceed regional norms for transport of MSW. 

1. The Project Baseline and Description Are Flawed. 

a. Baseline Improperly Limits Analysis. The Project baseline and 
description are flawed in several respects. First, the PND improperly splits the Project into two 
component parts, i.e., between the San Francisco transfer station and the east end of the Bay 
Bridge and from there to the landfill, and only analyzes the 2,000 net additional vehicle miles 
required to transport MSW to the more remote Hay Road Landfill. 

At first blush this might appear to be reasonable because, ordinarily, on-going 
project activities at the time CEQA review begins are treated as a component of the existing 
conditions baseline. This concept has been applied to the renewal of a permit or other 
amendment to the approval for an existing facility even though the facility operations had not 
previously been reviewed under CEQA. This reasoning also has been applied, for example, in 
the case of a lease renewal for an existing facility, and is consistent with the general rule that the 
baseline should be the "real conditions on the ground" or "what actually is happening" at the time 
the EIR analysis is prepared. 
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The courts, however, have recognized that there must be flexibility in determining 
the appropriate baseline and in some cases it is appropriate and necessary to consider other 
baselines. There are two fundamental reasons why the typical approach cannot properly be 
applied to the Hay Road Project. First, and foremost, the Hay Road Project proposal clearly is 
not the same project as the previous Altamont transportation and disposal scheme. It provides 
for disposal to a different landfill, located in a different County in an entirely different part of the 
Bay Area, under different ownership, on different terms and under different circumstances, and 
requires MSW disposal trucks to travel a different and much lengthier route. In short, on its face, 
the new agreement and new landfill confirm that this is far more than a simple modification to an 
existing project. New agreements, different permits, and alternate transportation plans all are 
required. Accordingly, we are dealing with a new project altogether. 1 

In addition, the changing environmental context for evaluating a project's impact 
with respect to greenhouse gas emissions and consistency with climate action policies present a 
critical and unprecedented imperative to review the entirety of the proposed action. The MND 
approach conveniently ignores half of the vehicle miles travelled ("VMT") without any 
environmental record for doing so, i.e., there was no prior environmental analysis of the 
transportation and disposal of MSW to Altamont. The PND must analyze-the entirety of the 
action to transport and dispose of all of San Francisco's MSW at the Hay Road Landfill in Solano 
County, and not just focus on the net additional distances/trips. As noted in the attached 
analytical report prepared by SW APE, dated May 19, 2015 (the "'SW APE Report"), (and as also 
noted in the PND, albeit for informational purposes only), if the entire distance of the proposed 
truck trips is considered, it cannot reasonably be disputed that the Project has significant 
environmental impacts and requires an EIR. 

b. The PND Ignores Growth and Improperly Assumes No Changes in Trips 
and Associated Impacts. A second fundamental flaw with the Project description is that there is 
no substantial evidence in the record to support the assumption that truck trips will remain 
consistent with past practices and be limited to only 50 trips per day. In fact, the only limitation 
in the proposed Project agreement is the total long-term cap of approximately 5 million tons of 
MSW disposal at Hay Road. Significantly, the proposed agreement does not impose any limit 
whatsoever on the number of daily trips. Accordingly, Recology could at any time increase the 
number of trips per day, and, in fact, there are significant reasons to expect that this most likely 
will occur. More people, more trash, more truck trips. 

The PND ignores the fact that San Francisco is one of the five fastest growing 
counties in the State, including both substantial commercial and residential growth. A recent 
report from the State Department of Finance indicates that San Francisco had a net housing gain 

1 See, e.g., Save Our Neighborhood v. Lishman, 140 Cal.App.4th 1288 (2006) (application for a 
102 room hotel (with convention facilities, gas station and convenience store) could not rely on 
an addendum to an initial study and mitigated negative declaration previously prepared for a 
prior project, a 106 room motel (with restaurant, lounge, gas station, convenience store and car 
wash) that was never constructed, because it was a new project and not a modification to a 
prior project, with different plans and proponents). 
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of 3,500 units in 2014, which was a 50% jump over the 2,400 units gained in 2013. These 5,900 
units over the past two years came as San Francisco added 21,000 people during that same two 
year period. (State Department of Finance data, cited in San Francisco Chronicle, Saturday, 
May 2, 2015. ). This growth is in addition to the clearly visible and substantial commercial 
development activity in San Francisco. The PND provides no evidence in the record regarding 
how MSW from this growth will be handled, or to justify the assumption that it will not generate 
additional large semi-truck MSW disposal trips. 

Noteworthy is the reported increase in waste San Franciscans are generating. The 
SF Department of Environment zero waste manager, Robert Haley, stated in an interview that 
"last year the city sent more tons of trash to landfills than it did in 2012: 456,764 tons, or about 
three pounds per day per resident." (SOURCE: "San Francisco Stalls in Its Attempt to Go 
Trash-Free," Carl Bialik, www.fivethirtyeight.com 9/4114). Combine increased waste generation 
with population growth and the estimated number of truck trips is easily understated. 

The SW APE Report provides substantial evidence that, contrary to the erroneous 
and unsubstantiated assumptions in the PND, the number oflarge semi-truck trips during the 
term of the proposed agreement will, in fact, be expected to significantly increase, due to 
population growth and corresponding increases in MSW volume in San Francisco. The SW APE 
Report confirms that those anticipated additional trips will result in significant carbon emission 
impacts that exceed the BAAQMD's significance thresholds starting in year 2019 (SW APE 
Report at pages 3-11 )2, and will pose significant health risks to sensitive receptors located near 
the proposed truck route due to increased diesel particulates (DPM). As such, a proper CEQA 
evaluation should be required and adequate mitigation measures and alternatives evaluated for 
the Project. 3 

In addition, the PND at page one conservatively assumes disposal may occur over 
a 15 year period, rather than over 13 years at current disposal rates. This so-called conservative 
assumption actually has the opposite effect of artificially reducing the impacts of the additional 
vehicle trips per day. The artificially assumed limitation on the number of trips per day is of 
particular concern since it would not require a significant increase of truck trips to exceed the 
existing C02 significance threshold, as discussed in the SW APE Report, and because any 
additional truck trips would cause the Project to exceed the existing baseline of trips (even 
assuming this is an appropriate measure, as discussed above), and therefore should be analyzed 
over the full length of those trips from San Francisco to Hay Road. 

2 The SWAPE Report also provides substantial evidence demonstrating that historical data and 
market conditions indicate that waste reduction and diversion programs have flattened-out in 
recent years and therefore cannot be relied upon to counter growth-induced increases in waste 
streams. See also, article, "San Francisco Stalls in its Attempt to go Trash Free", by Carl Bialik, 
in Five Thirty-Eight, September 4, 2014. 
3 The inadequacies of the PND health risk assessment are described in the SWAPE Report at 
pages 15-18. 
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c. Sources of Additional Vehicle Trips Ignored. There are other significant 
sources of vehicle emission ignored by the PND. For example, the Project description and 
cumulative impacts analysis ignores the fact that in addition to the identified 2,000 miles of 
additional large "possum belly" tip-truck vehicle trips required for disposal of MSW, Recology 
reportedly also intends to double the capacity of the Hay Road facility to handle compostable 
materials. This will result not only in additional truck trips importing green waste to Hay Road, 
but also additional trucks exporting compost material to end-users, including to San ~rancisco. 
The cumulative impact of the additional vehicle trips associated with this green waste-hauling, 
which would be separate from and in addition to the MSW truck trips, have not been addressed, 
and the entire round-trip length of these trips also should be assessed. See, PND pp. 8-9. 

Finally, the consideration given to the proposed anaerobic digestion ("AD") 
facility in the cumulative impacts analysis is inadequate. The cumulative impact analysis 
generally relies on the 2012 initial study/mitigated negative declaration for the Hay Road 
Landfill expansion, but that analysis did not discuss the AD project (and there is no evidence that 
the 2012 Hay Road environmental document relied on the State's 2012 Program EIR). The 
cumulative air quality analysis did not consider the impacts associated with the AD facility, 
except with respect to odor, and the State's program EIR did not address any site specific impacts 
associated with a new AD facility at Hay Road, including associated additional vehicle 
trips. See,'PND pp. 21-22. 

2. The PND fails to address the Projects' inconsistency with Climate Action Policies. 

The proposed agreement and PND are contrary to the State's and CCSF's 
commitment to the reduction of greenhouse gases and to policies that advance local, regional and 
state-wide climate action goals. 

To try and justify the PND, the Department has taken a particularly narrow view 
of the proposed Project to change CCSF's existing disposal site at the Altamont Landfill, in 
eastern Alameda County, and to transport and dispose of approximately 5 million tons of MSW 
over the next 13 to 15 years at the even more remote Hay Road Landfill in Solano County. The 
Project would include an increase of over 2,000 large- truck vehicle miles, six days per week, for 
the life of the agreement. 

In so doing, the Department is fast-tracking its review of the Hay Road agreement 
and is thereby encouraging the City to take action contrary to its climate action goals, and 
without any environmental review ofreadily available project alternatives or mitigation 
measures. This action sets a dangerous precedent and has potentially far-reaching negative 
impacts for the region. · 

The Department's approach, particularly for a heavily transportation based 
proposal like this, should primarily be to determine whether the proposal advances local, 
regional, and statewide climate action goals consistent with SB 375. Instead, because clearly it 
does not, the Department has entirely ignored this threshold question. 



May 19, 2015 
Page 6 

The preliminary draft of changes to the CEQA Guidelines designed to implement 
SB 753,4 reflect the state's intention and goal to evaluate projects to determine if they advance 
climate action goals. For land use development projects, for example, VMT is viewed as the 
best measure to evaluate the transportation impacts of projects, and regional average VMT is 
identified as a potential threshold of significance. Thus, to the extent a project would cause or 
induce vehicle miles travelled to exceed "regional averages" for that type of use, the project 
would be considered to have a significant impact. 5 

The proposed Hay Road agreement will substantially increase VMT at a time 
when the state-wide goal is to reduce VMT, and clearly also will cause CCSF's trash disposal 
scheme to exceed regional averages for disposal of MSW even more significantly than it 
currently does. Public records show that the overwhelming majority of Cities and Counties in 
the Bay Area dispose of their MSW at significantly more geographically close-in landfills, 
typically in the same county. San Francisco's proposed long-haul plan very substantially departs 
from and exceeds these typical practices, and is thereby, by itself, evidence of a significant 
carbon emissions and transportation impact. 

The Department's narrow approach avoids discussion of the full impact of the 
VMT associated with the proposed agreement, avoids discussion of consistency with and 
furtherance of state, regional, and local climate action and greenhouse gas goals and policies, 
including, for example, failure to implement applicable AB-32 greenhouse gas reduction 
targets6

, and erroneously suggests that the Project is consistent with the AB-32 Scoping Plan,7 

and avoids any discussion of applicable mitigation measures and feasible and plainly available 
alternatives that would, at a minimum, maintain the status quo and avoid worsening the regional 
climate change conditions. 

Governor Brown's recent Executive Order, No. 03-30-15, establishes an 
aggressive state-wide greenhouse gas reduction target of 40% below 1990 levels by 2030. The 
Order underscores the need for focused action to reduce carbon emissions over the next decade 

4 The comment period of the initial discussion draft was closed on November 21, 2014, and 
OPR is currently in the process of developing revised draft Guidelines. In the meantime, while 
other measures of transportation impacts such as intersection and freeway levels of service 
should not be ignored, there is no basis for ignoring the guidance provided in the draft and 
considering VMT in evaluating the impacts of this Project. 
5 The draft guidelines focus on land use projects that would increase VMT over regional 
standards, and transportation projects, such as infrastructure improvements, that could induce 
increases in VMT. While the proposed project does not fall neatly into either of these 
categories, the purpose and intent to further climate action goals by considering VMT based 
significance thresholds in relation to the proposed use should continue to apply. 
6 See SWAPE report at page 14. 
7 Because of uncertainty in Recology's commitment to update its truck fleet to cleaner vehicles, 
the Project cannot provide the necessary information needed to actually conclude compliance 
with AB-32 Scoping Plan. SWAPE Report at pages 12-13. 
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and a half, i.e., precisely during the term of the proposed agreement, and the need for climate 
change and emissions reductions to guide regulatory decisions during this critical period. The 
proposed Hay Road transportation and disposal project would, as further supported by the 
evidence in the SW APE Report, aggressively move CCSF in the wrong direction, and the PND 
gives scant consideration to the effect of such contrary action while ignoring the science of 
climate change. The fact that state-wide or regional implementing actions or legislation have not 
yet been adopted does not excuse the Department from taking climate change into account, from 
properly evaluating the effect of the proposed decision or from evaluating feasible alternatives. 

3. A Superior Close-In Alternative Exists. 

The existing and geographically closer option of continuing MSW disposal at 
Altamont, which remains readily available, should be considered to reduce the environmental 
impacts of the City's MSW transport and disposal program. Altamont is not only substantially 
closer to San Francisco than Hay Road, but it is also significantly closer to the access freeway 
(5.4 miles from I-580, as compared to 12.4 miles to Hay Road from I-80). The greater distance 
provides the potential for greater impacts to local county roads, as well as increased potential for 
safety, noise, odor, and air quality impacts .for nearby residents along the route. 

In addition, increased use of zero emission vehicles and renewable liquid fuels are 
key components of the scenarios for achieving GHG 2030 target emission reductions. Yet, there 
is no commitment by Recology in the proposed Agreement to use cleaner vehicles. CCSF has 
the opportunity, however, at Altamont to immediately support a cleaner MSW transportation 
program. 

Waste Management of Alameda (WMAC) developed and installed the "World's 
largest state-of-the-art Landfill Gas (LFG) to Liquefied Natural Gas" (LNG) operation at the 
Altamont Landfill. This ultra low-carbon bio-fuel powers nearly 300 Waste Management trucks 
a day, most of which operate in Alameda County, helping to improve the region's air quality. 

By the time the City's current disposal contract expires, San Francisco will have 
sent more than 15 million tons of solid waste to the Altamont Landfill - including about 6 
million tons of organic materials. These organic wastes, along with the organic wastes accepted 
from other Bay Area communities over the past three decades, represent an extraordinarily 
valuable resource. 

Today, the Altamont landfill is the only facility in the region with facilities to 
convert this waste-derived resource into renewable electricity as well as large quantities of ultra 
low-carbon transportation fuel. Using only the wastes already in place, the Altamont Landfill is 
capable of producing an average of about 8 megawatts of electricity and an estimated 13,000 
gallons per day of bio-fuel in the form of LNG and Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) for each of 
the next 25 years. The California Air Resources Board determined that this natural gas produced 
from biomethane (in this case captured landfill gas) has the lowest carbon intensity of any fuel 
available today - about 85% lower than either gasoline or diesel. 
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The landfill gas to biomethane system provides the most environmentally positive 
means of managing any organics contained in the City's waste, in fact, rather than simply 
disposing of the City's garbage, WMAC takes that garbage and converts it into an 
environmentally beneficial, completely non-fossil fuel to transport solid waste. In effect, 
WMAC will be 'closing the loop' in the collection and disposal process by recovering and re
using a valuable byproduct of the landfill operation." The bio-fuel production also is consistent 
with San Francisco's Zero Waste goal as fuel production can be met through existing waste 
deposits in the Altamont Landfill and is not dependent on new organic waste streams. 8 New 
organics processing and recovery technologies planned for the Altamont facility will allow for 
even greater low-carbon energy production. 

This bio-fuel is the lowest carbon intensity fuel available in California eliminating 
reliance on petroleum fuel and reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Transporting San 
Francisco's MSW a considerably shorter distance to a landfill that converts garbage to an almost 
zero carbon intensity fuel is clearly consistent with the City's goal of "minimizing and mitigating 
environmental impacts" and San Francisco has the opportunity to be a part of this worldwide 
recognized cutting-edge process. In fact, the Altamont's LNG facility was recognized by the US 
EPA's Landfill Methane Outreach Program (LMOP) as the 2009 Project of the Year and by the 
US Department of Energy Clean Cities Coalition-East Bay Chapter, which awarded the 
project its "East Bay Clean Cities 2009 Clean Air Champion" award. 

In contrast, most of Recology's existing fleet is B-20 bio-diesel (diesel fuel 
derived from 20% vegetable or animal fats and 80% from petroleum. Only eleven trucks (or 
20% of its fleet) run on lower emission LGN. While Recology plans to further up-grade its fleet, 
the PND properly analyzed the project's impact based on current fleet levels as these plans 
remain uncertain. However, the facts exist that CCSF has the present opportunity to lessen the 
impact of its long-haul disposal and positively contribute to regional air quality, but instead 
improperly is choosing not to evaluate that alternative. 

4. No Environmental Review Shortcut for Hay Road Disposal Agreement. 

The Department should correct the deficiencies in the Project Description, 
provide the additional required analyses, and analyze the project for consistency with plainly 
applicable climate action goals and policies. These corrections and reviews will require 
preparation of a focused EIR to, at a minimum, address the transportation and associated air 

8 Moreover, the capture rates for landfill gas at the Altamont exceed 93% -- among the highest 
in the industry. This high rate of recovery ensures that existing gas is ·converted to the highest 
value of reuse - both bio-methane fuel and energy, and thus further reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions. Working with the United States Environmental Protection Agency, the California Air 
Resources Board, California Energy Commission and California Integrated Waste Management 
Board, WMAC has adopted the most sophisticated greenhouse gas emissions testing program 
in the industry, utilizing tunable diode laser technology, hundreds of field measurements are 
taken in the course of a few days to establish methane emissions. This is the most 
comprehensive test available. 
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quality and greenhouse gas impacts of the Project, and to analyze appropriate mitigation 
measures and reasonable range of feasible alternatives to lessen or avoid these impacts. 

Very truly yours, 

Joshua N. Levine, of 
DONGELL LAWRENCE FINNEY LLP 

cc: Sara Jones, Environmental Review Officer 
Paul Maltzer, Senior Environmental Planner 

Attachments: SW APE Report, dated May 19, 2015, Comments on the Proposed Negative 
Declaration of the Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid 
Waste at Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County; 

JNL: 
1813·011/104768_2 

Article, San.Francisco Chronicle, "3 Bay Area Counties Among Fastest Growing 
in State" (May 1, 2015); and 

Article, San Francisco Chronicle, "San Francisco Stalls In Its Attempt to Go 
Trash Free" (September 4, 2014) 
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2656 29th Street, Suite 201 

Santa Monica, California 90405 

Matt Hagemann 
Tel: (949) 887-9013 

Email: mhagemann@swape.com 

Subject: Comments on the Proposed Negative Declaration for the Agreement for Disposal of 
San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste at Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County; 
Case No. 2014.0653E 

We have reviewed the Preliminary Negative Declaration (PND) dated March 4, 2015 on the agreement 

for disposal of San Francisco municipal solid waste (MSW) at the Recology Hay Road landfill in Solano 

County ("Project"), and the Appeal filed on April 3, 2015 by Solano County Orderly Growth Committee. 

The proposed Project consists of an agreement to authorize the transportation and disposal of five 

million tons of MSW from San Francisco to the existing Recology Hay Road Landfill located in 

unincorporated Solano County, at 6426 Hay Road, near State Route 113, southeast of Vacaville. The 

MSW would be transported by long haul semi-trucks, primarily from the Recology San Francisco transfer 

station located at 501 Tunnel Avenue, with several additional trucks hauling residual wastes for disposal 

from Recology's Recycle Central facility, located at Pier 96 in San Francisco. 

Our review of the PND concludes that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) should be prepared 

because the PND: 

• Fails to adequately assess the air quality and greenhouse gas impacts from the Project in its 

entirety; 

• Does not comply with AB 32 reduction targets; 

• Does not consider San Francisco's population growth in future years; and 

• Inadequately assesses the potential health risk from the Project as a whole. 

Inadequate Project-Level Assessment of Greenhouse Gas and Air Quality Impacts 
The PND evaluates the greenhouse gas (GHG) and criteria air pollutant (CAP) impacts from the proposed 

Project by calculating the net difference in emissions between an existing agreement with Recology for 

disposal of MSW at Waste Manager's Altamont Landfill and the new agreement and Project, a proposal 

for transport and disposal at Recology's Hay Road Landfill. The PND treats the Project as a change in the 

existing agreement; however, this assumption is incorrect, because the Project would require an entirely 

separate contract with a different landfill. A DEIR should be prepared to evaluate Project emissions in 

their totality. 
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The Project would be implemented by an agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and 

Recology to change the disposal site for San Francisco's MSW from the current Altamont Landfill in 

Livermore, California to the Recology Hay Road Landfill near Vacaville (p. 1). As a result, the contract for 

Altamont would end, and an entirely new contract for Hay Road would be executed. The existing 

agreement and the proposed agreement are for two entirely different landfills, in different counties, 

operating under different permits and different ownership. It is neither an extension nor a modification 

to an existing operation or program. As a result, the new agreement should not be treated as a change 

within the existing agreement; rather, the new agreement and associated impacts should be treated as 

an entirely new Project. 

The PND's "Air Quality and GHG Technical Report" (Technical Report) summarizes the proposed 

Project's total operational emissions (see excerpt below from p. 15). The values highlighted in blue are 

the Project's emissions emitted within the San Francisco Bay Area Air B~sin, the values highlighted in 

yellow are the emissions emitted within the Sacramento Valley Air Basin, and the values highlighted in 

purple are the total emissions from the Project from both air basins. 

Pm posed 
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San Francisco Bay Area Basin 

Sacramento Valley Air Basin 

Total Emissions 

Proposed 

Proposed 
pounds/day: 
ROG co NOX 

1.09 3.85 14.92 
tons/year: 
ROG NOX 

b.17 0.60 233 

Total Proposed 
pounds/day: 
ROG co NOX 

2 

PM10 PM2.5 

PMlO PM2.5 

C02e PM10 PM2.5 

3,659.84 1:00 0,39 

C02e(MT) PMlO PM2.5 

519.04 0:16 0~06 

C02e PM10 PM2.5 



If the Project's emissions within the San Francisco Air Basin are compared to the significance thresholds 

specified in the PND (see excerpt below}, the Project's NOx emissions would result in a significant 

impact (p. 49). 

TABLEAQ-1 
AIR QUALITY THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Operational Thresholds for use within the SFBAAB 

Average Daily Emissions ]);fa'<imum Annual Emissions 
Pollutant (lbs. ldayl (tons/year) 

ROG 54 'ttJ' 

NOx 54 '10a 

PM10 .82" 15 

P?.fzs 54 1{l 

Fugitive Dust N otApplicahle 

CO rorieentrations of 9 .0 ppm (8-hotU- average) an,;:! 20.0 ppm 
co (1-honr average) as estimated by roadway vehicle volumes 

exceeding 44,000 vehicles per hqur at anyinte1-sectiOI1. 

• ."Uso applicable wlthln the SV Afl. 

b YSAQMD significance thresho!d for YMlO is SO lbs. {day. 

SOURCE: EAAQMD, 1009; YSAQ:!.:ID, 2007. 

Furthermore, if the Project's greenhouse gas (GHG} emissions of 3,222.89 MT C02e/year within the San 

Francisco Air Basin are compared to BAAQMD's GHG threshold of 1,100 MT C02e/year, the emissions 

would result in a significant impact. An updated CEQA evaluation should be conducted to evaluate 

these impacts and to implement mitigation measures to address NOx and GHG emissions. Mitigation 

measures should be considered as discussed at the end of the following section. 

Incremental Emissions Not Adequately Considered 
The Project's criteria air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions are underestimated even further, due 

to incorrect assumptions made in the PND and associated "Air Quality and GHG Technical Report" 

(Technical Report). Specifically, the air quality analysis does not factor in additional haul truck trips that 

would reasonably be expected to occur in future years as San Francisco's population and subsequent 

waste volume continue to grow. 

We conducted a preliminary analysis of the incremental increase in Project emissions due to this 

population growth, and compared it to existing emissions (?sis conducted in the PND). Even though this 

methodology greatly underestimates the Project's total operational emissions, the results of our analysis 

still demonstrated that the GHG emissions, when population growth is accounted for, will exceed 

BAAQMD's significance threshold of 1,100 MT C02e/year from 2019 - 2030. 

The PND and the associated Technical Report disclose the various assumptions made to calculate Project 

greenhouse gas (GHG} and criteria air pollutant emissions. According to the PND, the number of daily 

truck trips and the total waste volume would stay the same under the Project, which is estimated to 

occur over a 15 year contract period (p. 4, 9}. This statement is not justified, nor is it substantiated by 

any supporting documentation. Furthermore, the idea that the total waste volume, and consequent 
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daily truck trips, will remain unchanged for 15 years is unrealistic. The City of San Francisco has 

experienced a steady population increase every year for the past decade, and based on this trend, is 

most likely going to continue growing in future years. As a result, the waste volume produced by San 

Francisco is also going to increase, even with increased diversion efforts. Our review concludes that if 

the increase in population is included in the air quality calculations, the Project's GHG emissions in 

future years will exceed BAAQMD's threshold of 1,100 MT C02e/year. 1 An updated CEQA evaluation 

should be prepared to account for the population growth that San Francisco will experience in future 

years, and should adjust the proposed Project's estimated daily truck trips and resultant emissions 

accordingly. 

We used historical population data, population projections, waste volumes for San Francisco and the 

Altamont Landfill, and a number of other parameters specified in the PND and associated Technical 

Report to determine San Francisco's waste volume in future years. According to the PND and associated 

Technical Report, the proposed project would start in 2016 and operate for up to 15 years (Technical 

Report p. 2, PND p. 4); as a result, we calculated the waste volume, and subsequent emissions, for 2016 

-2030. 

The PND discusses how they determined the number of daily truck trips Recology makes within a given 

year to the Altamont Landfill. The PND states: 

"Recology owns and operates its own transfer truck fleet... these trucks have a maximum 

payload of about 24.5 tons. In 2012, Recology hauled 374,844 tons of San Francisco MSW to the 

Altamont Landfill. Based on the total tonnage hauled to Altamont Landfill and the capacity of 

each transfer truck, it took approximately 15,300 loads to reach this tonnage-- or 294 loads per 

week for 52 weeks. Based on a 6 day week (Recology typically hauls MSW loads from Sunday 

evening through Friday) this resulted in approximately 50 trucks (or round trips) per day hauling 

San Francisco MSW to the Altamont Landfill" (p. 6). 

This 2012 waste volume of 374,844 tons was taken from the California Department of Resources 

Recycling and Recovery's (CalRecycle) Disposal Reporting System (DRS), 2 which provides annual 

estimates of the disposal amounts for jurisdictions in California. The report shows the total amount 

disposed by the jurisdiction (San Francisco) at each disposal facility (Altamont Landfill) for a requested 

year. 3 According to the 2012 DRS report, San Francisco produced an estimated 454,570 tons of waste, 

of which 374,844 tons, or 82%, was disposed of at the Altamont Landfill. 4 Similarly, in 2013 San 

Francisco produced an estimated 476,424 tons of waste, of which 372,205 tons, or 78%, was disposed of 

1http://www. baa q m d .gov 1~ /media/Fi I es/Plan n i ng%20a n d%20Resea rch/ CE QA/BAA QM D%20CE QA%2 OGu i de Ii nes _ 

May%202011_5_3_11.ashx p. 2-2 

2http://www.ca I recycle. ca .gov /LGCentra I/Reports/Vi ewer .aspx?P=O rigi nJ u risd i ctio n I Ds%3d438%26ReportYea r%3 

d2012%26ReportName%3dReportEDRSJurisDisposa1ByFacility 

3 http://www.ca I recycle. ca .gov /LGCentra l/Reports/D RS/Destination/Ju rDsp Fa .aspx 

4http://www.ca I recycle. ca .gov /LGCentra I/Reports/Vi ewer.aspx?P=Origi nJ u risd i ctio n I Ds%3d438%26Re port Yea r%3 

d2012%26ReportName%3dReportEDRSJurisDisposalByFacility 
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at the Altamont Landfill. 5 Years prior to 2012 also exhibit the same trend in the amount of San 

Francisco's waste disposed of at the Altamont Landfill (see table below). 

Reporting Year 

2008 

2009 

2010 ,, .· 

Annual Disposal Amount 
(tons) San Francisco 

Annual Disposal Amount (tons) 
Altamont Landfill 

498,382 

406,417 

. •383,104 

374,202 

372,205 

AVERAGE (2012 "-''2()1~) · 

Percentage of Waste Allocated to 
Altamont Landfill 

84% 

84% 

.84% 

84% 

82% 

78% 

80% 

Utilizing the results from these reports, it can be assumed that roughly 82- 84% of San Francisco's 

waste was disposed of by Recology to the Altamont Landfill in past years. Taking the percentages from 

2012 to 2013, we calculated an average value of 80%, which we then used to determine the 

approximate waste volume that would be disposed of at the proposed Recology Hay Road Landfill in 

future years. It should be noted that we limited this average value to the most recent years (2012 -

2013} to account for the increased recycling and composting activities that have occurred over the past 

decade. 

We then compared San Francisco's historical population 6 to the annual waste volume disposed by San 

Francisco. 7 As exhibited in the chart below, from 2001 to 2011, San Francisco's population steadily 

increased, but the waste disposed by San Francisco decreased. In 2001, the per capita disposal rate was 

approximately 6 pounds per person per day (lbs/person/day}, and this value steadily decreased over the 

course of ten years, with the average per capita rate being approximately 4.6 lbs/person/day. 

Shttp://www.ca I recycle. ca .gov /LGCentra I/Reports/Viewer .a spx?P=Origi nJ u risd iction I Ds%3d438%26Re portYea r%3 

d2013%26ReportName%3dReportEDRSJurisDisposa1ByFacility 

6 http://www.dot.ca.gov/res ea rch/ demographic/reports/ estimates/ e-7 /view. php 
7 http://www.ca I recycle. ca .gov /LGCentra I/Re po rts/D RS/Desti nation/Ju rDsp Fa .aspx 
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Conversely, in 2012 and 2013, San Francisco's population and waste volume increased (see chart below). 

21,500 

19,500 

17,500 

15,500 

13,500 

11,500 

9,500 

7,500 

San Francisco's Population Growth vs. Increase in 

Waste Disposal Volumes 

2012 2013 

.......... Increase in Waste 
Disposed in Landfill (tons) 

-Annual Population 
Increase 

This trend indicates that even with the implementation of recycling and composting, the waste volume 

has increased in recent years and will most likely increase in future years as the population increases. 

The lowest per capita disposal rate occurred in 2011, with a rate of approximately 3 lbs/person/day. 

Since then, this rate has slowly, but steadily increased each year. Furthermore, in recent years, average 

recycling commodity prices have decreased drastically. 89 From 2013 to 2014, recycling prices dropped 

8 http://www. recycl i ngtod ay .com/ rtOS 15-ferrous-scra p-p rocessors-ch a I le nges.aspx 
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by 23.7%, and in early 2015, prices decreased by 14%. 10 As a result, recycling programs for private waste 

management companies are less profitable. If recycling commodity prices continue to decline, recycling 

plants will continue to shut down, and rates of waste diversion will begin to decrease. For these reasons, 

we used the average of these two most recent years, exclusively. 

CalRecycle's DRS only has disposal reports for 2013 or earlier; as a result, we had to use additional 

resources to estimate the waste volume for future years. The Demographic Research Unit of the 

California Department of Finance is designated as the single official source of demographic data for state 

planning. This department provides publicly available reports on population estimates from cities, 

counties, and the state according to year. It also provides population projections for future years. We 

utilized data from the following reports to determine the City of San Francisco's past, present, and 

future population: (1) "E-1 Cities, Counties, and the State Population Estimates with Annual Percent 

Change - January 1, 2014 and 2015;" 11 (2) "E-4 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 

2011-2015, with 2010 Census Benchmark;"12 and (3) "P-3 Population Projections by Race/Ethnicity, 

Detailed Age, and Gender, 2010 - 2060." 13 The values from these reports are summarized in the table 

below. 

Reporting Year Population 

·334,903 

845,602 

857,.106 

865,639 

874;210 . 

2021 

.2022 

2023 916,398 

202.4 924,332. 

2025 932,109 

939,662 

2027 947,118 

954,231• 

960,992 

967,405 

9 http://www.houstonchronicle.com/business/article/Waste-Management-continues-to-struggle-with-
6085567.php 
10 http://www.wastedive.com/news/waste-management-ql-results-sink-under-divestitures-recycling
prices/392679/ 
11 http://www.dot.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-1/view.php 
12 http://www.dot.ca .gov /research/demographic/reports/estimates/ e-4/2011-20/view.ph p 
13 http://www.dot.ca .gov /res ea rch/demogra phic/reports/projections/P-3/ 
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For the years where both the waste volume and population data were available, we determined a per 

person disposal rate, and then used this disposal rate to determine San Francisco's annual disposal 

amount for years where waste data was lacking. It should be noted that the methodology used to 

calculate a per person disposal rate is consistent with methods used by CalRecycle. 14 For example, in 

2010, Cal Recycle determined a disposal rate of 3 lbs/person/day by taking the total waste volume 

disposed by San Francisco, and dividing it by the population. 15 

The results of our calculations for 2014 - 2015 are summarized in the table below. The values in italics 

indicate data taken from a source (Ca I Recycle and the California Department of Finance); the underlined 

values were derived from this data. As you can see, the disposal rates are similar to the 2010 value. 

Reporting Population Annual Disposal Annual Disposal Percentage of Waste 
Allocated to Altamont 

Landfill 

Disposal Rate 
(lbs/person/day) Vear Amount (tons) San Amount (tons) 

Francisco Altamont Landfill 

2012 816;446 454,5?0 374,844 

2013 828,440 476,424 372,205 

2014. 834,903 468,685 374.948 

379,753 

AVERA~EVAlUE > 

According to the PND, a typical Recology transfer truck has a maximum payload (maximum tonnage that 

can be loaded into a trailer) of 24.5 tons (p. 6). We used this value, along with the values listed above, 

to determine the number of additional daily haul trips that would occur from 2016 - 2030, as a result of 

San Francisco's increasing population. The results of our calculations are summarized in the table 

below. 

Reporting Population Estimated Annual Estimated Annual Hauling Trips Tons of 
Vear Disposal Amount Disposal Amount Per Day Waste 

(tons) (tons) Proposed (Round Trip) Per Haul 
Landfill 

2014 1
• 834,903 468,985 376,321 50 •· , . 24.5 . . : . .. . ·:• 

2015 845,602 474,691 381,143 50 24.5 

2016 857106 • 48:l_,1A9 386,329· ••: 50 24.5 
• 

J . · ..• . .· 

2017 865,639 485,939 390,175 51 24.5 

2018 : ,874,210, .· 
.... 

490,750 
···. 

~94,03:S\ . ; •. I•• 51 '• .. · .. ;. 
·24;5 . 

: .. 'i:, . . 

2019 882,831 495,590 397,924 52 24.5 

2020 8.91,493• soo,452 401,828 52 ..... 24.5 . ·: . 

2021 899,992 505,223 405,659 53 24.5 

2022 
; 

908,342 •••.·•·· •• . 569,91:1 : 
• 409A22 •· . 

.. 
53 ·; .··• 24.5 . . 

14 http://www.ca (recycle. ca .gov /LGCentral/Repo rts/J u risdiction/D iversio n Di sposa I. aspx 
15http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/Reports/DiversionProgram/JurisdictionDiversionDetail.aspx?Jurisdictio 
nlD=438&Year=2010 
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2023 916,398 514,433 413,054 54 24.5 
,, 

2024 ... 924,332 ,',' 
'' 

518,88} 416;630 54 24.5 . : 

2025 932,109 523,253 420,135 55 24.5 

2026 939,662 527,493 423,539 55 •' 24.5 
•' 

2027 947,118 531,678 426,900 56 24.5 

2028 
: 

954,231 535,671 :' 430,106 56 24.5 
·, ,' .·: 

2029 960,992 539,466 433,154 57 24.5 

2030' ,, 967405 
... 

543,066 
'.'.' 

436,044' 57. '24.5 ' ' J .. .. 

At the current rates of disposal, the PND estimates that the agreement would have a term of up 15 

years to allow for the disposal of 5 million tons of MSW (p. 4). However, they do not take into account 

San Francisco's population growth, nor do they consider the decrease (or rather lack of change) in 

recycling rates in recent years. As a result, the proposed agreement may not last the full 15 years, as 

originally anticipated. Based on the projected annual waste volumes listed above for the proposed 

landfill, from 2016 - 2030 (15 years) the estimated total waste volume would be approximately 6.1 

million tons. From 2016 - 2027, the estimated total waste volume would be roughly 4.9 million tons, 

and from 2016 - 2028, the total waste volume would be roughly 5.3 million. As .a result, the total 

duration of the proposed Project may be cut short by three to four years; however, for the purpose of 

this analysis, we assumed a period of 15 years. 

Each additional truck trip per day results in roughly 313 additional truck trips annually, assuming a six 

day work week (see table below). 16 As a result, the emissions from these additional truck trips have the 

ability to make a significant impact on the regional air quality within Sacramento Valley and the Bay 

Area. 

Reporting Year Hauling Trips Per Day Additional Haul Trips Additional Annual Haul 
(Round Trip) Per Day Trips 

2014 50 0 
', ' 

0 ,, 

' ' ' '," ,, ' 

2015 50 0 0 

: 2016 so: •,, ' .· '' 

0 . ' 0 ' 
'' 

,' 

2017 51 1 313 

2018 .51 I 1 313 
,, ' : •' 

2019 52 2 626 

:2020 : 52' 2· 
.. 

626 ' 

" ' ' •' 

2021 53 3 939 

202.z 
: 

• 
53 3 ,' ". 939 ·:· : ',' 

2023 54 4 1,252 
I 2024 54 .4 ' 

' 1,252 
', ' ·.· ·: : 

2025 55 5 1,565 

16 The full length of these additional truck trips need to be considered in the environmental analysis, including the 
additional local transportation impacts of these additional trips. 
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2026 5 1,565 

2027 56 6 1,877 

2028 6 1,877 

2029 57 7 2,190 

2030 7 2,190 

The Technical Report provides the emission rates, adjustment factors, formulas, and other parameters 

used to calculate the proposed and existing Project's emissions (p. 15 - 25). We used these values and 

applied them to the estimated daily haul trips for each year the proposed Project will be in operation. 

We then calculated the net difference between the existing Project emissions and the proposed Project 

emissions. The results of our calculations are summarized in the table below, and the calculation details 

can be found in Attachment A. 

\ 
ti~ilV ~aufillg :•r'.< •:, ,.; 'C.' i:' , .·,·.,··.•· . ··• .. ··· .·• . • Jncremen~c:tl Increase in Pr:opos~~ Proj~~ An~ual · · ··· · · 

' bpt?r~~i.<>qCI~ • •·•·•, T;•'Pr:()j~ct ~~~n~ri<?•·····•:• Emissions (Sar\ Francisco ar1d satramento AirBcisins· · Year iffp~<··· · • Episs~()l'l§:ir-wr ~ir[lci~in •· , . . , r , , : . : , ~ , , , , • . • • • , , '.' , , ' 

·.····· ;,· .. : ., 
' ' 

, ... 
' 

,' combined) · 
'' 

' 

Round Trip per tons/year (except for C02e, which is in MT/year) 
- -Day ROG co NOx C02e PM10 PM2.5 

Proposed - SF 1.11 3.89 15.09 3,357 1.06 0.41 
2016 Proposed - Sacramento 0.18 0.63 2.43 539 0.17 0.07 

(Current 50 
Existing - SF (2014) Conditions) 0.89 2.98 12.39 2,942 0.90 0.34 

Total Net Difference 0.40 1.54 5.13 954 0.33 0.14 

Proposed - SF 1.13 3.97 15.39 3,424 1.08 0.42 

Proposed - Sacramento 0.18 0.64 2.48 550 0.17 0.07 
2017 - 2018 51 

Existing - SF (2014) 0.89 2.98 12.39 2,942 0.90 0.34 

Total Net Difference 0.42 1.63 5.48 1,032 0.36 0.15 

Proposed - SF 1.15 4.05 15.69 3,491 1.11 0.43 

Proposed - Sacramento 0.18 0.65 2.53 561 0.18 0.07 
2019 - 2020 52 

Existing - SF (2014) 0.89 2.98 12.39 2,942 0.90 0.34 

Total Net Difference 0.45 1.72 5.83 1,110 0.38 0.16 

Proposed - SF 1.18 4.13 15.99 3,559 1.13 0.43 

Proposed - Sacramento 0.19 0.66 2.58 572 0.18 0.07 
2021- 2022 53 

Existing - SF (2014) 0.89 2.98 12.39 2,942 0.90 0.34 

Total Net Difference 0.47 1.81 6.18 1,188 0.41 0.17 

Proposed - SF 1.20 4.20 16.29 3,626 1.15 0.44 

Proposed - Sacramento 0.19 0.68 2.63 583 0.19 0.07 
2023 - 2024 54 

Existing - SF (2014) 0.89 2.98 12.39 2,942 0.90 0.34 

Total Net Difference 0.50 1.90 6.53 1,266 0.43 0.18 
Proposed - SF 1.22 4.28 16.60 3,693 1.17 0.45 

2025 - 2026 55 Proposed - Sacramento 0.20 0.69 2.67 593 0.19 0.07 

Existing - SF (2014) 0.89 2.98 12.39 2,942 0.90 0.34 
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Total Net Difference 0.52 1.99 6.88 1,344 0.46 
Proposed - SF 1.24 4.36 16.90 3,760 1.19 

Proposed - Sacramento 0.20 0.70 2.72 604 0.19 
2027 - 2028 56 

Existing - SF (2014) 0.89 2.98 12.39 2,942 0.90 

Total Net Difference 0.55 2.08 7.23 1,422 0.48 

Proposed - SF 1.27 4.44 17.20 3,827 1.21 

Proposed - Sacramento 0.20 0.71 2.77 615 0.20 
2029 - 2030 57 

Existing - SF {2014) 0.89 2.98 12.39 2,942 0.90 

Total Net Difference 0.58 2.17 7.58 1,500 0.51 

The results of our analysis indic;ate that from 2019 until 2030, the GHG emissions from the proposed 

Project, compared to the existing Project's emissions, will exceed BAAQMD's 1,100 MT C02e/year 

threshold 17
, and as a result, will have a significant impact. 

0.19 

0.46 

0.07 

0.34 

0.19 

0.47 

0.08 

0.34 

0.20 

Additional mitigation measures, specific to the reduction of mobile source GHG emissions, are proposed 
in CAPCOA's Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, 18 and should be considered in a 
subsequent analysis. Measures specified in CAPCOA's guidance document are more stringent and 
prescriptive than those measures identified in the PND, and provide many simple design features, that 
when combined together, optimize GHG emissions reductions. An updated CEQA evaluation should be 
prepared to include additional mitigation measures, as well as include an updated air quality assessment 
to ensure that the necessary mitigation measures are implemented to reduce GHG mobile source 
emissions to below BAAQMD thresholds. 

Project Conflicts with GHG Reduction Targets 
The PND compares the proposed Project's GHG emissions to the targets set forth by AB 32 Scoping Plan, 

BAAQMD's 2010 Climate Action Plan (CAP), and the Solano County CAP {p. 65). The PND determines 

Project compliance with transportation measures specified in the AB 32 Scoping Plan by assuring that 

Recology is in the process of phasing in cleaner vehicles into their fleet in future years. This proposed 

fleet update is not supported by documentation or any details, such as phase in year, number of trucks 

added, number of trucks removed, total fleet size in future years etc., and it also contradicts Project 

details described in the both the PND and the associated Technical Report. The proposed Project does 

not disclose the necessary information needed to actually conclude compliance with targets discussed in 

the AB 32 Scoping Plan. An updated CEQA evaluation should be conducted to address this issue, and 

mitigate, where necessary. 

17http://www. baa q md .gov;~/ med ia/Files/P la n n i ng%20a n d%20Resea rch/ CE QA/BAA QM D%20CE QA %20Gu id el in es 

_May%202011_5_3_11.ashx p. 2-2 

18 http://www.ca pcoa. o rg/wp-co ntent/ up load s/2010/ 11/CAPCOA-Qu a ntification-Re po rt-9-14-Fi na I. pdf 
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The PND compares the proposed Project's GHG emissions to the targets set forth by AB 32 Scoping Plan 

Update for transportation-related GHG emissions. 19 The PND states: 

"The AB 32 Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Update include four transportation-related strategies 

for reduction of GHGs and criteria pollutants: (1) improve vehicle efficiency and develop zero 

emission technologies, (2) reduce the carbon content of fuels and provide market support to get 

these lower-carbon fuels into the marketplace, (3) plan and build communities to reduce 

vehicular GHG emissions and provide more transportation options, and (4) improve the 

efficiency and throughput of existing transportation systems" (p. 69). 

The PND concludes that the Project would comply with the above measures because "currently, eleven 

trucks in Recology's fleet run on liquefied natural gas (LNG), and Recology is in the process of phasing in 

additional transfer vehicles that run on LNG or compressed natural gas (CNG) ... the proposed project is 

therefore consistent with the Scoping Plan Update's emphasis on reducing GHG emissions from 

heavy-duty trucks" (p. 70). 

Specifics on these proposed fleet additions are not disclosed, and supporting documentation to back up 

these claims is not provided. As a result, we are not able to verify the actuality of this claim, nor are we 

able to determine the extent of which these proposed additions will occur. Important details are 

omitted from the PND, such as the number of trucks added to Recology's fleet, the proposed year these 

new trucks will be implemented, the financial feasibility of these additional trucks, the size of Recology's 

fleet after the addition of these trucks, the resultant increase in daily truck trips if the fleet is enlarged 

etc. Without these details, it cannot be determined whether or not the proposed Project conflicts with 

AB 32's Scoping Plan Update. 

These details are also crucial in determining the Project's air quality and GHG impacts. For example, if 

these additional trucks result in a larger truck fleet, the daily hauling trips will most likely increase, and 

subsequently, the Project's emissions. Furthermore, without knowing the year these trucks will be 

added, there is no way to determine the Project's compliance with the Scoping Plan. Because the 

Project is being compared to the current agreement, reductions in GHG emissions would have to occur 

during the Project's first year of operation. As a result, these additional trucks would need to be phased 

into Recology's fleet and in operation by 2016. 

These proposed fleet additions present conflicting ideas within the PND and associated Technical 

Report. The Technical Report specifies that the "existing truck fleet and number of daily trips" would 

stay the same under the proposed Project, and uses this fact as a basis for calculating the Project's 

potential emissions and for determining the Project's air quality and GHG impacts (p. 2). Furthermore, 

the PND states that "the Recology Hay Road Landfill, the San Francisco Transfer Station, Recology's 

Recycle Central Facility, and the truck hauling fleet currently used to transport San Francisco waste 

would enter into one or more agreements for the transportation and disposal of 5 million tons of San 

19 http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/first_update_climate_change_scoping_plan.pdf 
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Francisco MSW at the Recology Hay Road Landfill" (p. 1). If these facilities .and the current fleet are 

entering into the proposed agreement, exclusively, the addition of cleaner transfer trucks cannot be 

used as a way to show compliance with the AB 32 Scoping Plan Update. 

The PND attempts to further justify the Project's compliance with AB 32's Scoping Plan Update. The PND 

states that "because the proposed project's GHG emissions would be below the quantitative significance 

threshold of 1,100 metric tons of C02e per year ... the proposed project would contribute to meeting the 

SFBAAB's fair share of emission reductions for the year 2020." This statement, as presented by the 

analysis conducted in the previous section, may not hold true. According to our analysis, GHG emissions 

from 2019 - 2030 would result in a significant impact. Furthermore, it is not clear if these truck 

additions would result in a larger fleet. If so, the daily hauling trips would increase, and as a result, both 

the emissions calculated in the Technical Report and the emissions calculated in the previous section, 

underestimate the proposed Project's potential emissions. 

The PND also does not quantify or implement reduction targets for the proposed Project, which are 

specified in AB 32. AB 32 requires California to reduce its GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, a 

reduction of approximately 15 percent below emissions expected under the "business as usual" 

scenario. 20 Since the PND treats the proposed ne.w contract as a change in existing conditions, and not 

as two entirely different entities, the PND should demonstrate that this proposed Project "update" 

would result in a minimum 15 percent reduction in GHG emissions. 

Furthermore, Governor Brown recently issued an executive order to establish an even more ambitious 

GHG reduction target. Executive Order B-30-15 21 requires emissions reductions above those mandated 

by AB 32 to reduce GHG emissions 40 percent below their 1990 levels by 2030. The newly-stated GHG 

reductions target should also be considered as a threshold of significance against which to measure 

Project impacts. The analysis would need to translate the new statewide targets into a project specific 

threshold against which Project GHG emissions are compared. An environmental impact report should 

be prepared to quantify any reductions expected to be achieved by mitigation measures, shown by 

substantial evidence that such measures will be effective and should demonstrate how the reductions 

will reduce the emissions below the significance threshold adopted. 

Health Risk from Diesel Particulate Matter Inadequately Evaluated 
The PND conducted a health risk assessment, and determined that the cancer risk from the proposed 

Project would be less than significant. Several incorrect assumptions were made in calculating the 

potential health risk. First, the PND and. associated Technical Report use the model CALINE4 to predict a 

maximum 1-hour diesel particulate matter concentration from the Project's daily truck trips. CALINE4, 

however, should only be used for carbon monoxide (CO) analyses in California. Second, as previously 

mentioned, the incremental increase in daily truck trips that would occur as a result of San Francisco's 

20 http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ab32/ab32.htm 
21 http://gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938 
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growing population was not taken into account; as a result, the health risk calculated in the PND is 

underestimated. Our review of the estimated Project emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM} 

determined that significant air quality impacts may be generated through the use of diesel-fueled 

hauling trucks to and from the site. 

The PND's Technical Report conducts a health risk assessment using the CALINE4 model. However, 

according to the California Department of Transportation "CALINE4 is only accepted by U.S. EPA for CO 

analysis in California; for other pollutants ... use CAL3QHCR or AERMOD." 22 For particulate matter hot 

spot analyses, the EPA has specified the models and procedures to be used for conformity purposes, and 

recommends the use ofthe CAL3QHCR line-source model for simple highway and intersection projects, 

and the AERMOD dispersion model for complex highway projects. 23 Therefore, in an effort to accurately 

estimate the potential health risk posed to sensitive receptors from the proposed Project, we used 

AERSCREEN, the screening version of the AERMOD model, to conduct our analysis. 

Furthermore, the screening-level health risk assessment conducted in the PND and associated Technical 

Report does not account for the incremental increase in daily truck trips, and subsequent DPM 

emissions, that would occur as a result of San Francisco's growing population in future years. As a 

result, the cancer risk is underestimated. In our analysis, we corrected for this underestimation and 

calculated the cancenisk for the duration of the Project using emission rates that account for this 

steady increase in emissions every year. 

As of 2011, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA} recommends AERSCREEN as the 

leading air dispersion model, due to improvements in simulating local meteorological conditions based 

on simple input parameters. 24 The model replaced SCREEN3, which is included in OEHHA25 and 

CAPCOA26 guidance as the appropriate air dispersion model for Level 2 health risk screening 

assessments (HRSAs}. A Level 2 HRSA utilizes a limited amount of site-specific information to generate 

maximum reasonable downwind concentrations of air contaminants to which nearby sensitive receptors 

may be exposed. If an unacceptable air quality hazard is determined to be possible using AERSCREEN, a 

more refined modeling approach is required prior to approval of the Project. 

The AERSCREEN model relies on a continuous average emission rate to simulate maximum downwind 

concentrations from point, area, and volume emission sources. To account for the variability in hauling 

truck usage over the course of an operational year, we calculated an average DPM emission rate by the 

following equation. 

Emission Rate (grams) tons X 2000 lbs X 453.6 grams X 312.9 days X 1 day X 1 hour 
second = year ton lb year 24 hours 3,600 seconds 

22 http ://www.dot.ca .gov /hq/ env /air/software/ ca lin e4/ cal inesw.htm 
23 http ://www.dot.ca .gov /hq/ env /air /pages/ qualpm.htm 
24 http://www.epa.gov/ttn/scram/guidance/clarification/20110411_AERSCREEN_Release_Memo.pdf 
25 http://oehha.ca.gov/air /hot_spots/pdf/H RAgu idefinal. pdf 
26 http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/CAPCOA_H RA_LU _Guidelines_ 8-6-09.pdf 
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We then used the average emission rate and applied it to the total anticipated Project duration. The 

results of our calculation are summarized in the table below. 

Year Exhaust PM10 Emissions (tons/year) Exhaust PM10 Emissions (g/sec) 

0.042 

0.042 

0.043 

0;043 

0.044 

·0.044 

0.045 

0:045 

1.36 0.046 

1.36 0;046 

2027 1.38 0.046 

2028 O.d46 

2029 0.047 

2030 0.047 

AVERAGE 0.044 

We modeled the route taken by these trucks as a volume source, and used an initial lateral dimension of 

100 meters to represent one link of the freeway at any given time during the 155 mile trip length. A 

volume height of three meters was selected to represent the height of exhaust stacks on heavy duty 

trucks, and an initial vertical dimension of 1.5 meters was used to simulate instantaneous plume 

dispersion upon release. An urban meteorological setting was selected with model-default inputs for 

wind speed and direction distribution. 

The AERSCREEN model generated maximum reasonable estimates of single-hour downwind DPM 

concentrations from the Project. USEPA guidance suggests that in screening procedures, the annualized 

average concentration of an air pollutant may be estimated by multiplying the single-hour concentration 

by 10%.27 The maximum single-hour downwind concentration in the AERSCREEN output was 

approximately 2.10 µg/m3 DPM 216 meters downwind. The annualized average concentration for the 

sensitive receptors was estimated to be 0.21 µg/m3
• 

We calculated excess cancer risks for adults, children, and infant receptors using applicable HRA 

methodologies prescribed by OEHHA. OEHHA recommends the use of Age Sensitivity Factors (ASFs} to 

account for the heightened susceptibility of young children to the carcinogenic toxicity of air pollution. 28 

According to the revised guidance, quantified cancer risk should be multiplied by a factor of ten during 

27 http://www.epa.gov/ttn/scra m/gu ida nee/ guide/EPA-454R-92-019 _ OCR.pdf 
28 http://oehha.ca.gov/a ir /hot_spots/pdf /2012tsd/Chapterl 1_2012. pdf 
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the first two years of life (infant), and by a factor of three for the subsequent fourteen years of life (child 

greater than two until sixteen). The results of our calculations are shown below. 

· · Concentratiol1 
'"""'""'''"''''""'""-" ......................... ,. • .__,._._ .... ~ ... ,. . .:... ........... -" .. ~~-·-"·'""'"""'"'"~"""'""""""'~.:., ................... - .. .i ............ --.. •-

D BR Daily breathing rate L/kg-day 302 581 581 

__ .:.___· _. ~~-----'''·-·j<:~•os~~ ·F!',~~eilgt,_, __ ~({_~,y~/y_~~-L--~-------"''"~§,g_~~ .. -'-'----'----···---·---~--·---··-----·---}§_Q .. ----
ED Exposure Duration years 15 14 2 

... . ... . .. ~?.~....... .... ~~~.?..~~~~~~~X~~~?E.. .................. ........... . .................................... ·······-~·-····· ......................................... --~·-············. ... _ _ 1 o 
·Cancer Risk 1.43E~os · 7.72E-05. 3.68E'-05 

The excess cancer risk to adults, children, and infants are 14.3, 77.2, and 36.8 in one million, 

respectively. Consistent with OEHHA guidance, exposure was assumed to begin in the infantile stage of 

life to provide the most conservative estimate of air quality hazards. It should be noted that the infant 

exposure duration was limited to two years, as the ASF of 10 can only be applied to the first two years of 

life. Similarly, I limited the exposure duration for a child to 14 years, as the ASF of 3 can only be applied 

to a child greater than two years old up to 16 years. 

Even with these shortened exposure durations for children and infants, the cancer risk posed to 

sensitive receptors located approximately 200 meters from the proposed truck route, for all three age 

categories, exceeds BAAQMD's significance threshold of 10 in one million. A refined health risk 

assessment should therefore be prepared to examine air quality impacts generated by the Project using 

site-specific meteorology and specific truck usage schedules. Our calculations demonstrate that the 

Project poses a significant health risk due to DPM emissions. Therefore, an updated CEQA evaluation 

should be completed and adequate mitigation measures and alternatives should be evaluated for the 

Project. 

Conclusion 
The PND does not adequately assess the proposed Project's air quality and greenhouse gas impacts, nor 

does it effectively demonstrate compliance will applicable greenhouse gas reduction targets. The PND 

incorrectly compares the emissions from the existing contract with Altamont Landfill to the proposed 

new contract with Recology Hay Road Landfill; as a result, the proposed Project's emissions are 

underestimated. Moreover, the PND does not account for the incremental increase in daily haul trips 

and subsequent emissions that will most likely occur in future years, as San Francisco's population and 

waste volume grow. The PND inadequately evaluates the potential health risk posed to sensitive 

receptors located near the proposed truck route. Due to each and all of these shortcomings, an EIR 
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should be prepared to address and correct for these issues, and should implement mitigation measures, 

where necessary. 

Prepared by: 

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. 

Jessie Jaeger 
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3 Bay Area counties among fastest 
growing in state 
By Melody Gutierrez Updated 4:52 pm, Friday, May 1, 2015 

IMAGE 1OF6 

A crowd crosses Harrison Street at Second Street in San Francisco. 

SACRAMENTO -The Bay Area's nine counties added 85,000 residents last year as 

California saw modest 1 percent growth statewide, according to new estimates released 

Friday. 

State Department of Finance data show California gained 358,000 residents in 2014 to bring ti 

state's total population to 38. 7 million. Three of the five fastest-growing counties in the state 

were in the Bay Area - San Francisco, Alameda and Contra Costa, while Dublin was one of the 

fastest-growing cities in California. 

"This has been a period when the Bay Area economy has been expanding and pulling people in t 

work in those jobs and participate in that," said Cynthia Kroll, chief economist at theAssociatio 

of Bay Area Governments. "There has been huge pressure on the housing market, particularly ir 

San Francisco, but also in the East Bay." 
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Los Angeles and San Diego led the state in net 

housing growth, adding a combined 13,500 uni 

last year, while San Jose (4,400 units) and San 

Francisco (3,500 units) followed. In San 

Francisco, where the housing crunch has led to 

soaring rental prices, the city's net housing last 

year jumped 50 percent compared with the 

2,400 units gained in 2013. 

The 5,900 units over the past two years come ru 

San Francisco added 21,000 people during that 

time. 

Statewide, net housing additions increased 17 percent in 2014, with 69,000 units added, 

compared with 59,000 in 2013. 

Weed (Siskiyou County) saw the largest population decline among cities last year with 8.8 

percent, a direct result of housing lost in the Boles Fire. More than 150 homes were lost in the 

September fire, accounting for a third of the small lumber town's residences. 

"Many of the displaced families left the city of Weed, but not the county," said John Malson, 

chief of demographic research for the Department of Finance. "Weed suffered a large populatio 

decline from that. If they rebuild, we expect that to pick up." 

In all, 421 cities added residents, while 61 cities saw declines or stayed the same. 

The largest cities in the state are Los Angeles, which has 3.9 million people after growing by 

43,000 last year, and San Diego, which has a population of 1.4 million people after adding 

20,000 people. San Jose, the state's third-largest city, added 14,000 people last year to bring its 

total to more than a million people. 

San Francisco is the state's fourth-largest city, with 845,602 people after increasing by 10, 700. 

San Joaquin County saw the largest percentage increase of the 58 counties after growing 1.5 

percent, followed by Imperial County near the California-Mexico border, San Francisco, 

Alameda and Contra Costa, which each grew 1.3 percent. 

Taft (Kern County) was the fastest-growing city in the state, after a community corrections 

facility was reopened and spurred a 6.3 percent population increase. New housing spurred 

population increases in Sand City in Monterey County (5.8 percent), Dublin in Alameda Count; 

http://www.sfgate.com/news/article/Three-Bay-Area-counties-among-the-fastest-growing-6236798.php?cmpid=email-desktop 2/3 
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(4.5 percent) and Imperial in Imperial County (4.1 percent). 

"The state has had steady growth for several years, although it's showing a little more robust 

growth since the recession," Malson said. 

Melody Gutierrez is a San Francisco Chronicle staff writer. E-mail: 

mgutierrez@sfchronicle.com Twitter: @MelodyGutierrez 

© 2015 Hearst Communications, Inc. 
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San Francisco Stalls In Its Attempt To Go Trash-Free 
By CARL BIALIK 

San Francisco has gotten kudos from the global press for its efforts to eliminate waste. Mayor Ed Lee has boasted that 

his city diverts a greater percentage of its waste from the landfill than any other in the country. San Francisco's 

environment department, down the street from Twitter and sharing a building with Uber, features art made from 

reclaimed refuse and a five-bin system for its employees to minimize trash. 

But sitting at his desk on a recent weekday, the city's zero waste manager, Robert Haley, pulled out a piece of paper that 

contained some troubling stats. After 12 years of consecutive declines, last year the city sent more tons of trash to 

landfills than it did in 2012: 456,764 tons, or about three pounds per day per resident. 
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5/19/2015 San Francisco Stalls In Its Attempt To Go Trash-Free I FiveThirtyEight 

San Francisco's Garbage 
Annual tons of waste that didn't get recycled or composted 

1,000k 

800 

600 

400 

200 

2000 '02 '04 '06 '08 '10 '12 

That leaves San Francisco further from what was always an aspirational and probably unattainable goal of zero waste 

going to landfills or incinerators by 2020. 

"I think it's extremely ambitious," Haley said of the goal. "It would be hard for me with a straight face to say, 'In six 

years, nothing is going to go to the landfill.' But we want to get as close as we can to that." 

San Francisco's stall shows that a city's biggest obstacle to achieving big goals may be the people it serves. No matter 

how progressive the people are, how long they've had to assimilate the mission, how convenient it is to use the freely 

provided recycling and composting bins, how strong the law is that mandates composting, some city residents just keep 

tossing items into the trash that they shouldn't. 

Even at the environment department's office, employees don't always get the sorting right. AB Haley walked around the 

floor giving me a tour, he stopped to move an item that had been placed in the wrong bin. 

"It's complicated," Haley said. "We used to say, back in the old days, recycling is simple. Now we're telling people they 

have to compost food scraps." Thousands of items are recyclable - too many to show them all in pictures on or near 

b.ins. "Recycling is more complicated. Composting is more complicated. It's a very complex world." 

Haley thinks the city can cut its landfill totals in half through education and incentives. The owners of single-family 

homes pay more than 12 times as much each month for a 32-gallon trash bin as they do for recycling and composting 

bins. And they can save more than $9 per month by switching from a 32-gallon trash bin to a 20-gallon bin. "We don't 

need a lot of programs and policies here," he said. "We need a lot better participation." 

To see the situation for myself, I walked about seven miles on an east-west route covering Potrero Hill, the Mission, the 

Castro, Cole Valley and Twin Peaks. Most of the oversize bins were for recycling, not trash. I counted over 230 bins of all 

sizes, the majority of them for composting and recycling. But 77 were trash bins. San Francisco must get that number to 

zero in six years to achieve its self-assigned mission. 
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The distraction of diversion rates 

Many upbeat articles on the zero-waste project - and Lee himself - don't stress the tonnage numbers. Instead, they talk 

about the percentage of waste that is diverted from landfills. In San Francisco, it reached So percent in 2010, a figure 

that continues to be cited to this day. 

The only trouble is, San Francisco was using an unconventional method of tallying its diversion rate, one that counted 

heavy construction waste such as rock and crushed concrete. 

Many other cities don't count this category of construction waste in their diversion rates. Using that method, Samantha 

MacBride, assistant professor at the Baruch College School of Public Affairs in New York, caJculated in an article that 

San Francisco's diversion rate is closer to 60 percent than So percent. 

Recycling managers from other North American cities "have written to me to thank me for writing the piece because 

they get compared to San Francisco in an unreasonable way," MacBride said in a telephone interview. Others sent less 

friendly messages, questioning whether she opposed recycling. She said she has nothing against San Francisco. "One 

comes across as being an enemy of recycling, a naysayer" for questioning the figures, she said. "San Francisco has this 

kind of holy status." 

Haley acknowledged that San Francisco included heavy construction debris in its diversion rate. He hasn't redone the 

calculation in four years, preferring to focus on reducing tonnage, which is, after all, the subject of the zero-waste target. 

The So percent figure, Haley said, is "the kind of number that PR people and politicians like to say. I said, 'I would 

downplay that,' because eventually people will start coming at you" - as they have in recent articles in Bloomberg View 

and the San Francisco Bay Guardian questioning the stat. 

It's probably inevitable that some cities would put a positive spin on their diversion numbers, given the expectations of 

the public and state oversight agencies. Mike Ewall, founder and director of Energy Justice Network, a Philadelphia

based environmental group, says some cities take credit for preventing waste they say would have happened without 

their interventions. Or they take credit for the interventions themselves. Maryland, for example, gives cities a boost of up 

to 5 percentage points for its educational programs; Oregon gives up to 6 percentage points for educational programs, 

promotion of home composting and other activities.' 

"Comparing within California is tricky," Haley said. "Comparing with other states is really, really hard." 

A whistleblower questions the stats 

But some say San Francisco has gone beyond mere spin. Brian Mcveigh, a former employee ofRecology, the city's waste 

management contractor, accused the company in a whistleblower lawsuit of fudging some numbers in order to receive 

incentive bonuses. He said he once saw Recology employees jackhammer concrete at a company waste facility, then 

truck the concrete in to be recycled. "That was pretty brazen, right in everybody's face," he said in a telephone interview. 

He also claims to have seen people walk in with 10 cans and leave with a receipt for $500 in recycled goods, a fraud 

which he said "absolutely'' affected the diversion numbers. 

Such practices show that the zero-waste campaign "is a make-me-feel-good thing," Mc Veigh said. "We all want to feel 

good .... There's good work being done. There's potential to do better." 

In June, the jury in McVeigh's suit compelled Recology to repay the city $i.37 million that it undeservedly received as a 

bonus for meeting a diversion goal. 

In a statement, Recology noted the jury cleared the company on four of five counts of false claims to the city, and of all 

154 counts of false claims to the state. "We will be appealing the one verdict, as the facts simply do not support it," 

company spokesman Sam Singer said. 

"Anytime someone accuses Recology or us of something, we take it really seriously," Haley said. He heard from jurors 

that many felt Recology wasn't sharing everything it could with the city. "I'm using that as way to get to Recology to be 

more forthcoming." 
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He's also assigning staff to go through court documents looking for anything worth following up. "We haven't found 

anything substantive so far," a spokeswoman said. Haley doubts the company would risk its monopoly over the city's 

permits, worth roughly $300 million in annual Recology revenue. 2 

Even if the 80 percent figure is accurate, San Francisco would still have 20 percent of the way to go - a figure that 

amounts to a large and growing pile. "On a recovery percentage basis, we do pretty well," Haley said. "On a pure 

generation and consumption basis, we don't." Of 34 European countries tracked by Eurostat, the European 

Commission's statistical arm, only Cyprus and Malta produced more landfilled or incinerated waste weight per resident 

than San Francisco did last year. 3 

Haley offered one reason why the city sent more tonnage to the landfill last year than it did the year before. He pointed 

out that the booming tech economy has made it tough to keep the numbers down. He says the pile at the landfill would 

have been even higher if not for the progress the city has made. 

Still, he's disappointed. "It's the first time in many, many years that the number went the wrong way," he said. 

Seattle's story 

Other cities have used the "zero-waste" phrase to describe more attainable numerical targets. Seattle, for instance, is 

aiming for 60 percent of its waste to be dive1ted from landfills by next year, and 70 percent in eight years. Those 

percentages don't include heavy construction material, so if Seattle meets its goal it ·will be in line with San Francisco's 

success. 

"We don't become students of other people's numbers," Timothy Croll, solid waste director for Seattle Public Utilities, 

said in a telephone interview, "but from what I read in [MacBride's] article, it doesn't seem to be apples-to-apples with 

how we do our numbers."4 

Like San Francisco, Seattle is struggling to hold onto earlier gains. The city's diversion rate barely budged between 2011 

and last year, rising just o.8 percentage points to 56.2 percent. 
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Croll said Seattle needs bold rule changes to increase recycling and reach the target. "What changes the shape of these 

graphs is when you do something," he said. "We don't expect to magically change the path of the curve unless we do 

something, but we think we have some tricks up our sleeves." 

In the middle oflast decade, Seattle changed the curve by banning disposal of recyclables. Trashing compostables will be 

a fineable offense in January, if the city council approves it. 'We have great hopes for our composting requirement," 

Croll said.5 

Any further gains are unlikely to bring Seattle to absolute zero. "It's fair to say we view zero waste as an aspiration, just 

as a doctor might view zero illness as a goal," Croll said. "We may be stuck with a certain amount of waste, but it's not a 

good thing." 

Portland, Ore., has its own zero-waste goal, but like Seattle it is aiming for a more attainable intermediate target. The 

city wants to get its diversion rate up to 75 percent by the end of next year - counting a 6 percentage point credit it gets 

from the state for education programs and for home composting. The city has been stuck at a recovery rate - its term for 

diversion rate - of between 67 percent and 71 percent since 2008. To reach the target, Portland must increase rates for 

recycling and composting by businesses, which have lagged residential rates, said Bruce Walker, manager of the city's 

solid waste and recycling program. 

For many places, "zero waste" is a rallying cry and a branding exercise but not a real goal, Ewall said. Anything else 

would be naive. "The idea of zero waste is not to get to absolute zero," he said. "It's to drive home the point: If you're not 

for zero waste, how much waste are you for? Don't just sit back and get satisfied once you hit a certain goal post." 

The compost imperative 

Recology's compost facility in Vacaville, California, halfway between San Francisco and Sacramento, shows composting's 

potential to drive waste down toward zero, and what it would take to achieve that potential. The Jepson Prairie Organics 
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composting facility is down the road from Travis Air Force Base, and adjacent to a Recology landfill. Waste trucks 

hauling solids bound for either destination crowd the farm-lined road, fittingly called Hay Road. 

Jepson turns food scraps and yard trimmings into a fine powder of fertile, soil-boosting compost through a multistage, 

two-month process. The food arrives between 10 p.m. and 2 a.m., to avoid daytime heat and to suppress odor. I visited 

Jepson in the morning, so I saw how yard trimmings get processed. First they're fed into a grinder to reduce them to a 

manageable size. The pieces pass through a trammel - a screened, spinning cylinder that sorts them by size. The bigger 

pieces enter a conveyor belt, which feeds them past workers who pick out any trash that got mixed in. What they let pass 

gets ground once more, and then piled and exposed to the sun and to atmospheric microorganisms. Methane and other 

gases they emit get sucked out and can be used as fuel. The piles get turned and watered, to give the microorganisms 

sustenance as they break the nutrients into smaller pieces that can more effectively enrich soil. 

This process normally plays out over several months. Like a cooking show where foods in different stages of a recipe 

have been pre-prepared, a tour of the Vacaville facility shows compost in each stage of development, in reverse order. AB 

I entered the facility, the first thing I saw were piles of finished compost, alongside soil amendments - additives such as 

redwood sawdust - that Recology buys to mix in for custom blends designed to match the nutritional needs of 

customers' soil. Recology sells the finished products to local farmers for about $12 per cubic yard, and often the supply 

can't keep up with the demand, Recology spokesman Robert Reed said. 

Part of Recology' s supply problem is that roughly half of San Francisco's trash could be composted. 6 Put another way, 

most of what can be composted isn't going into green bins and getting to facilities like Jepson, reducing San Francisco's 

share of the potential environmental benefits from composting. Daily composting tonnage from San Francisco has 

increased by 62 percent since 2008, the year before composting became mandatory, but it has much further to go. 

Another composting challenge stems from what goes in the green bins, but shouldn't. Two years ago, San Francisco 

banned from stores all bags that can be used just once. But the city isn't stopping people with bags at the borders, 

and workers and visitors leave plenty behind, some of them in green bins. The statewide ban passed by Ca.1ifr1rnia 
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lawmakers in August wouldn't take full effect until 2016, if Gov. Jerry Brown signs it. Jepson's trommel was lined with 

shredded plastic bags, and the piles of compost in their early stages contained bits of them. Eventually, most get filtered 

out, Reed said. Still, removal adds to the cost, and if any plastic gets left behind, it could contaminate the compost. 

"Nothing is perfect on this planet," Reed said during the tour. "It's an imperfect business." 

CORRECTION (Sept. 4, 2:27 p.m.): An earlier version if this post indicated that a statewide ban on plastic bags in 

California would take effect in 2016, but the legislation still awaits the governor's signature. 

CORRECTION (Sept. 4, 6:32 p.m): Most of what can be composted in San Francisco isn't going into green bins and 

getting to facilities like Jepson. This post originally said most of what can be composted is going into green bins. 

CORRECTION (Sept. 4, 11:54 p.m): An earlier version of this article misspelled the last name of Samantha 

MacBride, assistant professor at the Baruch College School of Public Affairs in New York. 

~·· CilRI. Bif.1Uk j Yi' @carlbi<Jlik , iiOlll 

A Carl Bialik is FiveThirtyEight's lead writer for news. 
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VIA PERSONAL DELIVERY 

San Francisco Planning Department 
Attention: Sarah B. Jones 

April 2, 2015 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: Appeal o[March 4, 2015 Preliminary Negative Declaration· 
for Agreement for Disposal o[San Francisco Municipal Solid 
Waste at Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County 

Dear San Francisco Planning Department: 

I ____ , 

This firm represents Solano County Orderly Growth Committee CSCOGC") in 
connection with the above-referenced matter. SCOGC is an organization of concerned citizens 
dedicated to working towards a better future for Solano County. Through this letter, SCOGC 
appeals the Preliminary Negative Declaration CPND") issued by the City and County of San 
Francisco's ("CCSF") Planning Department ("Planning Department") on March 4, 2015, 
regarding the "Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste at Recology 
Hay Road Landfill in Solano County" (the "Project"). 1 

In the PND, the Planning Department stated that "[t]his project could not have a 
significant effect on the environment." We disagree and request that an Environmental Impact 
Report ("EIR") be prepared. The California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") requires the 
Planning Department to produce an EIR for the Project because there is substantial evidence that 
the Project will have significant environmental impacts. The proposed project will clearly have 
such impact as it involves hauling five million tons of waste, in hundreds of trucks driving 
thousands of miles, from San Francisco to Solano County. Moreover, CCSF has failed to 
properly consider reasonable alternatives to the Hay Road Landfill agreement - including 
transporting the City's Municipal Solid Waste ("MSW") to the Altamont Landfill by LNG
fueled trucks, which could not only result in a zero carbon footprint but which is available 
immediately (and at substantially lower transportation and administrative costs) - a textbook 
example of "the environmentally and economically advantageous alternative project" under 
CEQA. 

1 By this appeal, SCOGC seeks to protect its own interests and those of the general public and to enforce a public 
duty owed to it by the City and County of San Francisco. SCOGC brings this appeal on behalf of the public interest, 
to vindicate the public's interest in the informed decision-making process that CEQA promotes. 
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Factual and Procedural Background 

On July 26, 2011, CCSF awarded the Landfill Disposal Agreement to Recology San 
Francisco and its related companies ("Recology") and approved the amendment to the existing 
Facilitation Agreement which would provide that Recology would transport San Francisco's 
MSW by rail to Recology's Ostrom Road Landfill in Yuba County. Recology's Hay Road 
Landfill in Solano County was designated as a "back-up" facility to provide service only during 
those periods when Ostrom Road was not operational. 

Waste Management of Alameda County, Inc. ("WMAC") challenged the contract 
awards.2 In addition to the WMAC lawsuit, Yuba Group Against Garbage ("YUGAG") filed an 
action under CEQA challenging the City's failure to conduct environmental review of the rail 
haul and disposal project. 

The City's Department of the Environment ("DOE"), without formal Board of 
Supervisor's approval, terminated the Disposal Agreement and amended Facilitation Agreement 
on November 26, 2012, solely to allow the City, working in conjunction with Yuba County, to 
conduct an environmental review of the proposed transportation and disposal project under 
CEQA, including a commitment to the preparation of an EIR.3 To date, no such EIR has been 
prepared and no explanation has been given as to why this commitment was abandoned. 
However, the City relied on its commitment to perform an EIR as grounds for rescinding the 
initial award and for successfully arguing that the WMAC and YU GAG suits be dismissed on 
the grounds they were not yet ripe for adjudication.4 

In the meantime, CCSF has abandoned the rail-haul project to Ostrom Road and scrapped 
its commitment to perform a full-blown EIR on the new landfill agreement. Instead, CCSF is 
attempting to enter a back-door agreement to send the City's waste to the Hay Road facility in 
unincorporated Solano County without properly subjecting such proposal to the City's bidding 
and procurement rules and requirements and without proper environmental review. Under the 
proposal, CCSF and Recology would enter into an Agreement for the transportation and disposal 
of five million tons of CCSF 's MSW at the Recology Landfill at 6426 Hay Road, just outside 
Vacaville. The MSW would be transported by long haul semi-trucks, primarily from the 

2 It is our understanding that WMAC challenged the contract awards on grounds that the award violated the City's 
procurement procedures outlined in the Request for Proposals because it solicited and allowed Recology to propose 
on transportation, which WMAC argued was outside the scope of the RFP, and to provide integrated pricing for both 
disposal and transportation services. WMAC also argued that the award of the transportation services to Recology 
was in violation of the City's administrative code, which requires that such contracts be competitively bid. WMAC 
also argued that the award of the contracts violated the City's Climate Action Plan because the Department of the 
Environment ("DOE") failed to do a comparative analysis of transportation alternatives with respect to air 
emissions, and merely considered rail haul and truck transfer by Recology without allowing any other competitor to 
bid on transportation. Finally, WMAC argued the City wrongly and without factual support assumed that Recology 
would be fully permitted to rail haul waste to Ostrom Road by the start of the new contract, which will likely be in 
the first quarter of2016. 
3 See City and County of San Francisco "Termination Agreement Regarding 2011 Landfill Disposal and 
Facilitation Agreements" (Nov. 26, 2012). 
4 The determination in the YU GAG suit is currently being appealed. 
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Recology San Francisco transfer station located at 501 Tunnel Avenue, with several additional 
trucks hauling residual wastes for disposal from Recology's Recycle Central facility, located at 
Pier 96 on San Francisco. 

On March 4, 2015, the Planning Department issued the PND for the Project.5 The 
Planning Department found that "[t]his project could not have a significant effect on the 
environment." It also found that "[m]itigation measures are not required in this project to avoid 
potentially significant effects." Thus, CCSF is advocating that Recology be allowed to haul all 
of CCSF's MSW - all the trash in San Francisco- more than 70 miles to Solano County by truck 
on Interstate 80, a project that is not currently active, without doing any substantive 
environmental review or doing any analysis of reasonable alternatives. 

Projects with far a less significant environmental impact have been found to merit an 
EIR. For example, the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan warranted an EIR. The Bicycle Plan 
sought to install new bicycle lanes on some city streets, increase the amount of available bicycle 
parking, improve bicycle signage in the city, promote safe overall bicycling, and promote 
citywide bicycle friendly practices. The 2013 San Jose Single-Use Carryout Bag Ordinance also 
required an EIR. This ordinance prohibited most stores in San Jose from simply giving 
customers plastic bags to carry their purchases, but allowed stores to charge ten cents per bag for 
paper bags. When a high school in San Diego proposed some upgrades to its football stadium -
new bleachers, new lights, a new public address system, etc. - the school district intended to 
adopt a mitigated negative declaration, and the board of education found no substantial evidence 
that the project would have a significant effect on the environment. The Court of Appeal 
disagreed, finding that an EIR was required. Taxpayers for Accountable Sch. Bond Spending v. 
San Diego Unified Sch. Dist., 215 Cal. App. 4th 1013 (2013). 

If projects such as these merit an EIR, surely the proposal to haul all of CCSF's MSW to 
Solano County by truck also requires one. Recology is proposing to haul five million tons of 
waste, in hundreds of trucks driving thousands of miles, along a completely new route from San 
Francisco to Solano County. It is undeniable that a fleet of heavy-duty trucks continuously 
making the 155 mile round trip from CCSF to the Hay Road Landfill will affect some of the 
region's most congested traffic arteries, will affect infrastructure in the form of roads not 
currently burdened with the weight and wear of all of those trucks, will affect the air quality of 
communities through which a constant parade of diesel trucks does not currently drive. If the 
plan to add bike lanes requires an EIR, so must the plan to address waste disposal for all of San 
Francisco. 

The Planning Department has provided for a 30-day appeal period. We hereby submit 
this administrative challenge to the PND pursuant to the applicable San Francisco Administrative 
Code sections and rules and regulations under CEQA. 

Ill 

5 The Planning Department based its findings on an Initial Study prepared by the Planning Department and the 
private environmental consultants Environmental Science Associates. 
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Grounds for Administrative Challenge to PND 

CEQA establishes a low legal threshold for preparation of an EIR. An EIR must be 
prepared whenever it can be "fairly argued" based on substantial evidence that the project may 
have a significant environmental impact, even though the agency is also presented with other 
substantial evidence that the project will not have a significant environmental effect. No Oil, Inc. 
v. City of Los Angeles, 13 Cal.3d 68, 75 (1974); Friends of "B" Street v. City of Hayward, 106 
Cal.App.3d 988, 1002 (1980); 14 Cal. Code Reg.§ 15064(:£)(1). If there is substantial evidence 
in light of the whole record before the Lead Agency that a project may have a significant 
environmental effect- adverse or beneficial - then an EIR, rather than a Negative Declaration, 
must be prepared. Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21082.2( d). An EIR is required whenever substantial 
evidence in the record supports even just a "fair argument" that significant environmental 
impacts may occur. 106 Cal.App.3d at 1002. 

In determining the significance of potential environmental impacts, CEQA defines the 
relevant geographical environment as the area where physical impacts will be caused by the 
proposed project. Consequently, an agency may not limit its analysis to an artificially defined 
project area, when the project's impact may occur outside this area. Nor can an agency limit its 
analysis to its legal jurisdiction when extraterritorial ·effects are foreseeable. Rather, the Lead 
Agency must consider cause and effect regardless of location, so long as such effects are 
reasonably "foreseeable." County Sanitation Dist. No. 2 of Los Angeles County v. County of 
Kern, 127 Cal.App.4th 1544, 1582 (2005) (impacts of county ordinance banning land application 
of sewage sludge may occur elsewhere in county as well as outside of county); see American 
Canyon Community United for Responsible Growth v. City of American Canyon, 45 Cal.App.4th 
1062, 1081-1083 (2006) (city must consider urban decay outside of jurisdiction of Lead Agency 
that could occur from large retail project). 

A Negative Declaration may be prepared only if either of the following applies: ( 1) 
There is no substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the Lead Agency that the 
project will have a significant environmental effect [Cal. Pub. Res. Code§ 21080(c)(l); 14 Cal. 
Code Reg. § 15070]; or (2) The Initial Study identifies potentially significant effects, but (a) an 
applicant, before public release of a proposed Negative Declaration, has made or agreed to 
project revisions that clearly mitigate the effects, and (b) there is no substantial evidence in light 
of the whole record before the Lead Agency that the project, as revised, may have a significant 
environmental effect [Cal. Pub. Res. Code§ 21080(c)(2); 14 Cal. Code Reg.§§ 15064(:£)(2)]. 

"If there [is] substantial evidence that the proposed project might have a significant 
environmental impact, evidence to the contrary is not sufficient to support a decision to dispense 
with preparation of an EIR and adopt a negative declaration, because it could be 'fairly argued' 
that the project might have a significant environmental impact." Friends of "B" St. v. City of 
Hayward, 106 Cal. App. 3d 988, 1002 (1980). Also, "the use of negative declarations is 
confined to situations in which limited public input appears sufficient." Perley v. Bd. of 
Supervisors, 137 Cal. App. 3d 424, 432 (1982). Limited public input is clearly not sufficient in 
this case, where the easily-discernible potential environmental impacts will affect multiple Bay 
Area counties in some of the region's most densely-traveled corridors. 



San Francisco Planning Department 
April 2, 2015 
Page 5 

1. There Is Substantial Evidence That Recology's Proposed Plan To Haul MSW 
Along I-80 From San Francisco To The Exit In Solano County For The Hay 
Road Landfill Would Have A Significant Environmental Impact. 

The Initial Study stated that 50 trucks per day will make the trip from San Francisco to 
the Hay Road Landfill in Solano County, the same number as currently makes the trip to the 
Altamont Landfill. The Initial Study concedes that the haul to Hay Road Landfill is 
approximately 40 total miles longer than the haul to Altamont. Thus, the Project will entail an 
additional 2,000 miles per day driven by trucks hauling San Francisco's MSW. 

In attempting to argue that such an increase in mileage will have a less than significant 
impact, the Initial Study relies solely on air emission statistics and standards by the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District ("BAAQMD") and the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management 
District ("YSAQMD") statistics and standards. The Initial Study presents a purely theoretical 
exercise in determining whether or not these 2,000 extra miles will have a significant 
environmental impact, and, in fact, obfuscates the statistics to make it appear that the hauling of 
San Francisco MSW through communities and along roadways previously untouched by such 
transportation would have a less than significant environmental impact. The data CCSF relies on 
does not support such a surprising conclusion. 

In addition, the Initial Study's finding that the proposed project would have a less than 
significant impact on air quality is baseless. The Initial Study's air quality findings rely wholly 
on air quality thresholds that BAAQMD has explicitly announced are no longer viable measures 
of a project's significant air quality impacts. The Preliminary Negative Declaration states that 
"Table AQ-1, on page 49, identifies the air quality significance thresholds used in this Initial 
Study air quality analysis." (Id. at 48.) The referenced table refers to BAAQMD standards. (Id. 
at 49). However, the District has explicitly stated that" ... the Air District has been ordered to 
set aside the Thresholds and is no longer recommending that these Thresholds be used as a 
general measure of project's significant air quality impacts." See 
http:/ /www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-Research/CEO A-GUIDELINES. aspx. 
Accordingly, it was improper for the Initial Study to rely on these standards. 

Further, Table AQ-1, which is misleadingly titled "Operational Thresholds for use within 
the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB)," also improperly relies on a 2007 Handbook 
by the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District ("YSAQMD"). However, the SFBAAB is 
governed solely by the BAAQMD, not the YSAQMD. In addition, the majority of air space for 
the Project (i.e. from San Francisco to the Western edge of Vacaville) at issue is governed by the 
BAAQMD, not the YSAQMD. Thus, reliance on thresholds from the YSAQMD is improper as 
applied to the majority of the air space at issue, and such use of the YSAQMD thresholds is 
misleading. Moreover, the numbers applied in the Initial Study and listed in table AQ-1 are 
taken directly from BAAQMD's inapplicable quantitative thresholds: the table lists average daily 
emissions for ROGs as 54 and 10, respectively, NOx as 54 and 10 respectively, PMl 0 as 82 and 
15, and PM2.5 as 54 and 10-all BAAQMD's nonviable thresholds. This data may not be relied 
upon and thus the Initial Study's conclusion that the proposed Project will have a less than 
significant environmental impact is wholly unsubstantiated. 
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Moreover, while the Initial Study claims that the Project will result in emissions levels 
within certain threshold and permit levels, it ignores the proper methodology for determining 
environmental impact. To satisfy CEQA, total post-project emissions should be evaluated 
against baseline emissions. While Hay Road Landfill may be permitted for certain higher 
emission levels, current conditions should provide the baseline for CEQA analysis. The 
difference between current conditions-none of CCSF's MSW is hauled to Solano County-and 
post-Project conditions-all of CCSF's MSW would be hauled to Solano County-provides the 
total impact of the Project. The Initial Study tries to split hairs by analyzing the increase in 
emissions because the trip from CCSF to Hay Road Landfill is longer than the trip to Altamont 
Landfill, but ignores the fact that the entire trip from CCSF to Hay Road Landfill needs to be 
evaluated for its impact. 

In addition to the Initial Study's baseless conclusion that the proposed project's air 
pollutants will not result in a significant environmental impact, the Initial Study's findings 
pertaining to the generation of greenhouse gas emissions is also flat out wrong for at least five 
reasons: 

First, the Initial Study relies on quantifiable data from BAAQMD to determine that the 
proposed project's greenhouse gas emissions will not have a significant environmental impact. 
However, the BAAQMD, as discussed above, is no longer a viable source of metrics by which to 
measure the emissions of any proposed projects. See 
http ://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-Research/CEO A-GUIDELINES. aspx. 

Second, even if this number could be relied upon, BAAQMD's threshold of 1,110 metric 
tons of C02 per day applies to the threshold for a land project in its entirety, but the Initial 
Study compares this number to the emissions generated only by the increase in mileage of this 
project as compared to the previous route to Altamont. See BAAQMD Guidelines-May 2011 
Section 2.1 and 2.2, PND p. 69 Table 66-1. This is a disingenuous comparison because the 
Initial Study is evaluating the C02e emissions for only 40 miles of the proposed truck route, 
when in fact the project spans a total of 155 miles. 

Third, even if 40 roundtrip miles were the correct measurement, the Initial Study grossly 
understates the metric tons of GHG emissions that would result from those truck trips. Without 
providing hard data and factual support for its assumptions, the Initial Study claims that the 40 
extra round trip miles would result in only 800 metric tons of C02e per year. CCSF is way off 
the mark. Based on an earlier analysis presented during the RFP challenge stage in a report by 
Gladstein N eandross & Associates report ("Gladstein Report"), the actual metric tons of C02e 
per year would be approximately 2,000 MT for the extra 40 miles round trip, far in excess of the 
supposed threshold of 1, 100. 

Fourth, proper calculation of C02e emissions based on the Gladstein Report illustrates 
that the proposed project will have a significant impact on the generation of greenhouse gasses 
because the annual C02e emissions for the entire proposed project, spanning 155 miles 
roundtrip, would be 7,649 metric tons. CEQA compliant thresholds suggest a maximum of 
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1,110 metric tons.6 The initial report should have analyzed this figure, 7,649 metric tons, against 
area thresholds and CEQA approved projects. Because carbon emissions from the proposed 
project are nearly seven times those outlined in area thresholds, it is obvious that the proposed 
project will have a significant impact on the generation of greenhouse gas emissions. 

Fifth, had CCSF considered environmentally and economically advantageous 
alternatives, which it admittedly did not, it would have to concede that the alternative plan to 
haul the City's MSW to the Altamont Landfill via zero to low emission vehicles would result in 
significantly lower annual C02e levels. Based on the Gladstein Report, annual C02e emissions 
for the WMAC project are 1,015 metric tons, whereas, as discussed above, annual emissions for 
the proposed project are 7,649 metric tons-seven times more than WMAC's plan. 

Further, the Planning Commission failed to compare the total air emissions generated 
from the Altamont project and the proposed Hay Road project. Without this complete and 
accurate comparison, the Initial Study has provided no basis on which to find less that significant 
environmental impact. Thus, the proposed plan will result in a significant impact on the 
generation of greenhouse gas emissions in light of other feasible alternatives,7 and the Planning 
Commission's glaring omission of a comparison oft~e total air emissions generated from the 
Altamont project and the proposed project. 

In addition, CCSF has already conceded that an alternative project for out-of-city waste 
disposal, the "Green Rail" project, requires an BIR. Because CCSF has already represented that 
it would conduct a full environmental review of the "Green Rail" project, the City's finding that 
the Hay Road Landfill Agreement does not require an EIR is faulty. Like the "Green Rail" 
project, the Hay Road Landfill project involves hauling the City's MSW out of the City, along a 
new route, to a new landfill significantly farther from San Francisco than the City's present 
landfill at Altamont. Under CEQA, the Lead Agency must consider a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which (1) offer substantial 
environmental advantages over the project proposal and (2) may be feasibly accomplished in a 
successful manner considering the economic, environmental, social and technological factors 
involved. Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors, 52 Cal.3d 553, 566 (1990). 

The "Green Rail" project is obviously a project that would have to be evaluated in an EIR 
for Hay Road Disposal Agreement because it is within the range of reasonable alternatives. But 
by issuing a Negative Declaration for Hay Road Disposal Agreement, the City has terminated 
any consideration of any environmentally and economically advantageous project, whether it be 
by rail haul to a much longer destination, or the alternative project of hauling and disposing 

6 BAAQMD provides guidance as to what is an acceptable threshold under CEQA, proposing the threshold of 
significance at 1,100 MT ofC02e per year. Despite the fact that BAAQMD's quantitative thresholds are not 
currently a viable metric, as detailed above, BAAQMD's guidelines are generally indicative ofCEQA Guidelines. 
7 CCSF incorrectly maintains that under its ordinances governing solid waste collection only Recology is permitted 
to transport waste from San Francisco to an out-of-town landfill. CCSF's interpretation of the relevant ordinances is 
incorrect because transportation from San Francisco to a selected landfill is not a designated route under CCSF's 
existing permit system, and, as such, Recology does not hold such a license or "route" permit, and the material being 
transported does not qualify as "licensed" material or activity under the City's permit system. Consequently, under 
the City's administrative code, transportation of MSW must be competitively bid, which it was not. 
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waste at the much closer Altamont Landfill, which would also be environmentally and 
economically advantageous to the Hay Road Disposal Agreement. 

Such failure to adequately consider the proposed Project's impacts on GHG emissions 
also puts CCSF in violation of its own Climate Action Plan. The City's Climate Action Plan, 
codified in Chapter 9 of the San Francisco Environment Code ("Environment Code"), specifies 
reduction goals for the City's greenhouse gas CGHG") emissions and mandates that all City 
departments "consider the effect of all decisions and activities within their jurisdiction on [GHG] 
emissions and undertake their responsibilities to the end that the City achieves the [GHG] 
emissions limits set forth in this Ordinance." Environment Code§§ 902(a) & (b). To administer 
these regulations, the DOE must "coordinate all departmental action plans, reports of actions 
taken, and their effectiveness in achieving the [GHG] emissions limits provided herein." 
Environment Code§ 903(a). 

Here, DOE has failed to act in accordance with the Climate Action Plan by issuing the 
PND without properly evaluating the metric tons of C02e that would result from truck hauling 
the City's MSW to the Hay Road Landfill. The DOE also failed to evaluate the effect on GHG 
emissions of increased traffic congestion along I-80 and attendant traffic delays. In addition, 
CCSF's issuance of a PND terminates consideration of an alternative project with lower GHG 
em1ss10ns. 

2. There Is Substantial Evidence That Recology's Proposed Plan To Haul MSW 
On Local Streets In Solano County To The Hay Road Landfill Would Have 
A Significant Environmental Impact. 

The proposed project to haul MSW from San Francisco includes transporting the MSW 
by truck from Interstate 80 to the Hay Road Landfill through local streets in Solano County. 
With regard to this leg of the MSW transportation the Initial Study concluded there would not be 
a significant environmental impact because "[t]he landfill is permitted by Solano County to 
receive up to 620 vehicles per day. The approximately 50 trucks per day hauling San Francisco 
MSW would be within the 620 total vehicles that are permitted to access the landfill, and would 
not result in any increase in truck traffic beyond the amount Solano County already has 
approved." (IS at 18.) To reach this conclusion, CCSF relied solely on a 2012 Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration ("2012 IS/MND") conducted by Solano County 
evaluating and increase in truck traffic and disposal tonnage at the Hay Road Landfill. 

As an initial matter, even if Hay Road Landfill is currently permitted to receive up to 620 
trucks per day, the Initial Study concedes that it receives only "approximately 325 vehicles per 
day." (IS at 18.) This number, which represents current conditions, provides the baseline for 
CEQA analysis. Simply pointing to the fact that Hay Road Landfill is permitted to receive up to 
620 trucks per day cannot stand in for analysis of the certain environmental impact created by 50 
trucks per day being added to baseline conditions. 

In addition, CCSF's reliance on the 2012 IS/MND to reach its conclusions here is 
unwarranted because the conclusions from that study are both factually incorrect and wholly 
inapplicable to this Project. First, the 2012 IS/MND did not rely on exact waste origins. Without 
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correct waste origins, the mileage traveled cannot be calculated, nor can traffic patterns be 
assessed. Without the underlying facts of total mileage and traffic patterns, calculating the 
accurate level of nitrogen oxides ("NOx") emitted is impossible. Reliance on the 2012 IS/MND 
is wholly inadequate because it itself is based on incorrect numbers, and these numbers do not 
consider mileage and traffic patterns specific to this Project in light of its waste origins in CCSF. 

Further, the 2012 IS/MND fails to explain how it calculated the impact of mobile source 
activity, and according to YSAQMD in its comment to the 2012 IS/MND, a proper analysis 
reveals mobile source annual emissions of 11.79 total tons ofNOx, above the CEQA threshold. 
YSAQMD's comment considered emissions from various mobile source categories, including 
onsite haul vehicle emissions, o:ffsite moving emissions, and onsite construction equipment 
emissions. Despite YSAQMD's clear analysis and calculation, the 2012 IS/MND failed to 
reassess its calculations, nor did it include mitigation measures. Thus, the Initial Study cannot 
rely on the 2012 IS/MND to assess NOx emissions levels. 

Also, conditions in the area surrounding the Hay Road Landfill including traffic 
congestion, inventory of the amount of trucks on the property and road conditions, cannot be 
presumed to be the same <l:S was determined in the 2012 IS/MND. Without a present day 
analysis of these conditions, the Initial Study's conclusion that NOx mobile source emissions are 
below CEQA's threshold relies on faulty, unverifiable and inapplicable data. 

3. There Is Substantial Evidence That Recology's Plan To Dump MSW At The 
Hay Road Landfill Would Have A Significant Environmental Impact. 

As with the CCSF's consideration of potential environmental impacts the project may 
have on local roads and communities in Solano County, the CCSF also relies on the 2012 
IS/MND to find that the Project would have no significant impacts at the Hay Road Landfill 
itself ''The 2012 IS/MND concluded that with mitigation, increasing disposal to 2,400 tons 
per day would not result in a significant adverse environmental impact. As part of its approval 
process, Solano County incorporated these mitigation measures as conditions of approval in the 
amended CUP." (IS at 19.) Such reliance is unwarranted. 

The Initial Study erroneously and improperly concludes that a proposed Anaerobic 
Digester ("AD") facility at the Hay Road Landfill would not have any significant environmental 

impacts. "The proposed Anaerobic Digestion (AD) project includes the construction and 
operation of an anaerobic digester at the Recology Hay Road Landfill. The anaerobic digester 
would be used for processing organics-rich wastes and production of compressed natural gas 

(CNG) ... A byproduct of the digestion process is biogas, consisting mostly of methane (CH4), 
carbon dioxide (C02) and water vapor (H20). Biagas would be captured and converted into a 
fuel source, specifically, the CH4 would be concentrated and compressed to produce CNG. In 
sum, the AD project would divert organic material (organics) from landfill disposal, and use the 
material to produce fuel and soil amendments." 

I II 
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The proposal would include construction and operation of the AD facility, including 
facilities to upgrade and compress the biogas produced to produce CNG. The proposal would 
involve construction and operation of a piping system to transport digestate to the existing 
composting facility for use as a compost feedstock. After the organics are "digested" and 
gas is extracted, the residual organic material, or "digestate", remains. This digestate is 
nutrient rich and makes for a good compost feedstock. The facility would be designed to convey 
the digestate to the Jepson Prairie Organics composting operations, via a pipeline. The proposal 
would include the construction of an underground piping system to transport CNG fuel from the 
AD facility to new CNG fueling stations. One fueling station would be located at the existing 
Recology Vacaville Solano maintenance shop, which is located within the landfill property, and 
the other would be located within the disposal area boundary of the landfill. Another piping 
system would also be constructed to carry landfill gas to the AD facility, also to be used to 
produce CNG. (Id. at 22.) 

CCSF admits that environmental review for the proposed AD facility has not been 
completed. (See id. at 22.) Instead, CCSF erroneously and improperly relies on a Program 
Environmental Impact Report ("PEIR") on AD facilities to incorrectly support its conclusion that 
the AD would not have a significant environmental impact. In 2012, CalRecycle certified a 
PEIR that examined potential impacts of AD facilities co-located with solid waste disposal 
facilities. CCSF states in its Initial Study that "[t]he cumulative analysis presented in the current 
document draws on the conclusions of the PEIR regarding potential impacts and mitigation 
measures of the proposed Recology AD facility." (Id. at 22.) The Initial Study, in fact, does not 
provide any support that it incorporated any findings from the PEIR. 

CCSF cannot rely on the PEIR for a finding ofless than or no significant impacts by the 
proposed AD facility. In fact, the PEIR found that AD facilities have numerous significant 
environmental impacts. Those impacts include without limitation: emissions of toxic air 
contaminants that could exceed applicable air quality standards; creation of objectionable odors 
that could affect a substantial number of people; increase in GHG emissions; contribution of 
regional criteria pollutants; adverse impact on surface and groundwater quality; adverse impact 
on water quality, generally; and potentially exceedance of wastewater treatment requirements. 
(See PEIR at 1-7 to 1-16 (Table 1-1 Revised).) 

Moreover, CCSF's reliance on the PEIR is improper as the PEIR does not permit 
avoidance of a site-specific BIR of the proposed AD facility at Hay Road Landfill. The PEIR 
expressly provides that "To comply with CEQA, lead agencies considering individual AD 
facility projects in the future will prepare a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative 
Declaration or site-specific EIR to address local impacts, but may utilize the information and 
analysis in this Program BIR." (Id. at 2-3(emphasis added).) Citing CEQA guidelines, the PEIR 
clearly states that "Where an BIR has been prepared and certified for a program, plan, policy, or 
ordinance consistent with the requirements of this section [of the CEQA guidelines], any lead 
agency for a later project pursuant to or consistent with the program, plan, policy, or ordinance 
should limit the BIR or negative declaration on the later project to effects which ( 1) Were not 
examined as significant effects on the environment in the prior BIR; or (2) Are susceptible to 
substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of specific revisions in the project, by the 
imposition of conditions, or other means." (Id. at 2-3.) 
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With regard to Recology's proposed AD facility at the Hay Road Landfill, CCSF must 
prepare an EIR because the PEIR did not consider impacts on air quality standards, objectionable 
odors, increase in GHG emissions, greater numbers of pollutants, and degradation of water 
quality that the proposed facility could have on the environment. Indeed, the PEIR made 
explicitly clear that it had not actually evaluated any AD facilities: "Currently there are no 
commercial-scale stand-alone AD facilities or AD digesters co-located at solid waste facilities 
that process municipal organic solid waste in California." (Jd. at 2-1.) Therefore, CCSF cannot 
rely on the PEIR for its no significant impact determination. To do so would be nothing less 
than dangerous and irresponsible. In any event, the Initial Study put forward no mitigation 
measures that would address the significant impacts of the AD facility identified by the PEIR 
As such, CCSF's reliance on the PEIR is ineffective and cannot support the PND. 

4. There Is Substantial Evidence That Recology's Plan To Haul MSW From Its 
San Francisco Facilities Along Local Streets And Over The Bay Bridge 
Would Have A Significant Environmental Impact. 

Under the proposed agreement with CCSF, Recology trucks would transport the City's 
MSW to the Hay Road Landfill from Recology's ~o waste collection centers in San Francisco, 
hauling it across the Bay Bridge, before turning up Interstate 80 to Solano County. Under 
current conditions, Recology hauls approximately 294 truckloads of MSW per week, 52 weeks 
per year, to the Altamont Landfill. Based on a 6-day week, this results in "approximately 50 
trucks (or round trips) per day[.]" (Initial Study at 6.) The Initial Study assumes that 
approximately the same number of trucks will haul approximately the same tonnage of MSW 
under the proposed agreement. However, the Initial Study very bluntly admits that it makes no 
attempt to gauge any potential environmental impact to the City and County of San Francisco. 

To be clear, the Initial Study fails to analyze any potential impact of the proposed 
agreement regarding the transportation of waste in CCSF, U.S. 101, or the Bay Bridge. Rather, 
because Recology's waste collection centers and truck routes to the eastern end of the Bay 
Bridge supposedly will remain the same as they do under current operating conditions, the Initial 
Study simply ignores any impact on San Francisco entirely: 

Truck trips from the Recology San Francisco transfer station and 
the Recycle Central facility to the eastern end of the Bay Bridge 
would be unaffected by the project; the same number of trucks 
would travel on local San Francisco roadways, U.S. 101, and the 
Bay Bridge on essentially the same schedule, whether or not the 
project is approved. Because the project would not result in any 
physical or operational changes on local San Francisco streets, 
U.S. 101, or the Bay Bridge compared to current conditions, it 
would not result in any physical changes in the environment in this 
area, and therefore the impact analysis in this Initial Study does 
not present any further analysis of transport of waste between 
the Points of Origin and the eastern end of the Bay Bridge. 
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(Id at 17) (emphasis added) The Initial Study cites no previous study or EIR as authority to 
rnake this detem1ination. "The Initial Study cites no previous study or BIR as authority to make 
this detennination. In faet, no EIR or any other form of environmental review appears to 
have been conducted regarding the transportation of MSW through San Francisco and on 
roadways .to an out~of~city disposal site. Given that the Initial Study neither cites a previous 
study authorizing current operating conditions, nor presents any new analysis ofthe potential 
impact ofhauling MSW within San Francisco or on the Bay Bridge-,, there is no conceivable \Vay 
that the Initial Study coi.drl reach the conclusion that the Project \Villhave no significant effect on 
the. enviromnent 

Conclusion 

The Planning Department was wrong to issue a Preliminary Negative Declaration 
regarding the '"'Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste at Recology 
Hay Road Landfill in Sola110 County," and it should not compound this mistake by adopting the 
PND as a Final Negative Declatation. There is certainiy substantial evidence that the Projeet, 
vvhich involves the hauling of 5 million tons of trash~ \ViU have a significant envirqnmentaI 
impact on affected areas. for these reasons and those outlined above, we appeal the San 
FranciscoPlanningDepartment's Preliminary Negative Declaratign for this Projectand request 
that an EIR be prepared, 

JNL:sd 

Very truly yours, 

~~ 
JoshuaN~ Levme of 
DONGELL LAWRENCE FINNEY LLP 
Attorneys for Solano County Orderly Growth 
Committee 

Enclosure(s): check in the amount of $547.00 payable to the San Francisco Planning Department 

1000.0211103644 



SF Environment 
Our home. Our city. Our planet. 

A Deportment of the City and County of Son Francisco 

Junel,2015 

TO: Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

FM: 

RE: 

Action 

Deborah 0. Raphael ~ f} Cr·~ 

Recommendation Approving Landfill Disposal Agreement and Adopting the 
Negative Declaration 

Edwin M. tee 
Mayor 

Deborah 0. Raphael 
Director 

As Director of the Department of the Environment, I recommend the Board of Supervisors' approval of 
the attached Landfill Disposal Agreement between the City of San Francisco and Recology. Further1 I 
hereby adopt the San Francisco Planning Deportment's Negative Declaration, Planning Department File 
No. 20 l 4.0653E, entitled "The Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste at 
Recology Hay Rood Landfill in Solano County," as upheld by the Planning Commission in its Motion 
No. 19376, for the proposed agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and Recology 
to change the disposal site for San Francisco's solid waste. As provided in Chapter 31 1 my 
recommendation will be considered the first "approval action" under Chapter 31, and will trigger a 30-
day appeal period for appealing the negative declaration to the Board of Supervisors. 

Landfill Disposal Agreement 

The City's current landfill disposal agreement at the Waste Management Altamont Landfill is set to 
expire when the cumulative disposal under the agreement reaches 15 million tons. The Department of 
the Environment projects that date to be January 2016, under our current rate of disposal. The 
Department has negotiated a landfill disposal agreement with Recology for disposal at their Hay Road 
landfill in Solano County, which is the back-up landfill previously approved by the Board of Supervisors 
following a multi-year extensive public competitive selection process. 

The agreement designates Recology's Hay Road landfill in Solano County as the ~xclusive site, once 
the current agreement expires, for disposal of all solid waste collected in the City and delivered to 
Recology' s transfer station, as well as residue for disposal from Recology' s Pier 96 Recycle Central 
facility, until 5 million tons have been disposed. The Department anticipates that this term will exceed 
10 years. The agreement provides for a base landfill operations fee of $22.73 per ton that is increased 
annually by the San Francisco Region Consumer Price Index, plus Solano County, state and other 
required fees. To facilitate the transportation of solid waste to the Hay Road landfill, the agreement 



requires that Recology continue to operate the transfer station and be the sole entity for receipt of solid 
waste covered by and during the term of the disposal agreement, except as to small amounts for testing 
alternative technologies. 

Environmental Review 

The City conducted environmental review of the Agreement and all implementation actions to transport 
and dispose of the City's waste at the Recology Hay Road Landfill Facility in Solano County 
(collectively, the "Project"} under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the City's 
Administrative Code Chapter 31, which implements CEQA procedures locally. 

The Environmental Review Officer (ERO) determined that a negative declaration {neg dee} should be 
prepared to analyze the environmental impacts of the Project, prepared the neg dee, and provided 
public notice of that determination and the availability of a preliminary neg dee for public review on 
March 4, 2014. Public comments were submitted, and the Solano County Orderly Growth Committee 
appealed the neg dee to the Planning Commission. 

On May 21, 2015, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing to hear the appeal of the 
neg dee. Following the hearing, the Planning Commission affirmed the neg dee by its Motion No. 
19376. The Planning Commission found the neg dee was adequate, accurate and objective, reflected 
the independent analysis and judgment of the Planning Department and the Planning Commission1 and 
that the responses to comments contained no significant revisions to the Preliminary neg dee, and 
approved the final neg dee forthe Project in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines ond 
Chapter 31. The Planning Department, Jonas lonin, is the custodian of records, located in file No. 
2014.0653E, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California. The neg dee may be 
found online at http://sfmea.sfpkmning.org/2014.0653E_PND.pdf. The neg dee identified no 
potential significant environmental impacts of the Project and thus proposed no mitigation measures for 
adoption now. 

In connection with my adoption of the neg dee, I have reviewed and considered the neg dee and the 
record as a whole, I find that the neg dee is adequate for my use as a decision maker for the Project, 
and that there is no substantial evidence that the Project will have a significant effect on the 
environment. 

Solano County also separately prepared a negative declaration for changes to the Recology Hay Road 
Lqndfill facility in 2012. When Solano County approved the changes to the Landfill Facility through 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit, it adopted mitigation measures to address identified 
environmental impacts and adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) that 
included those mitigation measures as conditions of approval. 

The Solano Counfy negative declaration and MMRP are available for review at the San Francisco 
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California, 94103, as well as 
the Solano County Resource Management Department Recology's compliance with all Solano County 
requirements, conditions of approval and the MMRP is included as a condition of the Agreement. 

### 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Final Negative Declaration 1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 

Date: San Francisco. March 4, 2015, amended on May 21, 2015 (amendments to the PND are shown CA 94103.2479 
as follows: deletions in strikethrough; additions in double underline) 

Case No.: 2014.0653E 
Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Project Title: Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid 
Waste at Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County 
Not Applicable 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

BPA Nos.: 
Zoning: 
Block/Lot: 

Not Applicable - Agreement citywide in scope 
Not Applicable-Agreement citywide in scope 
Not Applicable-Agreement citywide in scope 
Jack Macy, Department of the Environment 
415-355-3751 

Planning 
Information: . 
~15.558.6377' 

Lot Size: 
Project Sponsor 

Lead Agenci;: 
Staff Contact: 

San Francisco Planning Department 
Paul Maltzer- (415) 575-9038 
pau I.ma] tzer@sfgov.org 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
The proposed project consists of an Agreement between the City of San Frnncisco and Recology to change 
the disposal site for San Francisco's municipal solid waste (MSW). Currently, Recology, the company that 
collects San Francisco's waste, transports San Francisco's MSW to the Altamont Landfill, located in eastern 
Alameda County, for disposal. San Francisco's existing agreement with Waste Management, fnc., operator 
of the Altamont Landfill, will expire around 2016. The proposed project consists of an Agreement to 
authorize the transportation of MSW from San Francisco to the existing Recology Hay Road Landfill located 
in unincorporated Solano County, at 6426 Hay Road, near State Route 113, southeast of Vacaville, where it 
would be disposed. San Francisco and Recology would enter into an Agreement for the transportation and 
disposal of five million tons of San Francisco's MSW at the Recology Hay Road Landfill. MSW would be 
transported by long haul semi-trucks, primarily from the Recology San Francisco transfer station located at 
501 Tunnel Avenue, with several additional trucks hauling residual wastes for disposal from Recology's 
Recycle Central facility, located at Pier 96 in San Francisco, as is presently the case. At current rates of 
disposal, it is estimated that the Agreement would have a term of approximately 13 - 15 years. No new 
construction or changes in current Recology operations within San Francisco are proposed. No new 
construction or change in existing permits would be required at the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano 
County. The proposed project would correspond with the cessation of transport of San Francisco's MSW to 
Altamont Landfill. The Agreement between San Francisco and Recology to authorize the P.roposed change 
in disposal sites would need to be approved by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors. 

FINDING: 
This project could not have a significant effect on the environment. This finding is based upon the criteria 
of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), 
15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), and 15070 (Decision to prepare a Negative Declaration), and 
the following reasons as documented in the Initial Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, which is 

attached. 

Mitigation measures are not required in this project to avoid potentially significant effects. 

ww\v.sfplanning.org 

-.,' 



Final Negative Declaration 
May 21, 2015 

CASE NO. 2014.0653£ 
Agreement for Disposal of MSW at Recology Hay Road Landfill 

In the independent judgment of the Planning Department, there is no substantial evidence that the 
project could have a significant effect on the environment. 

Environmental R 

cc: Jack Macy, Department of the Environment 
Master Decision File 

SAil fAMlCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

D~~=:~f :::::red 
Negative Declaration 
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INITIAL STUDY 
Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste at 

Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County 
(Case No. 2014.0653E) 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The following describes the proposed Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste at 

Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County project, which is referred to below as the "project." The 

project sponsor is the City and County of San Francisco, Department of the Environment. 

A.1 Project Location 

The project involves the transportation by truck of municipal solid waste (MSW) from San Francisco and 

the disposal of MSW at the Recology Hay Road Landfill, located in Solano County near Vacaville. The 

project location extends from two Points of Origin -- the Recology San Francisco transfer station, located 

at 501 Tunnel Avenue on the San Francisco-Brisbane border; and Recology's Recycle Central facility, 

located at Pier 96 in San Francisco. The project terminates at one location, the Recology Hay Road 

Landfill, just east of Vacaville. Figures 1 and 2 on pages 2 and 3 and show the locations of these facilities 

and the planned transportation routes. With implementation of the project, San Francisco MSW would no 

longer be disposed at the Altamont Landfill in Alameda County. 

A.2 Project Characteristics 

San Francisco and Recology _(the private company that operates the Recology Hay Road Landfill, the 

San Francisco Transfer Station, Recology's Recycle Central Facility, and the truck hauling fleet currently used 

to transport San Francisco waste) would enter into one or more agreements for the transportation and 

disposal of 5 million tons of San Francisco MSW at the Recology Hay Road Landfill. At current rates of 

disposal, it is estimated that such an agreement (or agreements) would have a term of approximately 

13 years. However, given the City's continuing efforts to reduce MSW to landfill, for the purposes of this 

Initial Study, it is conservatively assumed that the proposed project could continue for a period of up to 

15 years. As occurs today,• MSW would be tr~nsported by long haul semi-trucks primarily from the Recology 

San Francisco transfer station located at 501 Tunnel Avenue, with a smaller number of trucks hauling 

residual wastes for disposal from Recology's Recycle Central facility, located at Pier 96 in San Francisco. The 

tonnage of waste and the numbers of daily and annual truck trips would not increase as a result of the 

proposed project 

Case No. 2014.0653E Agreement for Disposal of SF Municipal Solid Waste at RHR Landfill 
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Currently, Recology transports San Francisco's MSW to the Altamont Landfill, located in eastern Alameda 

County, for disposal. San Francisco's disposal agreement with Waste Management, Inc., operator of the 

Altamont Landfill, will expire around 2016.1 The initiation of the proposed project would correspond with 

the cessation of transport of San Francisco's MSW to Altamont Landfill.2 As noted above, the use of the 

Recology Hay Road Landfill for disposal of up to 5 million tons of San Francisco's MSW is assumed to 

continue for an estimated period of 15 years. 

Points of Origin. Under the proposed project, no changes would be made to physical structures or 

operations at the two Points of Origin for the waste hauling operations. Those Points of Origin are the 

Recology San Francisco transfer station and Recology's Recycle Central facility. 

The Recology San Francisco transfer station, located at 501 Tunnel Avenue, straddles the border between 

San Francisco and the City of Brisbane (San Mateo County). The transfer station receives and ships MSW, 

recyclable materials (including commercial and residential organic waste), and construction and 

demolition (C&D) debris collected within San Francisco. The transfer statioi;i. is permitted to receive up to 

5,000 tons per day, and can operate up to 24.hours per day, 7 days per week 

Recology's Recycle Central facility is located at Pier 96 in San Francisco. Recycle Central receives, 

processes, and ships recyclable materials collected within San Francisco. The facility is pennitted to 

accept up to 2,100 tons per day, 80 to 85% 82 to 88% of which is recycled. It can operate 24 hours per day, 

7 days per week. Approximately 12-18% of the materials received and processed at Recycle Central 

cannot be recycled, and these materials must be disposed in a landfill. 

Transportation. Currently, Recology transports San Francisco's MSW from the two Points of Origin to the 

Altamont Landfill. The Altamont Landfill is located at 10840 Altamont Pass Road in unincorporated 

Alameda County near Livermore, and is owned and operated by Waste Management, Inc. This landfill 

Inasmuch as the contract is based on overall disposal tonnage and not a specific time frame, there is no fixed date for the 
expiration of the City's disposal contract for Altamont Landfill. As of June, 2014, the Department of the Environment 
oroiected that the Citv will reach its permitted limit in earlv 2016. 

2 It is noted that San Francisco is participating as a potential responsible agency in the CEQA environmental review process 
that Yuba County is undertaking for a separate project, the Recology Ostrom Road Green Rail and Permit Amendment 
Project (Ostrom Road Project). As proposed, the Ostrom Road Project includes improvements to rail facilities to enable the 
hauling of San Francisco MSW to the Ostrom Road Landfill by rail. In March 2013, Yuba County and San Francisco entered 
into a Cooperative Agreement to designate Yuba County as the lead agency for the Ostrom Road Project and to outline their 
cooperative efforts concerning environmental review; a Notice of Preparation was also issued that month. However, due to 
delays in the Ostrom Road Project, the San Francisco Department of the Environment has concluded that the Ostrom Road 
Project cannot be approved and constructed in a timely manner, prior to the expiration of the City's contract with Altamont 
Landfill. Accordingly, the Department is now pursuing this project, an agreement for the transportation and disposal of 5 
million tons of San Francisco MSW at the Recology Hay Road Landfill. If this project is approved and implemented, the 
City's participation in the Ostrom Road Landfill project would cease. 
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currently accepts San Francisco's MSW for disposal pursuant to an agreement between Waste Management, 

Inc. and San Francisco, which was executed in 1984. 

Under the proposed project, Recology would transport San Francisco MSW to the Recology Hay Road 

Landfill instead of the Altamont Landfill. Recology Hay Road Landfill is located at 6426 Hay Road, east 

of Vacaville and south of Dixon, and is owned and operated by Recology. 

Disposal. The proposed project would not change the physical facilities ut the Recology Hay Road Landfill, 

nor would the project necessitute any changes to the existing permits for the Recology Hay Road Landfill. 

The Recology Hay Roud Lundfill currently receives an average of approximately 651 tons per day of MSW,3 

and upproximately 325 vehicles (including trucks)4 per day. The facility is open to the public seven days per 

week from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., und to commercial huulers seven days per week, from 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., 

with select commercial and contract accounts having uccess to the site on a 24-hour basis. The facility 

operates 24 hours per day, seven days per week, 361 days of the year. The facility is closed on four holidays 

every year (New Year's Day, Easter, Thanksgiving, and Christmas). The landfill is permitted by Solano 

County and the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) to accept up to 

2,400 tons per day of MSW for disposal, to receive up to 620 vehicles per day (averaged over a seven-day 

period), and to operate up to 24 hours per day, seven days per week.5 The permit for the Recology Hay Road 

Landfill underwent environmental review in Solano County and the potential increase in MSW that would 

be disposed of at the landfill pursuant to the proposed project would be within the amounts analyzed in the 

Solano County environmental review document (see Approach to Analysis, below, for description of Solano 

County environmental review documents related to Hay Road Landfill.) Under the proposed project, the 

average tons of MSW received at the landfill would increuse from 651 tons per day to 1,851 tons per day, and 

the average number of vehicles (including trucks) would increase from 325 to 375 per day. 

Located within the footprint of the landfill is the Jepson Prairie Organics composting facility, also owned 

and opernted by Recology, which accepts organic materials for composting. Currently, Recology delivers 

approximately 20% of the organic materials that it collects in San Francisco to the Jepson Prairie Organics 

facility. The vehicle limit for the Recology Hay Road Landfill noted above, 620 vehicles per day, is shared 

by the landfill and the composting facility. 

3 Merrill, Erin (Recology), 2015. Landfill Life Estimates for Hay Road Landfill (Excel spreadsheet), file dated February 24, 
2015. Available for review at the SF Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California, 94103. 
Merrill, Erin (Recology), 2014. Hay Road Landfill Daily Vehicle County, January 2013-June 2014 (Excel spreadsheet), file 
dated July 29, 2014. Available for review at the SF Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, 
California, 94103. 

5 Solano County Local Enforcement Agency and CalRecycle, 2013. Solid Waste Facility Permit for Recology Hay Road Landfill, 
Facility no.48-AA-002. Issued July 9, 2013. Available online: http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/48-AA-
0002/Detail/ 
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Current Conditions 

Points of Origin. Current Conditions at the Points of Origin are as follows: 

Currently, Recology's collection truck fleet collects MSW and compostable organic material within 

San Francisco and delivers it to the Recology San Francisco transfer station for receipt, consolidation, and 

load-out into larger transfer trucks. The collection trucks unload the MSW into a pit in the enclosed 

transfer station building. The waste is consolidated with waste received from other collection trucks, 

compacted, and pushed toward an opening in the floor. Waste is pushed into a waiting transfer truck 

located underneath this opening in a loading tunnel. As the truck is loaded, a stationary grapple 

(a clamshell-like claw) moves the waste around in the trailer to provide for more compaction and to 

achieve loads that are near the highway weight limit of 80,000 pounds gross vehicle weight. Once the 

truck is full, it exits the loading tunnel and the trailer is covered. 

Recology collects recyclable materials from its customers separately from MSW and organic materials. 

Collection vehicles deliver recyclable materials to the Recycle Central facility at Pier 96, where they are 

unloaded, sorted into different commodity types, baled or otherwise compacted, then shipped to market. 

Approximately 12-18% of the materials collected and delivered to the facility cannot, however, be 

recovered and sold. This includes, for example, non-recyclable plastics, grit, and other fine material. The 

materials that cannot be recovered and sold are sent to a landfill via transfer truck. 

Transportation. Current conditions for transporting waste from the Points of Origin to the Altamont 

Landfill are as follows: 

Recology owns and operates its own transfer truck fleet. Transfer trucks are classified as heavy-heavy 

duty tractor-trailer type trucks (Class 8 trucks). The trailers used are the large:-eapacity "possum belly" 

type, with a capacity of 137 cubic yards (Figure 3 on page 7). These trucks have a maximum payload6 of 

about 24.5 tons. In 2012, Recology hauled 374,844 tons of San Francisco MSW to the Altamont Landfill.7 

Based on the total tonnage hauled to Altamont Landfill and the capacity of each transfer truck, it took 

approximately 15,300 loads to reach this tonnage-- or 294 loads per week for 52 weeks. Based on a 6 day

week (Recology typically hauls MSW loads from Sunday evening through Friday) this resulted in 

approximately 50 trucks (or round trips) :i:ier day hauling San Francisco MSW to the Altamont Landfill. 

6 Payload is the maximum tonnage that can be loaded into the trailer. 
7 CalRecycle Disposal Reporting System, accessed June 3, 2014 http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/Reports/ 

Viewer.aspx?P=OriginJurisdictionIDs%3d438%26ReportYear%3d2012%26ReportName%3dReportEDRSJurisDisposalBy 
Facility 
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Of the 50 trucks per day that haul San Francisco MSW to the Altamont Landfill, approximately 44 depart 

from the Recology San Francisco transfer station. Trucks depart the Recology San Francisco transfer station 

onto Alanna Way, cross under U.S. 101 and tum right onto Hamey Way, which leads to the U.S. 101 

northbound on-ramp (Figure 2 on page 3). Trucks proceed north on U. S. Highway 101 to the junction with 

eastbound I-80, then cross over the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, then south on I-880 to eastbound 

State Highway 238, then on eastbound I-580 to the Altamont Landfill near Livermore. 

ill addition to the approximately 44 trucks per day that haul .San Francisco MSW from the Recology 

San Francisco transfer station, approximately six trucks per day haul residual wastes from Recology' s 

Recycle Central facility to the Altamont Landfill. Transfer trucks leaving the Recycle Central facility bound 

for the Altamont Landfill travel on Cargo Way, Third Street, and Cesar Chavez Street to U.S. 101 (Figure 2 

on page 3), then follow the same route as the trucks from Recology San Francisco to the Altamont Landfill. 

Empty transfer trucks return to each of these Points of Origin via the same routes that they take when they 

depart. The round trip distance from the San Francisco transfer station and the Recycle Central facility to 

the Altamont Landfill and back is. approximately 115 miles. 

Disposal. Current conditions for disposing of MSW at the Altamont Landfill are as follows: 

At the landfill, the truck's trailer is unloaded using a tipper at the open landfill face. The waste is further 

compacted and covered daily with soil or other approved alternative cover material, per regulatory 

requirements. 

Current conditions for disposal of MSW at Recology Hay Road Landfill are as described above under 

Project Characteristics, Disposal. 

Composting Operations. In addition to transporting San Francisco MSW to the Altamont Landfill, Recology 

also collects San Francisco's organic materials and transports those materials to its composting facilities. 

Collection and transportation of San Francisco organic materials will not be affected by the proposed proj~ct. 

Current conditions for collecting, transporting, and disposing of organic materials are as follows: 

Recology separately collects organic materials, consisting of yard waste, food waste, and other compostable 

materials, and delivers these materials to the Recology San Francisco facility, which includes the transfer 

station_ There, the materials are consolidated and loaded into transfer trucks. Recology has three facilities 

that receive organic materials from San Francisco for composting: Jepson Prairie Organics, which receives 

approximately five to six loads per day of organics from Recology San Francisco; Recology Grover 

Environmental Products facility in Vernalis, CA, which receives 19-20 loads per day from Recology 
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San Francisco; and Recology South Valley Organics facility in Gilroy, CA, which receives one to two loads 

per day from Recology San Francisco. In total, approximately 140-150 loads of organics from Recology 

San Francisco are delivered to these three facilities each week. Each load consists of 24.5 tons of waste. 

Transfer trucks bound for Jepson Prairie Organics at the Recology Hay Road facility take the same route 

as trucks bound for Altamont Landfill from the Recology San Francisco facility to the Bay Bridge. After 

crossing the bridge, these trucks travel on I-80 east to the Midway Road exit northeast of Vacaville, then 

travel east on Midway Road to State Route 113, and then south to Hay Road. 

Proposed Project Conditions 

Points of Origin. Under the proposed project, there would be no change to current conditions at the 

Recology S.in Francisco transfer station or the Recycle Central facility. 

Transportation. The proposed project would change part of the route that is used to transport waste. 

San Francisco's MSW would be transported by truck to the Recology Hay Road Landfill, instead of the 

Altamont L.indfill. Neither the number of truckloads (currently 50 trucks per day) nor the volume of 

San Francisco MSW being hauled (currently 1,200 tons per day) would change as a result of the project. 

Trucks transporting MSW would use the same routes as they currently do between the Points of Origin to 

the east end of the Bay Bridge. There would be no change in the number or location of truck trips from the 

Points of Origin to the eastern end of the Bay Bridge. 

After crossing the bridge, trucks would tum to the north toward the Recology Hay Road Landfill rather 

than turning to the south to the Altamont Landfill as they do under current conditions (see Current 

Conditions, above, for description of route to Altamont.) Trucks would continue east on I-80 to Solano 

County (Figure 1 on page 2). Trucks would travel the same route from I-80 to the Recology Hay Road 

Landfill as Recology's organic materials transfer trucks do at present: Midway Road exit from I-80, east on 

Midway Road to State Route 113 (Rio-Dixon Road), then south to Hay Road (Figure 2 on page 3). The 

landfill entrance is a short distance west of State Route 113 on the soutl1 side of Hay Road. Empty transfer 

trucks would return to San Francisco via fue same route. The round trip is approximately 155 miles, or 

about 40 miles longer than the round trip to and from the Altamont Landfill. Because the disposal of 

2,400 tons of MSW at Hay Road Landfill was analyzed for its existing permit, this change in route is the only 

physical change associated with the proposed project. 

The transfer truck fleet would continue to be owned, controlled and dispatched by Recology. Recology 

has considerable flexibility in its shipping schedule. Recology makes efforts to minimize the number of 
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trucks on the road during peak traffic times. The majority of trips occur in the early morning hours prior 

to peak morning traffic (peak morning traffic is 7:00 - 9:00 a.m.), mid-morning following the morning 

peak traffic, and in the evening and nighttime hours following the afternoon peak (peak afternoon traffic 

is 4:00 - 6:00 p.m.). Under the project, Recology would continue to manage departures to avoid heavy 

traffic periods, and in particular to avoid the Fairfield-Vacaville section of I-80 during the morning peak, 

in accordance with Recology Hay Road Landfill' s Conditional Use Permit from Solano County. 

Most of Recology's transfer fleet currently runs on B-20 biodiesel (that is, diesel fuel that is derived from 

20 percent vegetable or animal fats and 80 percent petroleum). Eleven trucks in the fleet run on liquefied 

natural gas (LNG). Recology is in the process of phasing in additional transfer vehicles that run on LNG 

or ·compressed natural gas (CNG). These trucks have lower emissions than B-20 Diesel. Because 

Recology' s plans for conversion of the transfer fleet to a different fuel type are still at an early stage, the 

analysis in this Initial Study assumes that the fleet will continue to be fueled with B-20 biodiesel and LNG 

at the current levels. 

Disposal. Once at the Recology Hay Road Landfill, trucks would be directed to the active disposal area 

where they would unload with a tipper at the open face. The waste would be further compacted and 

covered daily with soil or other approved alternative cover material, per regulatory requirements. As 

indicated above, on average, the project would result in the addition of approximately 1,200 tons per day of 

MSW and 50 trucks per day, relative to current operations at the landfill, which would be Within the limits 

of existing permits, which were previously subject to environmental review by Solano County. 

Project Schedule 

As noted, the City's contract to haul MSW to Altamont Landfill is projected to terminate in early 2016 

because San Francisco is expected to reach the limit for disposal of MSW set forth in that contract by that 

date. The City intends to approve a new contract for MSW hauling before the end of 2015. 

The proposed project would not involve any construction activity, as the San Francisco Transfer Station, 

Recycle Central facility, and the Recology Hay Road Landfill are all existing facilities in operation at present. 

A.3 Required Approvals 

The project would require the following approvals from City bodies: 

• Approval of one or more Agreements with Recology for transportation and disposal of 5 million 
tons of San Francisco MSW at the Recology Hay Road Landfill. (Department of Environment referral 
of Agreement(s) to Board of Supervisors; Board of Supervisors approval of Agreement(s).) 

Case No. 2014.0653E 10 Agreement for Disposal of SF Municipal Solid Waste at RHR Landfill 



Approval Action: Referral of the Agreement(s) by the Department of Environment to the Board 
of Supervisors would be considered the Approval Action for this project for the purposes of a 
CEQA appeal. The Approval Action date would establish the start of the 30-day appeal period 
for appeal of the Final Negative Declaration to the Board of Supervisors pursuant to Section 
31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

As previously stated, the Recology Hay Road Landfill is permitted to receive up to 2,400 tons per day of 

MSW and compost, and up to 620 vehicles per day. Based on recent volume of waste received and 

vehicles arriving at the facility, the Recology Hay Road Landfill has sufficient capacity under its existing 

permits to accommodate the addition of San Francisco's MSW. Therefore, the proposed project does not 

require any new or additional approval by Solano County or other entities with regard to the Recology 

Hay Road Landfill. 

B. PROJECT SETTING 

Points of Origin. The Recology San Francisco transfer station, located at 501 Tunnel Avenue, straddles 

the border between San francisco and the City of Brisbane (San Mateo County). The transfer station 

receives and ships MSW, recyclable materials (including commercial and residential organic waste), and 

construction and demolition (C&D) debris collected within San Francisco. The transfer station is 

permitted to receive up to 5,000 tons per day, and can operate up to 24 hours per day, 7 days per week. 

Recology's Recycle Central facility is located at Pier 96 in San Francisco. Recycle Central receives, 

processes, and ships recyclable materials collected within San Francisco. The facility is permitted to 

accept up to 2,100 tons per day. It can operate 24 hours per day, 7 days per week. Approximately 12-18% 

of the materials received and processed at Recycle Central cannot be recycled, and these materials must 

be disposed in a landfill. 

Transportation. The proposed project's MSW hauling operations would take place on existing city streets, 

freeways, County roads, and State highways between the Points of Origin and the Recology Hay Road 

Landfill. Specifically, trucks transporting waste from the Recology San Francisco transfer station would 

travel on San Francisco city streets, U.S. 101, Interstate 80, Midway Road, State Route 113, and Hay Road to 

the Recology Hay Road Landfill, and would return following the same route (Figures 1 and 2 on pages 2 

and 3). Trucks .transporting waste from the Recycle Central facility would travel on San Francisco city 

streets to U.S. 101, then follow the same route to the Recology Hay Road Landfill. 

The San Francisco city streets that would be used between the Recology San Francisco transfer station 

and U.S. 101 include Alanna Way and Hamey Way. Alanna Way is a two-lane, undivided road. From the 

intersection with Recycle Road (which is entirely within the Recology property), Alanna Way passes 
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beneath U.S. 101 toward Candlestick Point. Hamey Way is a three-lane, undivided road that skirts the 

shore of San Francisco Bay, and carries traffic to and from U.S. 101. 

The city streets that would be used between the Recycle Central facility and U.S. 101 include Cargo Way, 

Third Street, and Cesar Chavez Street. Cargo Way is a four-lane, divided road with a landscaped median 

strip. Third Street, a major north-south thoroughfare, is a four-lane roadway, with light rail tracks (for the 

Muni T line) ill-between the north bound lanes and the south bound lanes. Third Street passes over the 

Islais Creek Channel drawbridge before reaching Cesar Chavez Street. Cesar Chavez Street, a major east

west thoroughfare, is a four-lane road that in some places is divided. Cesar Chavez Street passes 

underneath the elevated I-280 freeway before reaching the U.S. 101 on-ramp. 

U.S. 101 is a multi-lane freeway between the Harney Way on-ramp and the junction with 1-80, that is 

elevated in some reaches. 

1-80 is a multi-lane, elevated freeway within San Francisco. 1-80 then passes over the San Francisco

Oakland Bay Bridge, through the interchange with 1-580 and I-880, then continues along the eastern Bay 

shore through Emeryville, Berkeley, Richmond, several Contra Costa County communities, over the 

Carquinez Strait Bridge into Solano County, then through the communities of Vallejo~ Fairfield, .and 

Vacaville. Freeway access to and from the Recology Hay Road Landfill primarily occurs at the I-80 / 

Midway Road - O'Day Road interchange located approximately 12 miles north and west of the facility 

via Hay Road, State Route 113 and Midway Road. The average daily traffic volume on I-80 in the area of 

the Midway Road interchange is about 115,000 vehicles.8 

Midway Road, also known as the Lincoln Highway, is a two-lane, undivided road that runs past the 

Sacramento Valley National Cemetery and through a rural area to the junction with State Route 113. 

State Route 113 is also known as Rio-Dixon Road. It is a rural, two-lane, undivided road. The Recology 

Hay Road Landfill is located at the intersection of State Route 113 and Hay Road. The three-legged ("T") 

intersection of State Route 113 and Hay Road is unsignalized (the eastbound Hay Road approach is Stop 

sign controlled). A future planned and funded improvement at this intersection would entail the 

installation of a left turn lane on the northbound State Route 113 approach.9 The average daily traffic 

volume on State Route 113 in the project area is about 3,550 vehicles.10 

8 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), 2013 Traffic Volumes on California State Highways, 2014. 
9 Recology is funding the installation of the northbound left-turn lane, as it did for the westbound left-turn lane on 

Hay Road at the landfill entrance {completed in 2010), as part of prior mitigation requirements. 
lO Caltrans, 2013. 
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Trucks enter and exit the facility via Hay Road. Hay Road is a rural, two-lane, undivided road that 

provides access for the Recology Hay Road Landfill from its intersection with State Route 113. 

Disposal. The Recology Hay Road Landfill is located in unincorporated Solano County, approximately 

eight miles southeast of the City of Vacaville, approximately nine miles south of the City of Dixon, and 

approximately four miles northeast of Travis Air Force Base. The facility is located immediately west of 

State Route 113 at its intersection with Hay Road, at 6426 Hay Road (Figures 1 and 2 on pages 2 and 3). 

'The landfill has been in operation since 1964. It was formerly known ns the B&J Dropbox Landfill or the 

B&J Landfill. The landfill property is 640 acres, with 256 acres permitted for disposal operations, and 

another 54 acres permitted for a composting operation. The topography of the area is essentially flat with 

a ground surface elevation of approximately 25 feet above mean sea level. The current height of the 

existing landfill is approximately 120 feet above the surrounding grade. 

The facility is surrounded by a six-foot chain link fence with a taller litter control fence located along the 

perimeter of the landfill adjacent to Hay Road and State Route 113. Agricultural land uses surround the 

project site. Four rural residences are located within a two-mile radius of the site. Two of the residences 

are located approximately 1.5 miles to the west, one residence is located approximately 1.3 miles to the 

south, and one residence is located approximately 1.1 miles to the north. 

The Recology Hay Road Landfill currently operates 24 hours per day, seven days per week. It currently 

receives on average approximately 651 tons of MSW per day, and approximately 325 vehicles (including 

trucks)11 per day. 

The landfill operates under the terms of several permits, including a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) from 

Solano County12 and a Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP), jointly issued in 2013 by the Solano County 

Resources Management Department and Ca!Recycle.13 These permits limit the facility to receiving a 

maximum of 2,400 tons of MSW per day, 7 days per week; a maximum of 2,500 tons of asbestos per 

month; and a maximum of 620 vehicles per day, averaged over a seven-day period. The total capacity of 

the landfill is 37 million cubic yards. The remaining capacity of the landfill is projected to be 

27,177,046 cubic yards as of January, 2016, and the earliest estimated closure year for the landfill, 

11 Merrill, Erin (Recology), 2015. 
12 Solano County Resource Management Department. Land Use Permit No. U-11-09, Recology and Jepson Prairie 

Organics, for a Landfill and Composting Facility. November 29, 2012. Available for review from Solano County 
Resource Management Department, and also as part of Case File No. 2014.0653E at the SF Planning Department, 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California, 94103. 

13 Solano County Local Enforcement Agency and Ca!Recycle, 2013. 
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assuming the maximum permitted rate of waste disposal, is 2034.14 The maximum permitted height of 

the fill area is 215 feet above mean sea level (about 190 feet above the surrounding grade) and the 

maximum permitted depth is 20 feet above mean sea level (about five feet below the surrounding grade). 

C. COMPATIBILITY WITH ZONING, PLANS, AND POLICIES 

Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed to the Planning Code or 
Zoning Map, if applicable. 

Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or Region, if applicable. 

Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City deparhnents other than the Planning 
Department or the Department of Building Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal 
Agencies. 

C.1 San Francisco Planning Code 

Applicable Not Applicable 

0 [8] 

0 [8] 

0 D 

The proposed project would involve no alteration to existing land uses, structures or utilities, and would 

involve no new construction, nor would there be any physical changes within San Francisco or under the 

jurisdiction of the City & County of San Francisco. Therefore, no variances or special authorizations are 

required, and no changes are proposed to the San Francisco Planning Code or Zoning Map. 

C.2 Plans and Policies 

San Francisco Plans and Policies 

San Francisco General Plan 

The San Francisco General Plan (General Plan) provides general policies and objectives to guide land use 

decisions. The General Plan contains 10 elements (Commerce and Industry, Recreation and Open Space, 

Housing, Community Facilities, Urban Design, Environmental Protection, Transportation, Air Quality, 

Community Safety, and Arts) that set forth goals, policies, and objectives for the physical development of 

the City. The General Plan also contains a number of area plans, which set forth objectives and policies 

with more specificity to various neighborhoods. 

Local plans and policies that are relevant to the proposed project are discussed below. 

• The San Francisco Zero Waste Policy (Board of Supervisors Resolution 679-02 and Commission on 
the Environment Resolution 002-03-COE) establishes a goal of achieving zero waste to landfill by 

14 Golder Associates, 2013. Joint Technical Document for Recology Hay Road Landfill. Prepared for Recology, Inc., February 2013. 
Available for review at the SF Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California, 94103. 
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2020 and directs the Department of the Environment to develop policies and programs to achieve 
zero waste, including increasing producer and consumer responsibility, in order that all 
discarded materials be diverted from landfill through recycling, composting or other means. 

• The San Francisco Sustainability Plan is a blueprint for achieving long-term environmental 
sustainability by addressing specific environmental issues including, but not limited to, air 
quality, climate change, energy, ozone depletion, and transportation. The goal of the San Francisco 
Sustainability Plan is to enable the people of San Francisco to meet their present needs without 
sacrificing the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. 

• The Climate Action Plan for San Francisco: Local Actions to Reduce Greenhouse Emissions is a local 
action plan that examines the causes of global climate change and human activities that 
contribute to global warming, provides projections of climate change impacts on California and 
San Francisco based on recent scientific reports, presents estimates of San Francisco's baseline 
greenhouse gas emissions inventory and reduction targets, and describes recommended actions 
for reducing the City and County's greenhouse gas emissions. 

Potential inconsistency with policies applicable to the proposed project that relate to physical 

environmental effects is discussed in Section E. 

Solano County Plans and Policies 

Compatibility of the proposed project with Solano County zoning, plans, and policies is discussed below 

under Section E.1, Land Use and Land Use Planning. 

Regional Plans and Policies 

In addition to local plans and policies, there are several regional planning agencies whose environmental, 

fond use, and transportation plans and policies consider the growth and development of the nine-county 

San Francisco Bay Area. Some of these plans and policies are advisory, and some include specific goals 

and provisions that must be adhered to when evaluating a project under CEQA. The regional plans and 

policies that are relevant to the proposed project are discussed below. 

• The Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan updates the Bay 
Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, in accordance with the requirements of the California Clean Air Act, 
to implement feasible measures to reduce ozone and provide a control strategy to reduce ozone, 
particulate matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gases throughout the region. 

• The Regional Water Quality Control Board's Water Qualihj Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay 
Basin is a master water quality control planning document. It designates beneficial uses and 
water quality objectives for waters of the state, including surface waters and groundwater, and 
includes implementation programs to achieve water quality objectives. 

• Plan Bay Area, the Bay Area's first combined Sustainable Communities Strategy (land use plan) and 
regional transportation plan, was developed jointly by the Association of Bay Area Governments 
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(ABAG) and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).15 Plan Bay Area encourages 
housing and job growth proximate to transit, particularly within areas identilied by local 
jurisdictions as Priority Development Areas (PDAs), and "is intended to enhance mobility and 
economic growth by linking housing/jobs with transit, thus offering a more efficient land use 
pattern around transit and a greater return on existing and planned transit investments."16 The plan 
also includes strategies and investments to maintain, manage, and improve the region's multi
modal transportation network, from bicycle and pedestrian facilities to local streets to highways to 
public transit. Plan Bay Area also sets forth transportation projects and programs to be .implemented 
with reasonably anticipated revenue. 

• San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission's (BCDC's) San Francisco Bay Plan. 
BCDC has regulatory responsibility over development in San Francisco Bay and along the Bay's 
nine-county shoreline. The proposed project would involve no changes within 100 feet of the bay 
shoreline, and is therefore not within the jurisdiction of the BCDC and is not subject to the policies 
in the San Francisco Bay Plan or other BCDC policies. 

The proposed project would not conflict with the provisions of any adopted habitat conservation plan. 

See discussion below for physical environmental impact analysis of the proposed project, as related to 

specific topics addressed in these plans_and policies. 

D. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The project could potentially affect the environmental topics checked below. The following pages present 

a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental topic. 

D Land Use D Air Quality D Biological Resources 

D Aesthetics D Greenhouse Gas Emissions D Geology and Soils 

D Population and Housing D Wmd and Shadow D Hydrology and Water Quality 

D Cultural and Paleo. Resources D Recreation D Hazards/Hazardous Materials 

D Transportation and Circulation D Utilities and Service Systems D Mineral/Energy Resources 

D Noise D Public Services D Agricultural and Forest Resources 

D Mandatory Findings of Significance 

D.1 Effects Found to be Potentially Significant 

The project has been evaluated to determine whether it would result in significant environmental impacts 

on any of the environmental topics listed above. As discussed in detail in the following pages, no potentially 

significant impacts have been identilied. 

15 Plan Bay Area was necessitated by the adoption of Senate Bill 375, which required regions to prepare a Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (or Alternative Planning Strategy) to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) by linking growth 
to transit. 

16 MTC and ABAG, 2013. Plan Bay Area Draft Environmental Impact Report. page ES-2. Available online at: 
http://onebayarea.org/pdf/Draft_EIR_Chapters/O.O_Cover_Intro_and_Executive_Sumrnary.pdf. Reviewed December 30, 
2013. 
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D.2 Effects Found Not to be Significant 

Within each environmental topic area examined, the project was found to have either no impact or a less

than-significant impact. 

E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

This Initial Study examines the potential effects on the environment that would result from approval of 

the proposed project. For all items checked "Less-than-Significant Impact," "No Impact," or "Not 

Applicable," the Planning Department has determined that the project would not have a significant 

adverse environmental effect relating to that issue. No impacts were found to be potentially significant, 

and so no mitigation measures are identified. All of these issues are discussed below and conclusions 

regarding effects are based upon field observations, staff experience and expertise on similar projects, 

and/or standard reference material available from the Planning Department, such as the Department's 

Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review. 

For each checklist threshold, the analysis provides an overview of the project's general impacts, and 

considers the impacts of the project both individually and cumulatively. 

Approach to the Analysis 

Points of Origin. Operations at the Recology facilities in San Francisco - the Recycle Central facility and 

the San Francisco transfer station - would be unaffected by the project: the same amount of waste would 

be processed, and the same number and same size of trucks would arrive and depart on essentially the 

same schedule, whether or not the project is approved. Because the project would not result in any 

physical or operational changes at these facilities compared to current conditions, the impact analysis in 

this Initial Study does not present any analysis of operations or conditions at these facilities. There would 

be no physical change to facilities or operations, and therefore the proposed project does not have the 

potential to cause adverse environmental impacts at the Points of Origin. 

Transportation. Truck trips from the Recology San Francisco transfer station and the Recycle Central 

facility to the eastern end of the Bay Bridge would be unaffected by the project; the same number of 

trucks would travel on local San Francisco roadways, U.S. 101, and the Bay Bridge on essentially the same 

schedule, whether or not the project is approved. Because the project would not result in any physical or 

operational changes on local San Francisco streets, U.S. 101, or the Bay Bridge compared to current 

conditions, it would not result in any physical changes in the environment in this area, and therefore the 

impact analysis in this Initial Study does not present any further analysis of transport of waste between 

the Points of Origin and the eastern end of the Bay Bridge. 
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Truck trips from the eastern end of the Bay Bridge traveling east on 1-80 to the Midway Road exit from 

1-80 in Solano County, and continuing on local streets to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would increase as 

a result of the proposed project compared to current conditions. Therefore, this Initial Study evaluates the 

environmental effects of project-related truck trips traveling between the eastern end of the Bay Bridge and 

the Midway Road exit. 

This Initial Study also evaluates the environmental effects of project-related truck trips traveling between 

the Midway Road exit and the Recology Hay Road Landfill. The Recology Hay Road Landfill is currently in 

operation, and currently receives approximately 325 vehicles per day. The landfill is permitted by Solano 

County to receive up to 620 vehicles per day. The approximately 50 trucks per day hauling San Francisco 

MSW would be within the 620 total vehicles that are permitted to access the landfill, and would not result 

in any increase in truck traffic beyond the amount Solano County already has approved. Nevertheless, 

these 50 truck trips proposed to haul San Francisco MSW to the Recology Hay Road site are evaluated in 

this Initial Study as new trips to the \andfill, relative to existing conditions. 

Disposal. Under the proposed project, San Francisco's MSW would be hauled to the Recology Hay Road 

Landfill and disposed there. The Recology Hay Road Landfill currently operates 24 hours per day, seven 

days per week, and receives on average approximately 651 tons of MSW per day and 325 vehicles 

(including trucks) per day. These existing conditions constitute the baseline for environmental analysis in 

this document. 

The City & County of San Francisco does not have authority to control land use or operations at the 

Recology Hay Road Landfill. Solano County has land use permitting authority over the landfill, and has 

exercised that authority through issuance of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the landfill, which was 

last amended in October 2012-17 The landfill also operates under a Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) 

issued jointly by Solano County and CalRecycle, Waste Discharge Requirements issued by the Regional 

Water Quality Control Board, and permits issued by the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District. 

The landfill's permits allow acceptance of up to 2,400 tons of MSW per day and 620 vehicles per day. The 

amount of San Francisco MSW received, and the number of trucks arriving at the facility as a result of the 

proposed proj~ct, would both be within the limits set by the facility's existing permits. 

17 Solano County Resource Management Department. Land Use Permit No. U-11-09. 
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At least five CEQA documents have been completed for the Recology Hay Road focility. 18 Solano County 

was the lead agency for each of these documents. The documents19 are: 

• Final Environmental Impact Report, B&J Landfill Master Development Plan, April 1993 
(SCH #92063112); 

• B&J Drop Box Landfill U-91-28 Mitigated Negative Declaration, 1995 (SCH #1995093048); 

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for B&J Drop Box Sanitary Landfill SWFP Revision. 
March 2001 (SCH 112001032035); 

• Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Norcal Waste Systems, Inc. Hay Road 
Landfill Project, March 2005 (SCH 112004032138). 

• Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, Recology Hay Road Land Use Permit Application 
No. U-11-09, August, 2012 (SCH 112004032138) 

Mitigation measures identified in these documents have been incorporated as conditions of the facility's 

permits by Solano County. All mitigation measures currently in effect at the landfill are listed in 

Appendix B. 

The most recent document, the 2012 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (hereafter the "2012 

IS/MND"), reviewed and incorporated the analysis and conclusions from the previous documents, and 

specifically examined the effects of increasing the amount of MSW disposed of in the landfill, from the 

then-permitted level of 1,200 tons per day average and 2,400 tons per day peak, to a simple limit of 

2,400 tons per day, eliminating the 1,200 tons per day average. The 2012 JS/MND used the standard 

Solano County CEQA checklist to examine the full range of potential environmental impacts that Solano 

County determined were relevant to the proposal to increase the rate of waste acceptance. The 2012 

IS/MND concluded that increasing the rate of waste acceptance to 2,400 tons per day could result in 

several significant environmental impacts, particularly with regard to aesthetics, air quality, and traffic, 

and included mitigation measures to reduce these impacts. The 2012 JS/MND concluded that with 

mitigation, increasing disposal to 2,400 tons per day would not result in a significant adverse 

environmental impact. As part of its approval process, Solano County incorporated these mitigation 

measures as conditions of approval in the amended CUP. The CUP and the 2012 IS/MND are available 

for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, 

California, 94103, as well as the Solano County Resource Management Department_ 

l8 As previously noted, names previously used for the facility include the B&J Drop Box Landfill and the B&J Landfill. In 
addition, Recology was formerly named Norcal Waste Systems. 

19 All of the documents listed are available for review at the Solano County Resource Management Deparhnent, and as part of 
Case File No. 2014.0653E at the SF Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California, 94103. 
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The information contained in the 2012 IS/MND is still current, applicable, and descriptive of disposal

related impacts from the proposed project. Solano County staff have concurred that there has been no 

substantial change in circumstances surrounding that project in the intervening two years, and no new 

information which would invalidate the analysis or conclusions from that2012 MND.20 In fact, the 2012 

IS/MND examined a higher level of waste acceptance (2,400 tons per day) than would occur with the 

current project (the addition of about 1,200 tons per day of San Francisco's MSW to the current average of 

about 651 tons per day,21 or a total of about 1,851 tons per day). Therefore, the 2012 IS/MND may be 

considered "conservative" (that is, it tends to overstate impacts) for the purpose of evaluating the 

disposal-related impacts of the proposal to dispose of San Francisco's MSW at th.e Recology Hay Road 

Landfill. 

There are no issues or circumstances raised by the proposal to dispose of San Francisco's MSW at the 

Recology Hay Road Landfill that are inconsistent with or that invalidate the analysis and conclusions 

contained in the 2012 IS/MND. The proposed project would not require revisions to the landfill's permits, 

and would not require any change in operations that were not contemplated and analyzed in the 2012 

IS/MND. Furthermore, where potentially significant impacts were identified in the 2012 IS/MND, 

mitigation measures were specified to avoid these impacts or to reduce them to less than significant, and 

these measures were incorporated as conditions in the landfill's permits. Therefore, the proposed project 

would not cause any new, greater or different significant impacts related to disposal of San Francisco's 

MSW at the Recology Hay Road Landfill beyond the impacts that were analyzed and described in the 

2012 IS/MND. 

For informational purposes, this document sets forth the conclusions regarding disposal-related impacts 

contained in the 2012 IS/MND. These are presented within each environmental topic discussion, 

following discussion of the potential impacts of the transportation component of the project. The 

combined effects of disposal and transportation together are also discussed in each topical section. In 

most cases, impacts of transportation and disposal do not overlap or combine, as they are separated in · 

time and space. In the few instances where they do have the potential to combine, such as air emissions 

and noise, the combined impact is examined and a conclusion reached regarding significance. The 

analysis of cumulative impacts then follows the discussion of transportation, disposal, and combined 

impacts. 

2° Ferrario, Nedzlene (Solano County Plarming Department), 2014. E-mail to Dan Sicular, E-SA RE: Initial Study-- SF Waste 
to Recology Hay Road Landfill, December 17, 2014. 

2l Merrill, Erin (Recology), 2015. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

Two approaches to a cumulative impact analysis are provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1). 

The analysis can be based on (a) a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related 

impacts that could combine with those of a proposed project, or (b) a summary of projections contained 

in a general plan or related planning document. The analysis in this Initial Study employs both list-based 

and projections approaches, depending on which approach best suits the individual environmental topic 

being analyzed. In particular, the projections approach is used in the traffic analysis, air quality analysis, 

and greenhouse gas analysis. For other topic areas, the list-based approach is used. 

One project was identified for the list-based approach: the proposed development of an anaerobic 

digestion facility at the Recology Hay Road landfill. 

Recology Hay Road Anaerobic Digestion Project 

The proposed Anaerobic Digestion (AD) project includes the construction and operation of an anaerobic 

digester at the Recology Hay Road Landfill. The anaerobic digester would be used for processing 

organics-rich wastes and production of compressed natural gas (CNG). The digestion process breaks 

down organics-rich materials in an enclosed vessel, resulting in a high nutrient digestate, which can be 

composted or recirculated back into the digestion process. A byproduct of the digestion process is biogas, 

consisting mostly of methane (CH4), carbon dioxide (C02) and water vapor (H20). Biogas would be 

captured and converted into a fuel source, specifically, the CH4 would be concentrated and compressed 

to produce CNG. Jn sum, the AD project would divert organic material (organics) from landfill disposal, 

and use the material to produce fuel and soil amendments. 

The proposed AD facility would be located within the western portion of the Recology Hay Road site, on 

approximately two and a half acres. The proposed AD project would include the following changes to the 

Recology Hay Road Landfill site: 

• The AD facility is expected to receive and process up to 57,200 tons per year22 of various types of 
organics-rich wastes, including but not limited to commercial and residential food wastes, green 
wastes, industry wastes and preprocessed municipal solid waste. 

• The tonnage received at the AD facility would fall under the existing tonnage limit for the Jepson 
Prairie Organics composting facility, which is also located within the Recology Hay Road facility. 
The combined tonnage limit for the two facilities would be the same as the current limit for the 
composting facility, 600 tons per day (average over seven days) with a peak limit of 750 tons per 
day. 

22 Based on 220 tons per day, 5 days per week (260 days per year). 
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• The permitted 620 average vehicle trip limit, which currently applies to vehicles hauling waste 
for both the landfill and the composting operation, would not change; vehicles hauling waste 
destined for the AD facility would also be included in the 620 vehicle limit. About 25 vehicles per 
day would be expected to arrive at the AD facility, which includes approximately 15 transfer 
trucks with incoming organic feedstock, one to two CNG tube trucks, and up to seven to eight 
employee vehicles. The estimated 15 incoming feedstock trucks would not constitute new 
vehicles to the site, since these trucks would deliver material to the digester instead of delivering 
material to the compost facility on site. Since there would be no increase in organics tonnage to 
the site, the number of incoming and outgoing feedstock trucks would remain the same. The only 
new vehicles coming to the site would be the CNG tube trucks and employee vehicles, which 
would be a total of up to 10 new vehicles. 

• The proposal would include construction and operation of the AD facility, including facilities to 
upgrade and compress the biogas produced to produce CNG; 

• The proposal would involve construction and operation of a piping system to transport digestate 
to the existing composting facility for use as a compost feedstock. After the organics are 
11 digested" and gas is extracted, the residual organic material, or /1 digestate", remains. This 
digestate is nutrient rich and makes for a good compost feedstock. The facility would be designed 
to convey the digestate to the Jepson Prairie Organics composting operations, via a pipeline. 

• The proposal would include the construction of an underground piping system to. transport CNG 
fuel from the AD facility to new CNG fueling stations. One fueling station would be located at 
the existing Recology Vacaville Solano maintenance shop, which is located within the landfill 
property, and the other would be located within the disposal area boundary of the landfill. 
Another piping system would also be constructed to carry landfill gas to the AD facility, also to 
be used to produce CNG. 

• The landfill would receive residuals from the AD facility that cannot be composted or recycled. 

Environmental review for the proposed AD facility has not been completed. The lead agency for 

environmental review of the proposed AD facility is Solano County. In 2012, CalRecycle certified a 

Programmatic EIR (PEIR) examining the potential impacts of AD facilities co-located with solid waste 

disposal facilities.23 The cumulative analysis presented in the current document draws on the conclusions 

of the PEIR regarding potential impacts and mitigation measures of the proposed Recology AD facility. 

Other Pending Applications 

The proposed project would not result in any changes at the San Francisco transfer station; therefore the 

project could not contribute to cumulative impacts at this location. However, for informational purposes, 

this section describes two potential future projects at sites that would not be affected by the ·proposed 

project. 

23 Ca!Recycle, 2011. Statewide Anaerobic Digester Facilities for the Treatment of Municipal Organic Solid Waste. Final 
Program Environmental Impact Report. SCH No. 2010042100 Prepared the California Department of Resources 
Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) by ESA, June 2011. Available online at: http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/ 
swfacilities/compostables/AnaerobicDig!PropFnlPEill.pdf 
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Transfer Station expansion. Recology is seeking entitlements for an expansion to the existing transfer 

station building. The proposal involves the construction of a 40-foot-tal!, two-story, approximately 14,000-sf 

addition to the existing 43-foot-tall, one-story, approximately 47,000-sf MSW transfer station. One new 

loading space would be added to the lower partial level of the addition at the southern edge of the transfer 

station site. The expansion of the transfer station would allow additional space to recover recyclables and 

organics materials that would otherwise be sent to a landfill. The City and County of San Francisco is the 

CEQA lead agency for this project, and is currently preparing an IS/MND (Case Number 2013.0850E). This 

project would not result in an increase in MSW transported to the Hay Road Landfill. 

Recology San Francisco Modernization and Expansion. Recology is planning a comprehensive 

redevelopment of its Tunnel and Beatty site. The proposal involves replacement of most of the buildings 

currently on-site with new recycling and resource recovery facilities, maintenance facilities, 

administrative offices, and supporting operations buildings. The proposal would focus on resource 

recovery rather than transfer and disposal, and would serve as a model of sustainable infrastructure. The 

City of Brisbane is the CEQA lead agency for this project. No environmental documents have yet been 

issued for this project. This project would not increase, and could reduce the quantity of MSW 

transported to the Hay Road Landfill. 

Issues Raised In Response to Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review 

In June 2014, a Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review for the proposed project was 

distributed by the Planning Department. The Notification was mailed to numerous residents of 

San Francisco and Solano counties who had previously expressed interest in Recology's operations. 

Comments were received from several individuals and agencies. These comments raised concerns 

regarding the potential for the proposed project to increase the intensity of landfill operations and 

possibly cause environmental impacts. In particular, concerns were raised about the possibility of 

increased odor, increased noise, increased bird nuisance, adverse effects on water quality, and increased 

litter. Issues raised by the public are described in more detail in Section G of this Initial Study, and 

potential impacts associated with these issues are discussed below as Disposal Site impacts. 

Checklist: Responses to Multiple Questions 

Jn the following sections, a single impact statement is sometimes used to address two or more checklist 

questions. Where this occurs, the impact statement is followed by a note stating which questions are 

being addressed. Where an impact statement addresses only one question, there is no note, but the 

impact statement itself closely follows the wording of the question. 
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E.1 land Use and land Use Planning 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Applicable 

1. LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING-
Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? 0 0 0 0 0 
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 0 0 0 0 0 

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

c) Have a substantial impact upon the existing character 0 0 0 0 0 
of the vicinity? 

d) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan 0 0 0 0 0 
or natural community conservation plan? 

Transportation Component of the Project 

Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. (No Impact)-

The proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would take 

place on existing roadways, between existing facilities. The freeway and road segments between the 

eastern end of the Bay Bridge and the Recology Hay Road Landfill, which would experience new truck 

trips as a result of the proposed project, presently carry vehicles and trucks. Potential traffic impacts 

associated with that increase in vehicle and truck activity are discussed below under Transportation 

Impacts. However, with respect to land use, there would be no fundamental change in the types of trips 

or use of those roads as a result of the project. The proposed project would not change the existing 

roadway configurations or the types of vehicles that use those roads. Therefore, the proposed project 

does not have the potential to physically divide an established community, and would have no impact 

with regard to this issue. 

Impact LU-2: The proposed project is consistent with applicable land use plans, policies, and 
. regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect. (No Impact) 

Transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would not alter existing 

programs aimed at diverting San Francisco's waste from landfills and would not inhibit the City's efforts 

to achieve zero waste. The .rroposed project would not interfere with or inhibit the ability to achieve 

other City plans, policies, and regulations. Therefore, the project would have no impact with regard to 

this issue. 
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Impact LU-3: The proposed project would not have a substantial impact upon the existing character of 
the vicinity. (No Impact) 

Transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would involve no physical 

alteration of buildings, landscaping, natural features, or infrastructure in San Francisco or Solano County. 

Transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would result in an increase of 

large trucks on 1-80 between the I-80/1-880/I-580 interchange and the Midway Road exit, and on Midway 

Road, State Route 113, and Hay Road. These are, however, existing truck routes and the addition of 

approximately 100 truck trips per day, spread out over the course of the day and the night, would not 

result in a change to the functional or visual character of these roads or the areas in proximity to them. 

Therefore, the project would have no impact with regard to this issue. 

Impact LU-4: The project would not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan. (No Impact) 

Transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would not conflict with any 

applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan, as all transportation would 

be on existing roadways which are not included in any habitat conservation plan or natural community 

conservation plan. Therefore, there would be no impact of this kind. 

Disposal Component of the Project 

With respect to the potential for the proposed project to cause Land Use and Planning impacts related to 

disposal of San Francisco's MSW at the Recology Hay Road Landfill, the 2012 lS/MND examined 

potential Land Use and Planning impacts associated with increasing disposal of MSW from 1,200 tons per 

day average and 2,400 tons per day maximum, to a simple limit of 2,400 tons per day. The 2012 lS/MND 

therefore addressed environmental issues raised by the acceptance of MSW at a rate greater than would 

occur under the currently proposed project. The 2012 IS/MND concluded that increasing disposal would 

not physically divide an established community, and would not conflict with the land use or zoning 

designations for the site or otherwise conflict with a policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of 

avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

The 2012 IS/MND also concluded that the proposed increase in waste acceptance could not conflict with 

any habitat conservation plan, as it would have no effect on sensitive species or their habitat. 

The 2012 IS/MND examined whether increasing the rate of waste acceptance would affect the character of 

the surrounding area, through its examination of aesthetic, traffic, noise, and other impacts. The 2012 

IS/MND concluded that, with mitigation, all impacts would be less than significant. The 2012 IS/MND's 
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conclusions about these impacts and the required mitigation measures are set forth below as part of the 

individual topic's discussion. 

Therefore, as concluded in the 2012 IS/MND, disposing of San Francisco's MSW at the Recology Hay 

Road Landfill would not have a substantial adverse effect on Land Use and Planning. 

Combined Impact of Transportation and Disposal Components of the Prqject 

As discussed above, neither transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill, 

nor its disposal there would result in a substantial adverse impact on Land Use and Planning. The 

transportation component of the project was determined to have no land use impacts, and the disposal 

component was found to have less than significant impacts. Taken together, transportation and disposal 

would not.divide an established community, would not conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy 

or regulation adopted for the purpose of environmental protection, would not conflict with any habitat 

conservation plan, and would not have an adverse impact on the character of the vicinity. Therefore, 

transportation and disposal, taken together, woUld not have a significant impact on Land Use and 

Planning. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
fuhlre development in the site vicinity, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution 
to a significant land use impact. (No Impact) 

As discussed above, the proposed project does not have the potential for a substantial adverse effect on 

Land Use and Planning. As discussed above under Approach to the Analysis, the only· relevant 

cumulative project is the Recology Hay Road AD project. The AD project would take place completely 

within the existing landfill property and would not substantially alter land use or affect surrounding land 

uses. Therefore, the AD project would not be expected to divide an established community, would not 

conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of environnlental 

protection, would not coriflict with any habitat conservation plan, and would not have an adverse.impact 

on the character of the 0-cinity. Therefore, neither the proposed project nor the proposed AD project 

would contribute to a cumulative impact on Land Use and Planning, and the cumulative impact of the 

two projects is less than significant. 
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E.2 Aesthetics 

Topics: 

2. AESTHETICS-Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and other 
features of the built or natural environment which 
contribute to.a scenic public setting? 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings? 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area or which would substantially impact other people 
or properties? 

Transportation Component of the Project 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with 
Significant Mitigation 

Impact Incorporated 

D D 
D D 

D D 

D 0 

Less Than 
Significant Not 

Impact No Impact Applicable 

D 0 D 
D 0 D 

D 0 

0 D 

Impact AE-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 
(No Impact) 

Transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would not involve 

development of any new structures or facilities that could obstruct a scenic vista. Project-related 

transportation of MSW would occur only on existing roadways, and no changes to roadway 

configurations are proposed. The project would result in an increase of about 50 trucks per day in each 

direction on these roads, or an average of about two per hour in each direction. As shown on Figure 4, 

page 28, a slightly higher portion of the daily trips occurs between 6:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.rn., when scenic 

vistas tend to be less visible due to the lack of natural daylight. However, conservatively assuming an 

average of two truck trips per hour in each direction during daylight hours, this would not block, alter, or 

restrict access to any scenic vista. Therefore, the project does not have the potential to adversely affect a 

scenic vista, and would result in no impact of this kind. 

Impact AE-2: The proposed project would not substantially damage any scenic resource. (No Impact) 

Scenic resources are visible physical features of a landscape (i.e., land, water, vegetation, animals, structures, 

or other features). 

Transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would not involve development 

of any new structures or facilities that could damage a scenic resource. The proposed project involves the 

transport of waste within enclosed large trucks on existing roadways. East of the Bay Bridge, the proposed 
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project would result in approximately fifty trucks spread out over 24 hours traveling between the Bay 

Bridge and the Recology Hay Road Landfill site along the route shown in Figure 1 on page 2, and the same 

number of trucks travelling back along the same route. A substantial portion of this route is along Highway 

I-80 which currently carries large numbers of vehicles and trucks. 

Regarding the portions of the truck route in Solano County between Highway 1-80 and the landfill site, 

State Route 113 is not a State-designated Scenic Highway. However, the Scenic Roadways Element of the 

Solano County General Plan identifies State Route 113 from the Interstate 80 interchange in Dixon to its 

intersection with State Route 12 as a County scenic roadway. Automobiles and trucks currently travel on 

this roadway. Transportation of San Francisco's MSW along this route with a daily average of 

approximately two trucks per hour in each direction would not cause any alteration or damage to scenic 

elements in the landscape, including vegetation, geologic features, water features, animals, structures, 

and landforms. Therefore, the transportation of San Francisco's MSW would not have the potential to 

damage any scenic resource, and there would be no impact of this kind. 

Impact AE-3: The proposed project would not result in a change to the existing character of the project 
site, and would not degrade the visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 
(No Impact) 

Transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would not involve 

development of any new structures or facilities that could result in a change to any site's visual quality. 

Increased truck traffic along the haul route, including State Route 113, would not substantially alter the 

character of this road, as it is already a truck route, and the addition of several trucks each hour would not 

affect the visual character or quality of the area surrounding the highway, nor would the increase in traffic 

volume be readily apparent to nearby observers. 

The trucks that would be used by Recology to transport San Francisco MSW to the Recology Hay Road 

Landfill are enclosed by tarps and flaps over the top of the truck. Furthermore, the Recology Hay Road 

Landfill is required, as a condition of its CUP, to maintain a litter abatement program around the facility 

and along roadways leading to it. Therefore, the transportation of San Francisco's MSW would not result in 

a substantial increase in the amount of waste that becomes litter along local roadways and nearby 

properties. The transportation of San Francisco's MSW would therefore have no impact with regard to 

degradation of the visual character and quality of the site and its surroundings. For more on this issue, 

please see the discussion of the disposal component of the project, below. 
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. 
Impact AE-4: The proposed project could create a new source of light and glare that could adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the area or substantially impact other people or properties. (Less than 
Significant) 

The proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would result in an 

increase in the number of trucks traveling on 1-80 between the 1-80/1-880/1-580 interchange and the Midway 

Road exit, and on Midway Road, State Route 113, and Hay Road during the night compared to current 

conditions, and so would result in additional vehicle lights along these roadways. These are, however, 

existing truck routes that are utilized by trucks 24 hours per day. 1-80 has an average daily traffic volume of 

about 115,000 vehicles near the Midway Road interchange. The average daily traffic volume on State Route 

113 in the project area is about 3,550 vehicles.24 As shown in Figure 4 on page 28, up to about 29 truck MSW 

loads per day depart the SF Transfer Station and Recycle Central facilities between 6:00 p.m. and 5:30 a.m., 

with the greatest number departing between midnight and 5:30 a.m. On average, there are about 2.5 trucks 

per hour departing the San Francisco facilities during this time period. Assuming the same number of 

trucks would return from the Recology Hay Road Landfill, the project would result in approximately 

5 additional trucks per hour during nighttime hours, or one about every 12 minutes. This would not be 

expected to result in a noticeable increase in the light and glare caused by vehicle lights from nighttime 

traffic on these roads. Because of the relatively small number of additional trucks trips, and the fact that 

they would occur infrequently through the night, the increase in nighttime light caused by the project 

would not be considered substantial, and this impact would be less than significant. 

Disposal Component of the Project 

The 2012 IS/MND concluded that the proposal to increase waste acceptance to 2,400 tons per day at the 

Recology Hay Road Landfill would have no impact on scenic vistas or scenic resources, and would have no 

impact resulting from new sources of nighttime light or glare. The 2012 IS/MND identified a potentially 

· significant impact on the visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings, from an increased 

potential for litter associated with increased waste acceptance. The 2012 IS/MND identified the following 

mitigation measure, and found that it would be sufficient to reduce this impact to less than significant 

Mitigation Measure 1 (Aesthetics) 

The facility operator shall implement the following litter control mitigation measures following 
implementation of the proposed project: 

• Portable litter control fences shall be installed directly downwind of the working face during site 
operations. 

24 Caltrans, 2013. 
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• Additional litter collection crews shall be deployed following high wind events to remove litter 
from the parcels adjacent to the landfill. The facility operator shall work to establish site access 
agreements with the adjacent property owners prior to project implementation. 

• In the event that waste genernted from City of Fairfield is received at RHR, the facility operator 
shall check for and pick up litter, on a weekly basis, or more frequently if needed, on the 
following roads: Vanden Road from Peabody Road to Canon Road, Canon Road from Vanden 
Road to North Gate Road, North Gate Road from Canon Road to McCrory Road, McCrory Road 
from North Gate Road to Meridian Road, Meridian Road from McCrory Road to Hay Road, Hay 
Road from Meridian Road to Lewis Road and Midway Road from Interstate 80 to State 
Route 113. 

• The facility operator shall negotiate an agreement with Solano County regarding reimbursement 
for the cost of removing trash and materials dumped along the above mentioned County roads, 
should County employees be required to assist in the removal of trash associated with the 
expanded use of the landfill. 

Condition 34 of the landfill's amended CUP incorporates this Mitigation Measure. 

Combined Impact of Transportation and Disposal Components of the Project 

The 2012 IS/MND fully considered the potential aesthetic effects of increased waste acceptance at and 

proximate to the Recology Hay Road Landfill site, where any aesthetic impacts would be focused, and 

concluded that, with mitigation, all impacts would be less than significant. The analysis in the current 

document concludes that transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill 

would result in no aesthetic impact with respect to scenic vistas, scenic resources or visual character. 

Hence there could be no combined impact with respect to those issues. Regarding glare, both this Initial 

Study and the 2012 IS/MND concluded that the project would have less than significant impacts. Those 

less than significant impacts would occur in different locations which would not combine. Hence, the 

combination of transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill and disposal of 

that waste therein therefore does not pose the potential for a substantial adverse aesthetic impact. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C-AE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future development in the site vicinity, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution 
to a significant aesthetics impact. (Less than Significant) 

As discussed above, the transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would 

have no impact on scenic resources or scenic vistas. Therefore, transportation of San Francisco's MSW 

could not contribute to a cumulative impact of this kind. 
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Impact AE-4, above concluded that the project would result in a less-thaffsignificant increase in nighttime 

lighting from increased truck traffic. The only relevant cumulative project, the proposed AD Project at the 

Recology Hay Road Landfill, would result in approximately 10 additional vehicles per day entering and 

leaving the Recology Hay Road facility. As discussed under impact AE-4, the proposed project is expected 

to result in approximately five new truck trips per hour during nighttime hours. The AD Project is expected 

. to result in only one to two new truck trips, and seven to eight employee trips to and from the AD Project 

site per day. These new truck trips would primarily be during the day. Even if half of these trips were at 

night, the combination of only a few new vehicle trips associated with the AD Project, in combination with 

the approximately five trips per hour associated with the proposed project, would not be expected to result 

in a noticeable increase in the light and glare caused by vehicle lights from nighttime traffic on I-80, Midway 

Road, or State Route 113, and the cumulative impact of additional traffic-related nighttime lighting is 

therefore less than significant. The 2012 IS/MND concluded that increasing the rate of disposal at the 

Recology Hay Road Landfill would not result in an increase in nighttime lighting. Although final design 

details of the AD Project are not complete, the AD Project would likely have an industrial appearance and 

would be located within an existing landfill facility, which is also industrial in character and appearance. 

Therefore, when taken together, transportation, disposal, and the AD project would not combine in a 

cumulative manner to cause a significant aesthetic impact. 

E.3 Population and Housing 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Applicable 

3. POPULATION AND HOUSING-
Would the project 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either D D D D 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units D D D D 
or create demand for additional housing, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing? 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating D D D D 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

Transportation Component of the Prqject 

In general, a project would be considered to have a significant impact on population and housing if it 

were to result in a substantial population increase, or if it were to displace a substantial number of people 

or existing housing units. This could occur if the project were to add a substantial number of housing 
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units, or if the project were to attract a substantial number of employees who would have to be housed in 

the area. An increase of approximately nine to ten full time equivalent drivers would be needed to haul 

San Francisco MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill due to the longer trip length compared to hauling 

waste to the Altamont Landfill. This number of jobs can be accommodated by the local workforce and 

would not result in a substantial population increase. The project would not add any new housing units 

and the project does not include development of new structures or facilities that would displace any 

existing housing units. 

A project could also have a significant impact if it were to extend roads or other infrastructure into new 

areas, thus enabling additional growth in the future. The project would not extend roads or other 

infrastructure, and so would have no impact of this kind. 

Impact PH-1: The proposed project would not induce substantial population growth, either directly or 
indirectly. (No Impact) 

As explained above, the transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would 

not create new housing or substantial new employment. Therefore, the project would not directly or 

indirectly induce population growth, and would have no impact of this kind. 

Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not displace any existing housing units or create a demand 
for additional housing that would necessitate the construction of replacement housing. (No Impact) 

As explained above, the transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would 

not displace existing housing. As the project would not induce population growth, it would not create 

demand for additional housing. Consequently, the project would result in no impact related to 

displacement of housing or demand for additional housing. 

Impact PH-3: The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (No Impact) 

As explained above, the transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would 

not displace any people from their residences. Consequently, the project would result in no impact 

related to displacement of people. 

Disposal Component of the Project 

The 2012 IS/MND concluded that the proposal to increase waste acceptance to 2,400 tons per day at the 

Recology Hay Road Landfill would not involve the construction of any components (such as roads, or 

residential homes) that would induce population growth, would not displace any existing housing, and 
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would not displace substantial numbers of people, and that therefore the increase in waste acceptance 

would have no impact on population and housing. 

Combined Impact of Transportation and Disposal Components of the Project 

As discussed above, neither transport nor disposal of San Francisco's MSW would result in any adverse 

impact on population and housing. Similarly, taken together, transport and disposal would not require 

new housing, displace existing housing, or displace people. Therefore, considered together, transport and 

disposal would not result in a significant impact on population and housing. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future development in the site vicinity, would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a 
significant population or housing impact. (No Impact) 

Because neither transportation nor disposal of San Francisco's MSW would have an impact on population 

or housing, the project does not have the potential to contribute to a cumulative impact on population or 

housing. 

E.4 Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Applicable 

4. CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES-Would the project 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance D D D D 
of a historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5, 
including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 
11 of the San Francisco Planning Code? 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of D D D [81 D 
an archeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5? 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological D D D ~ D 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred D D D ~ D 
outside of formal cemeteries? 

This section examines the potential for the proposed project to have an adverse effect on cultural and 

paleontological resources. 

Case No. 2014.0653E 34 Agreement for Disposal of SF Municipal Solid Waste at RHR Landfill 



Cullum 1 resources include historical resources and archeological resources. Historical resources are those 

th<it meet the terms of the definitions in Section 21084.1 of the CEQA Statute and Section 15064.5 of the 

CEQA Guidelines. Historical resources <ire defined as properties or districts listed in, or formally 

determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources, or listed in an adopted 

local historic register. The term "local historic register" (or "local register of historical resources") refers to 

a list of resources that are officially designated or recognized as historically significant by a local 

government pursuant to resolution or ordinance. Historical resources also include resources identified as 

significant in an historical resource survey meeting certain criteria. Additionally, properties not listed but 

otherwise determined to be historically significant, based on substantial evidence, would also be 

considered historical resources. 

Archeological resources include material remains of past human life or activities which are of archeological 

interest, including buried remains of Native American settlements and artifacts, early historical period 

artifacts (such as buried or sunken ships) and human remains. 

Paleontological resources include fossilized remains or traces of animals, plants and invertebrates, 

including their imprints, from a previous geological period. Localities where fossils are collected, and the 

geologic formations containing fossils, are also considered paleontological resources as they represent a 

limited, nonrenewable resource and once destroyed, cannot be replaced. 

Transportation Component of the Prqject 

Impact CP-1: The proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of historic architectural resources. (No Impact) 

Transportation of San Francisco's MSW on existing roadways would not alter, demolish, or otherwise 

affect any structure, or disturb any land, or otherwise cause changes that could affect an historic 

architectural resource. Therefore, the transportation of San Francisco's MSW does not have the potential 

to cause an adverse change in the significance of historical architectural resources, and there would be no 

impact of this kind. 

Impact CP-2: The proposed project would not result in damage to, or destruction of, unique geological 
features or as-yet unknown archeological or paleontological resources, or human remains. (No Impact) 

This impact addresses questions 4.b, 4.c, and 4.d from the checklist at the beginning of this section. 
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Because transportation of San Francisco's MSW on existing roadways would not involve any land 

disturbance, it would not have the potential to damage or destroy any unique geological features or any 

as-yet undiscovered archeological or paleontological resources or human remains. Therefore, the project 

would have no impact of this kind. 

Disposal Component of the Project 

The 2012 IS/MND examined the potential for increasing the rate of waste acceptance to result in a 

substantial adverse impact on cultural resources. The 2012 IS/MND stated that because the project being 

examined at that time would not alter the configuration of the landfill, there would be no change in site 

grading or excavation activities. The .2012 IS/MND concluded that the project would not have the 

potential to expose, damage, or destroy significant cultural resources, and therefore there would be no 

impact to historical, archeologic.al, or paleontological resources or human remains. 

Combined Impact of Transportation and Disposal Components of the Project 

As discussed above, neither transportation nor disposal of San Francisco's MSW w~mld result in any 

adverse impact on cultural resources. Similarly, taken together, transport and disposal would not have 

the potential to expose, disturb, or destroy historical, archeological, or paleontological resources or 

human remains. Therefore, considered together, transport and disposal would not result in a significant 

impact on population and housing. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C-CP-1: The proposed. project in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in the vicinity, would not result in cumulative impacts to cultural resources. 
(No Impact) 

No historic, archeological, or paleontological resources or human remains would be affected by the 

transportation or disposal of San Francisco's MSW. Therefore, the project does not have the potential to 

contribute to any cumulative impact on cultural resources. 
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E.5 Transportation and Circulation 

Topics: 

5. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
Would the project: 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or 
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 
the performance of the circulation system, taking 
into account all modes of transportation 
including mass transit and non-motorized travel 
and relevant components of the circulation 
system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streel,, highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including but not limited 
to level of service standards and travel demand 
measures, or other standards established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels, 
obstructions to flight, or a change in location, 
that results in substantial safety risks? 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses? 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities? 

Transportation Component of the Project 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 
D 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
/ncorporiJ/ed 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 
D 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

No Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 
D 

Not 
Applicable 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 
D 

The transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill does not include any 

activities that would adversely affect air traffic patterns. Therefore, question 5.c from the above checklist 

does not apply to this aspect of the project. 

The existing road network for trips to and from Recology Hay Road Landfill is described above on 

pages 11-13. As previously stated in the project description,.transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the 

Recology Hay Road Landfill would cause no changes in existing truck or vehicular activity between the 

Recology San Francisco Transfer Station and the east end of the Bay Bridge. The project would generate 

new truck trips between the east end of the Bay Bridge and the Recology Hay Road Landfill site in Solano 

County. 
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The analysis of potential project impacts, presented below, focuses on the effects on I-80 from the east end 

of the Bay Bridge to the interchange at Midway Road, as well as the following local area intersections (all 

unsignalized), which are located on the travel route that project-generated trucks woUld use from I-80 to 

the Recology Hay Road facility: 

1. I-80 Westbound Ramps at O'Day Road 

2. Midway Road at O'Day Road 

3. Midway Road at I-80 Eastbound Ramps 

4. Midway Road at Porter Road 

5. Midway Road at State Route 113 (Rio-Dixon Road) 

6. State Route 113 (Rio-Dixon Road) at Hay Road 

7. Hay Road at Recology Hay Road Landfill Access 

Each of the seven study intersections currently operate with very good to excellent level of service (LOS), 

i.e., LOS B or better, during the a.m. and p.m. peak traffic hours (see Table TR-1 on page 41); drivers 

experience minimal delays traveling through the intersections.25 See Appendix A, Traffic· Technical 

Appendix, for the LOS calculation sheets and a map showing the location of study intersections. 

Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into 
account ali modes of transportation, nor would the project conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand 
measures. (Less than Significant) 

To determine whether transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would 

conflict with a transportation- or circulation-related plan, ordinance or policy (e.g., the Solano County 

General Plan and the Solano Congestion Management Program), this section analyzes the proposed 

project's effects on intersection operations, transit demand, impacts on pedestrian and bicycle circulation, 

and freight loading.26 

25 Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative description of the performance of an intersection based on lhe average delay per 
vehicle, ranging from LOS A, which indicates excellent conditions with short delays, to LOS F, which indicates 
congested conditions with extremely long delays. For unsignalized intersections, the average delay and LOS are 
calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left tum) for those movements that are 
subject to delay, with the approach having the highest delay determining the reported LOS. The a.m. and p.m. peak 
(commute) hours are the highest 60-minute periods within the 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m., and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. periods, 
respectively. 

26 As explained below, the effect of project traffic on the I-80 freeway between the east end of the Bay Bridge and the point 
at which project trucks would exit the freeway (or enter lhe freeway when returning) would be so small as to be Jess than 
significant. Accordingly, the project would not conflict with any transportation- or circulation-related plan, ordinance, or 
policy applicable to areas beyond the Hay Road Landfill vicinity, and thus Solano County plans and policies are the only 
such documents applicable here. 
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Trip Generation 

The transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would result in 

San Francisco's MSW no longer being trucked to Altamont Landfill in Alameda County; instead, MSW 

would be transported by Jong-haul trucks owned and operated by Recology, with a maximum of 

24.5 tons of waste per load. 

Existing Conditions 

The Recology Hay Road facility, including both the landfill and the composting facility, currently receives 

on average approximately 325 trucks per day, seven days per week. The landfill is permitted by Solano 

County and CalRecycle to receive up to 620 vehicles per day (averaged over a seven-day period), and to 

operate up to 24 hours per day, seven days per week. As stated in the project description, the landfill 

currently operates 24 hours per day, seven days per week, 361 days per year. Located within the foolprint 

of the landfill is the Jepson Prairie Organics composting facility, which accepts organic materials for 

composting (a portion of which currently comes from San Francisco). The vehicle limit noted above, 

620 vehicles per day, is shared by the landfill and the composting facility. 

Based on a 6-day week (Recology typically hauls MSW loads from Sunday evening through Friday), there 

are approximately 44 trucks (or round trips) per day hauling MSW for disposal from the Recology 

San Francisco transfer station to the Altamont Landfill. [n addition to MSW from the Recology 

San Francisco transfer station, approximately six trucks per day haul residual wastes from Recology's 

Recycle Central facility to the Altamont Landfill. 

Proposed Project Conditions 

The volume of MSW being hauled from San Francisco would be the same with or without the proposed 

project Instead of going to the Altamont Landfill, the existing 50 trucks per day, or 100 daily one-way 

trips, would transport MSW from the Recology San Francisco facilities to the Recology Hay Road 

Landfill.27 The net new trip generation figures presented in this section of the Initial Study represent the 

traffic that would be added to the existing traffic stream of the local area roadways that would be used by 

project-generated trucks. It is estimated that the proposed project would generate a total of about 12 new 

one-way.trips on I-80 east of the eastern end of the Bay Bridge and on roads between I-80 and the landfill 

during the a.m. peak hour (about 11-12% of Recology's daily trips), and the project would generate no 

new one-way trips on these roads during the p.m. peak hour. The peak-hour project trips were derived 

27 I~ound trips consist of two one-way trips (in this case, one inbound loaded truck trip and one outbound empty truck 
trip). 
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on the basis of the existing hourly distribution of Recology transfer trucks departing their San Francisco 

facilities bound for the Altamont Landfill (see Figure 4 on page 28), and an estimated travel time of 

90 minutes to 2 hours from the Points of Origin to the Recology Hay Road Landfill. The project would 

result in no change in traffic on San Francisco city streets, on U.S. 101 in San Francisco, or on I-80 over the 

Bay Bridge. 

Because the transfer truck fleet is owned, controlled and dispatched by Recology, Recology has 

considerable flexibility in its shipping schedule, and as such, makes efforts to minimize the number of 

trucks on the road during peak traffic times. The majority of trips occur in the early morning hours prior 

to a.m~ peak traffic period (7:00 - 9:00 a.m.), mid-morning following the a.m. peak traffic period, and in 

the evenings following the p.m. peak traffic period (4:00 - 6:00 p.m.; see Figure 4 on page 28). Under the 

project, Recology would coritinue its existing practice of managing departures to avoid heavy traffic 

periods, and in particular to avoid the Fairfield-Vacaville section of I-80 during the morning commute 

period, in accordance with the requirements set forth in Recology Hay Road Landfill's Conditional Use 

Permit from Solano County. However, this analysis conservatively assumes that Recology would make 

no adjustment to the existing departure times of transfer trucks to account for the travel time from 

San Francisco to the Recology Hay Road Landfill, ensuring that potential project impacts are not 

underestimated. 

Project-generated trucks would travel the same route as Recology's organic materials transfer trucks do at 

present: Midway Road exit from I-80, east on Midway Road to State Route 113 (Rio-Dixon Road), then 

south to Hay Road (see Figure 2 on page 3). Empty transfer trucks would return to San Francisco via these 

same roads (in reverse order). 

Project Impacts 

Freeway Impacts. As stated in the Setting, I-80 has an average daily traffic volume of about 

115,000 vehicles near the Midway Road interchange. The project-generated 100 new daily one-way trips 

would not represent a substantial increase in daily traffic volume (less than 0.1 %). This level of additional 

freeway traffic due to the project would be well within the daily fluctuation in existing freeway traffic 

volumes and as such would not constitute a noticeable increase in freeway traffic. Therefore, traffic flow 

conditions on I-80 would not be adversely affected. The project would add approximately 12 new peak

hour trips, which would have a less-than-significant impact on peak-hour traffic congestion on I-80. 

Intersection Impacts. As shown in Table TR-1, below, the estimated peak-hour vehicle trips would result 

in minor changes to the average delay per vehicle under existing plus project conditions; all study 

intersections in the project vicinity would continue to operate at excellent to very good levels of service. 
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As such, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing 

measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system (e.g., the Solano County General 

Plan and the Solano Congestion Management Program), nor would the project conflict with level of 

service standards and travel demand measures (e.g., the goal of Solano County is to maintain a LOS Con 

all roads and intersections), and the proposed project's impact would be less than significant. 

TABLETR-1 

LEVELS OF SERVICE (LOS) AND A VERA GE VEHICLE DELAY (SECONDS PER VEHICLE) 

EXISTING VS. EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Existing Existing Plus Project 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Study Intersection (all unsigitalized) Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1. 1-80 Westbound Ramps at O'Day Rd. 8.9 A 8.9 A 8.9 A 8.9 A 

2. Midway Road at O'Day Road 9.1 A 9.1 A 9.1 A 9.J A 

3. Midway Rd. at 1-80 Eastbound Ramps 10.0 A 9.5 A 10.0 A 9.5 A 

4. Midway Road at Porter Road 10.0 A 10.1 B 10.0 A 10.1 B 

5. Midway Rd. at State Route 113 (Rio-Dixon Rd.) 10.9 B 13.4 B 11.0 B 13.4 B 

6. State Route 113 (Rio-Dixon Road) at Hay Road 10.2 B 10.2 B 10.5 B 10.2 B 

7. Hay Road at Recology Hay Road Landfill Access 9.1 A 9.1 A 9.1 A 9.1 A 

SOURCE: ESA, 2014 (Appendix A) 

Impact TR-2: The proposed project would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or 
incompatible uses. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would not alter 

the design of any roadways. In addition, the project-generated trips would be made by the type of 

vehicles (trucks) that currently travel on I-80 and on the existing roadways used to haul waste to the 

Recology Hay Road Landfill (i.e., the project would not introduce vehicles that are incompatible with 

existing traffic in the area). Lastly, the facility operator would be required by existing permit conditions28 

for the Recology Hay Road Landfill to continue to compensate Solano County annually to pay for 

pavement repairs necessitated by transfer trucks and trucks used for hauling soil operated by Recology or 

its contractors over area roadways. For these reasons, the proposed project would not substantially 

increase traffic hazards, and the impact would be less than significant. 

28 Solano County Conditional Use Permit Conditions 14(f) and 31(d). 
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Impact TR-3: The proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access. (Less than 
Significant) 

The surrounding road network serving the project site accommodates the movements of emergency 

vehicles that travel to and through the area. As indicated above, project traffic would have minimal effect on 

conditions on I-80, and all relevant intersections on Solano County roadways would continue to operate at 

excellent or very good levels of service. Hence, emergency access would remain unchanged from existing 

conditions. Therefore, the transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would 

have a less-than-significant impact on emergency vehicle access to the project site or any surrounding sites. 

Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not conflict with any adopted policies, plans, or programs 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or 
safety of such facilities. (Less than Significant) 

Tile proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill does not include 

elements that would conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 

transportation (e.g., the Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan, Solano Countywide Bicycle Plan, 

and Solano Countywide Pedestrian Plan). In addition, the additional trips on Solano County local 

roadways associated with the p~oject would have little impact on existing excellent or very good levels of 

service, For these reasons, the transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill 

would have a less-than-significant impact on these programs. 

Disposal Component of the Project 

The 2012 IS/MND examined the potential for traffic impacts associated with increasing the rate of waste 

acceptance, focusing, as the analysis above does, on the impact of increased waste-hauling vehicles on 

freeways and local roadways. The 2012 IS/MND assumed that up to an additional 434 daily vehicle trips 

could occur (over four times the 100 daily project-generated vehicle trips examined in this document), but 

determined that this would have a less-than-significant impact on traffic operations at the same 

intersections analyzed for the proposed project (under existing plus project, and cumulative plus project, 

conditions). 

Combined Impact of Transportation and Disposal Components of the Project. 

As discussed above, transport of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would not result 

in a substantial adverse impact on traffic. The few additional trips from increased disposal (from incr.eased 

number of employees and.increased equipment and supply deliveries), added to the 100 additional truck 

trips per day associated with transport of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill, would 

not cause a significant traffic impact. The 2012 IS/MND examined the impacts associated with 434 
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additional daily vehicle trips, and found that traffic impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, 

considered together, transport and disposal would not result in a significant traffic impact. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects would not result in a substantial contribution to cumulative transportation impacts. 
(Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would have a duration of up to 15 years. As such, project-generated traffic may no 

longer exist at the time of traditional cumulative ("horizon year") conditions (e.g., 2035 or later). 

Regardless of the project's limited lifespan, it also is noted that, as described under Impact TR-1, the 

project would generate about 100 one-way trips per day, with about 12 trips during the a.m. peak hour, 

and no new trips during the p.m. peak hour. 

The proposed AD facility would generate up to 25 round-trip (or 50 one-way) vehicle trips per day (by up 

to 8 employees, 15 delivery trucks, and up to 2 CNC tube trucks), of which only 10 would be new round 

trips to the site. 

The combined number of vehicle trips from the proposed project, combined with operation of the 

proposed AD facility and other operations at the Recology Hay Road Landfill and Jepson Prairie 

Organics cannot exceed the 620 average vehicle trip limit that Solano County has imposed as a condition 

of its permit for the Recology Hay Road Landfill. Accordingly, the combined number of vehicle trips 

traveling to and from the landfill would not result in vehicle trip generation in excess of the number of 

trips that were analyzed in the 2012 IS/MND. 

The 2012 IS/MND concluded that full operation of the Recology Hay Road Landfill (including up to 

620 average vehicle trips per day) would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a 

significant cumulative traffic impact through the year 2030 (i.e., the build-out year as defined in the 

Solano County and City of Dixon General Plans, analyzed in the 2012 IS/MND, and the approximate end 

date of the proposed project assumed for this Initial Study). The proposed new truck trips evaluated in 

this Initial Study would represent only a portion of the maximum 620 daily vehicle trips at the landfill 

evaluated in the 2012 IS/MND. One intersection in the vicinity of the Rernlogy Hay Road Landfill was 

identified in the 2012 IS/MND as experiencing a potentially significant level of congestion under 

cumulative traffic conditions in the year 2030 (the intersection of Midway and State Route 113). However, 

the 2012 IS/MND found that the significant cumulative impact would occur only in the p.m. peak hour, 

and that the combined traffic from the Recology Hay Road Landfill would not make a cumulatively 

considerable contribution to this potential impact. 
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Given the conclusions of the 2012 IS/MND, together with the analysis in this Initial Study that shows the 

proposed project is expected to generate only 12 a.m. peak hour trips, and no p.m. peak hour trips, it is 

concluded that the project would not make a considerable contribution to traffic volumes and intersection 

performance under cumulative conditions. As a ~esult, the project would be considered to have a less

than-significant cumulative impact on area intersections and the surrounding transportation network. 

E.6 Noise 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mi ligation Significant Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Applicable 

6. NOISE-Would the project 

a) Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise D D ~ D D 
levels in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

b) Result in exposure of persons to or generation of D D D D 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient D D D D 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase D D D D 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan D D D D 
area, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in 
an area within two miles of a public airport or public 
use airport, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the area to excessive noise levels? 

f) For a project located in the vicinity of a private D D D D 
airstrip, would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

g) Be substantially affected by existing noise levels? D D 0 D 

Transportation Component of the Prqject 

Impact N0-1: The proposed project would not result in exposure to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, and would not result in a 
substantial permanent or temporary increase in ambient noise levels, groundbome vibration, or 
groundbome noise in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project Nor would the 
project expose persons residing or working in the project area to excessive levels of aviation noise. 
(Less than Significant) 

This impact addresses questions 6.a through 6.g from the above list. 
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The proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would result in a 

slight increase in traffic noise and groundbome vibration along the haul route along I-80 between the I-80/I-

880/I-580 interchange and the Midway Road exit, and on Midway Road, State Route 113, and Hay Road. 

However, these are established truck routes, and the addition of approximately 100 truck trips per day 

would constitute a proportionally small increment of traffic along these routes, which would not 

substantially increase existing traffic noise or vibration, or substantially increase exposure to noise for 

people in the vicinity. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact with 

regard to generation of noise, groundbome noise, and groundbome vibration, and also a less-than

significant impact with regard to exposure of people to increased noise levels. 

Disposal Component of the Project 

The 2012 IS/MND examined the potential for increasing the rate of waste acceptance to result in a 

substantial adverse noise impact, focusing both on the potential for increased traffic noise and on increased 

noise from more intensive landfill operations. The 2012 lS/MND concluded that there would not be a 

substantial increase in noise levels from increased traffic or from increased disposal operations. The 2012 

lS/MND noted that the nearest residence to the Recology Hay Road facility is located more than one mile 

from the landfill operations area and noise generated from the site is substantially attenuated by this 

separation. 

Combined Impact of Transportation and Disposal Components of the Prqject 

As discussed above, neither transport nor disposal of San Francisco's MSW would result in a substantial 

adverse noise impact. Because of the distance of the landfill from sensitive receptors, increased 

operational noise would not combine with increased traffic noise to cause a significant increase in 

ambient noise levels at the location of sensitive receptors. Therefore, considered together, the 

transportation and disposal components of the proposed project would not result in a significant noise 

impact. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C-N0-1: The proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to any 
cumulatively significant noise impacts. (Less than Significant) 

A 2011 Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) examining AD facilities located at landfills 

and other solid waste facilities29 found that both construction and operation of AD facilities could cause 

29 Ca!Recycle, 2011. 
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significant noise impacts. Noise from construction may include heavy equipment and other machinery 

operation, construction noise, and construction traffic-related noise. Operations of AD facilities that 

generate noise may include receiving of materials, preprocessing including sorting and grinding, vehicle 

circulation, and the operation of mechanical equipment such as stationary pumps, motors, compressors, 

fans, and generators. Operation of pipelines for conveyance of gas produced would not result in any 

discernible noise. Some equipment, such as electrical generators, may operate 24-hours a day, creating 

operational noise during nighttime hours. The PEIR concluded that AD facilities located within 2,000 feet 

of a sensitive receptor could cause a significant increase in ambient noise levels. 

The proposed AD facility would be located within the landfill property, and, like landfill operations that 

generate noise, would be located over one mile away from the nearest sensitive receptor. At this distance, 

the slight increase in noise from increased disposal operations, combined with noise levels from the AD 

facility and the slight increase in noise from increased truck traffic, would not combine to cause a 

significant increase in ambient noise levels for nearby sensitive receptors, as the distance to the nearest 

receptors ~ould be more than twice the 2,000 foot threshold described in the PEIR. The proposed project, 

including permitted disposal and combined with the AD project, would therefore have a less-than

significant cumulative noise impacl 

E.7 Air Quality 

less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Applicable 

7. AIR QUALITY-Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 0 0 0 0 0 
applicable air quality plan? 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 0 0 0 0 0 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 0 0 0 0 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal, state, or 
regional ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 0 0 0 0 D 
concentrations? 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 0 D 0 D D 
number of people? 
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Introduction 

Under the proposed project, the transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road 

Landfill would occur both in the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB) nnd in the. 

Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB). 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the regional agency with jurisdiction over 

the SFBAAB, which includes San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and 

Napa Counties, and portions of Sonoma and Solano Counties. The BAAQMD is responsible for attaining 

and maintaining air quality in the SFBAAB within federal and state air quality standards, as established 

by the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and the California Clean Air Act (CCAA), respectively. Specifically, 

the BAAQMD has the responsibility to monitor ambient air pollutant levels throughout the SFBAAB and 

to develop and implement strategies to attain the applicable federal and state standards. The CAA and 

the CCAA require plans to be developed for areas that do not meet air quality standards, generally. The 

most recent air quality plan, the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan (Bay Area 2010 CAP), was adopted by the 

BAAQMD on September 15, 2010. The Bay Area 2010 CAP updates the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy in 

accordance with the requirements of the CCAA to implement all feasible measures to reduce ozone; to 

provide a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gases in a 

single, integrated plan; and to establish emission control measures to be adopted or implemented. The 

Bay Area 2010 CAP contains the following primary goals: 

• Attain air quality standards; 

• Reduce population exposure and protect public health in the San Francisco Bay Area; and 

• Reduce GHG emissions and protect the climate. 

The Bay Area 2010 CAP represents the most current applicable air quality plan for the SFBAAB. 

The Yolo Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD) is the regional agency with jurisdiction 

over the portion of the SVAB in which the Recology Hay Road Landfill is located. Every three years, the 

YSAQMD prepares a Triennial Assessment and Plan Update of its Clean Air Plan, detailing how the 

District will expeditiously achieve the California air quality standards. The latest update was published in 

April of 2013.30 The Final 2013 Triennial Report and Update for YSAQMD builds upon improvements 

accomplished from the previous plans, and aims to incorporate all feasible control measures while 

balancing costs and socioeconomic impacts. 

30 YSAQMD, 2013. Triennal Assessment and Plan Update. April. Available at: http://www.ysaqmd.org/documents/plans/ 
Triennial%20Plan%202012%20DRAFT.pdf. Assessed February, 2015. 
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Consistency with these two plans, the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan and the YSAQMD Triennial 

Assessment and Plan Update, serves as the .basis for determining whether the proposed project would 

conflict with or obstruct implementation of air quality plans. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

In accordance with the CAA and CCAA, air pollutant standards are identified for the following six 

criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen dioxide (N02), 

sulfur dioxide (S02), and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air pollutants because they are 

regulated by ·developing specific public health and welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting 

permissible levels. In general, the SFBAAB and SV AB experience low concentrations of most pollutants 

when compared to federal or state standards. The SFBAAB is designated as either in attainment31 or 

unclassified for most criteria pollutants with the exception of ozone, PMz.s, and PM10, for which these 

pollutants are designated as non-attainment for either the state or federal standards. The SV AB is either 

in attainment or unclassified for criteria pollutants except for the State 24-hour and annual PM10 

standards and the state and federal 8-hour ozone standards. By its very nature, regional air pollution is 

largely a cumulative impact in that no single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non

attainment of regional air quality standards. Instead, a project's individual emissions contribute to 

existing cumulative air quality impacts. If a project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is 

considerable, then the project's impact on air quality would be considered significant.32 

The proposed project may contribute to regional criteria air pollutants during the operational phase. 

Table AQ-1, on page 49, identifies the air quality significance thresholds used in this Initial Study air 

quality analysis. Projects that would result in criteria air pollutant emissions below these significance 

thresholds would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an air quality violation, 

or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. The rationale used for 

establishing these thresholds is discussed below. 

BAAQMD adopted updated CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, including new thresholds of significance, in June 

2010, and revised them in May 2011. The Air Quality Guidelines advise lead agencies on how to evaluate 

potential air quality impacts, including establishing quantitative and qualitative thresholds of significance. 

The BAAQMD resolutions adopting and revising the significance thresholds in 2011 were set aside by the 

31 "Attainment" status refers to those regions that are meeting federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria 
pollutant. "Non-attainment" refers to regions that do not meet federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria 
pollutant. "Unclassified" refers to regions where there is not enough data to determine the region's attainment status. 

32 BAAQMD, 2009. Revised Draft Options.and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of 

Significance, October 2009, p. 33. 
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TABLEAQ-1 
AIR QUALITY THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Operational Thresholds for use within the SFBAAB 

Average Daily !Omissions Maximum Annual Emissions 
Pollutant (lbs. /day) (tons/year) 

ROG 54 10• 

NO, 54 10• 

l'M10 82' 15 

l'M2.s 54 10 

Fugitive Dust Not Applicable 

CO concentrations of 9.0 ppm (8-hour average) and 20.0 ppm 
co (1-hour average) as estimated by roadway vehicle volumes 

exceeding 44,000 vehicles per hour at any intersection. 

a Also applicable within the SVAB. 

b YSAQMD significance threshold for PMIO is 80 lbs. /day. 

SOURCE: HAAQMD, 2009; YSAQMD, 2007. 

Alameda County Superior Court on March 5, 2012.33 In May of 2012, BAAQMD updated its CEQA Air 

Quality Guidelines to continue to provide direction on recommended analysis methodologies, but without 

recommended quantitative significance thresholds.34 

The air quality analysis below uses the previously-adopted 2011 thresholds of the BAAQMD to 

determine the potential impacts of the project. These thresholds are based on substantial evidence 

identified in BAAQMD's 2009 Justification Report35 and are therefore used within this document. Because 

the SFBAAB is in non-attainment for ozone and particulate matter, significance thresholds are identified 

for ROG and NOx (ozone precursors) and, PM10 and PMi.s (particulate matter), as shown in Table AQ-1. 

YSAQMD has adopted thresholds for annual NOx and ROG, and daily PMw.36 YSAQMD has no PM2.s 

threshold; it also has no daily thresholds for ROG or NOx, nor an annual threshold for PM10. The 

YSAQMD thresholds, noted in Table AQ-1, are applicable to emissions that would occur in the SV AB. 

33 The thresholds BAAQMD adopted were called into question by a minute order issued January 9, 2012, in California 
Building Industry Association v. BAAQMD, Alameda Superior Court Case No. RGI0548693. The minute order states that 
"The Court finds [BAAQMD's adoption of thresh0lds] is a CEQA Project, the court makes no further findings or rulings." 
The claims made in the case concerned !he CEQA impacts of adopting the thresholds, particularly, how the thresholds 
would affect land use development patterns. Petitioners argued that the thresholds for Health Risk Assessments 
encompassed L5sues not addressed by CEQA. 

34 On August 13, 2013, the First Di5trict Court of Appeal ordered the trial court to reverse the judgment and upheld the 
BAAQMD's CEQA thresholds. The appellate court judgment has been suspended pending review by the California Supreme 
Court (Supreme Court Case No. 5213478), and thus BAAQMD has not re-instated the thresholds. 

35 BAAQMD, 2009. 
36 YSAQMD, 2007. Handbook for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality lmpact5. Adopted July 11, 2007. 
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Ozone Precursors. As discussed previously, the SFBAAB is currently designated as non-attainment for 

ozone. The SV AB is also in non-attainment for ozone. Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the 

atmosphere through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG) 

and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). The potential for a project to result in a cumulatively considerable net 

increase in criteria air pollutants, which may contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, 

are based on the CAA and CCAA emissions limits for stationary sources. To ensure that new stationary 

sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality standard, BAAQMD Regulation 2, 

Rule 2 requires that any new source that emits criteria air pollutants above a specified emissions limit 

must offset those emissions. For ozone precursors ROG and NOx, the offset emissions level is an annual 

average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds (lbs.) per day).37 These levels represent emissions below which 

new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net 

increase in criteria air pollutants. Although BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2 applies to stationary sources, 

these standards can also be applied to projects that would emit ozone precursors and can be used to 

determine whether the project would have the potential to contribute to a violation of the ozone standard. 

Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM:t.s).38 The federal New Source Review (NSR) program was created by 

the federal CAA to ensure that stationary sources of air pollution are constructed in a manner that is 

consistent with attainment of federal health-based ambient air quality standards. Projects that increase 

and/or redirect vehicle trips can increase PM10 and PM2s emissions and concentrations, thus the emissions 

limit in the NSR can be used to determine whether the project would contribute to a violation of 

particulate matter standards. For PM10 and PM2.s, the emissions limit under NSR is 15 tons per year 

(82 lbs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54 lbs. per day), respectively. These emissions limits represent 

levels at which a source is not expected to have an impact on air quality.39 However, the YSAQMD has 

adopted a PM10 threshold of 80 lbs/day, slightly lower than the emissions limit under NSR. Thus, this 

Initial Study utilizes the more stringent 80 lb/day standard for PM10. 

Health Risk The proposed project requires the use of heavy-duty diesel vehicles and equipment, which 

emit diesel particulate matter (DPM). The California Air Resources Board (ARB) identified DPM as a toxic 

air contaminant (TAC) in 1998, based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects inhumans.40 The exhaust 

37 BAAQMD, 2009, page 17. 
38 PM10 is often termed !'coarse" particulate matter and is made of particulates that are 10 microns in diameter or smaller. 

PMi.s, termed "fine" particulate matter, is composed of particles that are 2.5 microns or less in diameter. 
39 BAAQMD, 2009, page 16. 
4° California Air Resources Board, 1998. Fact Sheet: The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air 

Contaminant Emissions from Diesel-fueled Engines. October 1998. Available online at http://www. arb.ca.gov/ 
toxics/dieseltac/factshtl.pdf, accessed February 27, 2012. This document is also available for review at the Plarming 
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2004.0093E. 
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from diesel engines includes hundreds of different gaseous and partirulate components, many of which 

are toxic. Mobile sources such as trucks and buses are among the primary sources of diesel emissions, 

and concentrations of DPM are higher near heavily traveled highways. Projects that require a substantial 

amount of heavy-duty diesel vehicles and equipment, would result in emissions of DPM and possibly 

other TA Cs that may affect nearby sensitive receptors. 

Both YSAQMD and BAAQMD have developed significance thresholds for health risks. YSAQMD has 

adopted a cancer risk significance threshold of 10 in one million, and an arute and chronic hazard index 

significance threshold of 1.0 for the maximally exposed individual (MEI). However, YSAQMD's 

thresholds apply only to stationary sources. YSAQMD's guidance clearly states that these thresholds do 

not apply to mobile sources.41 Consequently, this analysis uses the BAAQMD's previously adopted 2011 

thresholds to determine the potential health risk impacts of the project. Similar to the BAAQMD's air 

quality significance thresholds adopted in 2011, BAAQMD's health risk thresholds are not currently 

recommended for use by BAAQMD. However, BAAQMD's 2011 health risk thresholds are based on 

substantial evidence identified in BAAQMD's 2009 Justification Report and described below and are 

therefore used in this document. 

Excess Cancer Risk and Hazard Index. Similar to criteria pollutant thresholds identified above, the 

BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 5 sets cancer risk limits for new and modified sources of TACs at the 

maximally exposed individual (MEI). In addition to cancer risk, some TA Cs pose non-carcinogenic 

chronic and acute health hazards. Acute and chronic non-cancer health hazards are expressed in terms of 

a hazard index, or HI, which is a ratio of the TAC concentration to a reference exposure level (REL), a 

level below which no adverse health effects are expected, even for sensitive individuals.42 In accordance 

with Regulation 2, Rule 5, the BAAQMD Air Pollution Control Officer shall deny any permit to operate a 

source that results in an increased cancer risk of 10 per million or an increase <;:hronic or acute HJ of 1.0 at 

the MEI. This threshold is designed to ensure that the source does not contribute to a cumulatively 

significant health risk impact.43 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5). Particulate matter, primarily associated with mobile sources (vehicular 

emissions) is strongly associated with mortality, respiratory diseases, and impairment of lung 

development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalization for cardiopulmonary disease. Based 

on toxicological and epidemiological research, smaller particles and those associated with traffic appear 

41 YSAQMD, 2007. 
42 YSAAQMD, 2007, fl· D 35. BAAOMD 2012 Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and 

Hazards V<'rsion 3 0 May 2012 
43 BAAQMD, 2009, p. 54. 
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more closely related to health effects.44 Therefore, estimates of PM2.s emissions from a new source can be 

used to approximate broader potential adverse health effects. The United State Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) has proposed a Significant Impact Level (SIL) for PM2.s. For developed urban areas, 

including much of San Francisco, the EPA has proposed a SIL of between 0.3 µg/m3 to 0.8 µg/m3. The SIL 

represents the level of incremental PM2.s emissions that represents a significant contribution to regional 

non-attainment.45 The lower range of the EPA recommended SIL of 0.3 µg/m3 is an appropriate threshold 

for determining the significance of a source's PM2.s impact. 

In determining the potential distance that emissions from a new source may affect nearby sensitive 

receptors, a summary of research findings in the ARB's Land Use Compatibility Handbook suggest that air 

pollutants from high volume roadways are substantially reduced or can even be indistinguishable from 

upwind background concentrations at a distance of 1,000 feet downwind from sources such as freeways 

and large distribution centers.46 This radius is also consistent with Health and Safety Code 

Section 42301.6 (Notice for Possible Source Near School). 

In summary, potential health risks and hazards from new sources on sensitive receptors are assessed 

within a 1,000-foot zone of influence and risks and hazards from new sources that exceed any of the 

following thresholds at the MEI are determined to be significant: excess cancer risk of 10 per one million, 

chronic or acute HI of 1.0, and annual average PM2.s increase of 0.3 µg/m3• 

Cumulative Health Risk. The United State Environmental Protection Agency (USEP A) has established 

an excess cancer risk standard of 100 per one million persons (100 excess cancer risk) for conducting air 

toxic analyses and making risk management decisions at the facility and community-scale level.47 As 

described by the BAAQMD, the USEP A considers a cancer risk of .100 per million to be within the 

"acceptable" range of cancer risk. Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the benzene National Emissions 

Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) rulemaking,48 the USEP A states that it " ... strives to 

provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous air pollutants by 

(1) protecting the greatest number of persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher than 

approximately one in one million and (2) limiting to no higher than approximately one in ten thousand 

44 San Francisco Department of Public Health, 2008. Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects for Intra 
Urban Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review. May 2008, p.5. 

45 BAAQMD, 2009, p. 65. 
46 ARB, 2005. Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: a Community Health Perspective. Available online at: 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pd£ 
47 BAAQMD, 2009, p. 67. 
48 54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989. 
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(100 in one million] the estimated risk that a person living near a plant would have if he or she were 

exposed to the maximum pollutant concentrations for 70 years." 

In terms of non-carcinogenic chronic and acute health hazards associated with TACs, a project would 

have a significant cumulative impact if the total of all past, present, and foreseeable future sources within 

a 1,000 foot radius (or beyond where appropriate) from the fence line of a source, or from the location of a 

receptor, plus the contribution from the project, exceeds a chronic hazard index (HI) greater than 10.0 for 

TACs.49 

With respect to incremental annual average PM2.s threshold, a PM2.s standard of 0.8 µg/m 3 is used for 

cumulative sources within the 1,000-foot evaluation zone because the USEPA is proposing a Prevention of 

Significant Deterioration (PSD) of 0.8 µg/m 3 as a cumulative threshold for all PM2.s sources.so This 

threshold is used as the basis for determining cumulative health risk impacts for this project. 

Transportation Component of the Project 

Impact AQ-1: The proposed project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plans. (Less than Significant) 

In determining consistency with the Bay Area 2010 CAP, this analysis considers whether the 

transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would: (1) support the 

primary goals of the Bay Area 2010 CAP, (2) include applicable control measures from the Bay Area 2010 

CAP, and (3) avoid disrupting or hindering implementation of control measures identified in the Bay 

Area 2010 CAP. 

The primary goals of the Bay Area 2010 CAP are to: (1) Reduce emissions and decrease ambient 

concentration of harmful pollutants; (2) Safeguard th\=! public health by reducing exposure to air 

pollutants that pose the greatest risk; and (3) Reduce greenhouse gas emissions. To meet the primary 

goals, the Bay Area 2010 CAP recommends specific control measures and actions. These control measures 

are grouped into various categories and include 18 stationary and area source measures, 10 mobile source 

measures, 17 transportation control measures, six land use measures, and four energy and climate 

measures. 

Of the 10 mobile source measures included in the Bay Area 2010 CAP, only two apply to heavy-duty on

road vehicles: 1) MSM B-1 Fleet Modernization for Medium- and Heavy-Duty On-Road Vehicles and 

49 BAAQMD, 2009, p.68. 
so BAAQMD, 2009. p.67. 
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2) MSM B-2 - Low NOx Retrofits in Heavy-Duty On-Road Vehicles. Under MSM B-1, BAAMQD will 

provide incentives for the purchase of new trucks that meet 2010 emission standards for heavy-duty 

engines. Under MSM B-2, BAAQMD will provide incentives for the installation of ARB-verified 

abatem~nt equipment to reduce NOx emissions from existing on-road heavy-duty truck engines. The 

proposed project would not hinder or interfere with either measure. 

Of the 17 transportation control measures included in the Bay Area 2010 CAP, one could potentially 

apply to the Project: Measure TCM B-4, Goods Movement Improvements and Emission Reduction 

Strategies. TCM B-4 will improve goods movement and heavy-duty truck emission reductions by 

providing incentive funding for diesel equipment owners to purchase cleaner-than-required vehicles and 

equipment. The proposed project, which already uses LNG and biodiesel-powered trucks, would not 

interfere with TCM B-4 as the project already includes cleaner-than-required vehicles. 

Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of Clean Air Plan control measures are 

projects that would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path or projects that propose excessive 

parking beyond City parking requirements. The proposed project would increase haul route distance for 

San Francisco's MSW, but would not include any elements that could hinder implementation of the 2010 

CAP. 

Impact GG-2 in Section E-8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, discusses the proposed project's consistency with 

GHG reduction measures in the Bay Area 2010 CAP, and concludes that the proposed project would be 

consistent with these measures. Impact GG-1 in Section E-8 concludes that GHG emissions of the 

proposed project would be less than significant. 

Based on thjs assessment, the project would not interfere with the Bay Area 2010 CAP. 

YSAQMD' s 2012 Triennial Assessment and Plan Update discusses the progress the YSAQMD has made 

towards improving the air quality in its jurisdiction since its last Triennial Plan Update. The Plan also 

identifies control measures needed to make further progress towards achieving the State ozone standard. 

These iriclude measures to reduce emissions from area, stationary, agricultural, and mobile sources. The 

mobile source measures focus primarily on ways to improve transit, bicycle, and pedestrian travel. The 

2012 Triennial Assessment and Plan Update does not include any specific control measures for on-road 

trucks. The Project's increase in haul route distance and rerouting of truck trips would add only 

marginally to the SV AB air emissions and would not interfere with the 2012 Triennial Assessment and 

Plan Update. 
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Since the proposed project would not interfere with implementation of the Bay Area 2010 CAP or 

YSAQMD's 2012 Triennial Assessment and Plan Update, this impact would be less than significant. 

Impact AQ-2: During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria 
air pollutants, but not at levels that would violate an air quality standard, or that would contribute to 
an existing or projected air quality violation. (Less than Significant) 

This impact addresses checklist questions 7.b and 7.c. Cumulative impacts are discussed below, under 

Impact C-AQ-1. 

The emissions increases attributable to the transport of San Francisco's MSW would be from the increase 

in distance required to haul San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill compared to current 

conditions under which San Francisco's MSW is hauled to the Altamont Landfill. Because the Recology 

Hay Road Landfill is farther from the Points of Origin, emissions from hauling would be higher. Some of 

the increase in emissions would occur in the SFBAAB, and new emissions would occur in the SY AB. 

Project air emissions were calculated using emission rates provided by ARB's EMFAC2011 for the 

SFBAAB and SV AB, and biodiesel adjustment factors, LNG emission rates, and CH. and N10 emission 

factors provided by the ARB. Vehicle information and haul route details were provided by Recology. Trip 

length was estimated using Google maps. Out of a total of 51 vehicles in the haul fleet, 40 are B20 

biodiesel-powered and 11 are LNG-powered. 

The proposed project is not expected to result in an increase in the number of daily truck trips, which 

would remain at approximately 50 round trips per day. The data regarding the number of truck trips, trip 

.lengths and haul routes were used with the EMFAC2011 emission factors for heavy heavy-duty tractor

trailer trucks (T7 Tractor) to determine the maximum annual emission increase as well as average daily 

emission increases. Since the truck fleet is an average of six years old, EMFAC2011 emission rates for 

vehicle model year 2008 were selected. Average haul truck speed was assumed to be the EMFAC2011 

aggregate average throughout the trip length, so emission rates at this speed were used to conduct the 

emissions calculations. All of the above assumptions and calculations are detailed in the project-specific Air 

Quality Technical Report.51 

51 Environmental Science Associates (ESA), 2015. Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste at 
Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County Project, Air Quality Technical Report. January, 2015. This document is 
available for review as part of Case File No. 2014.0653E at the SF Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, 
San Francisco, California, 94103. 
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Criteria pollutant emissions from the anticipated project-related operational sources are quantified in 

Tables AQ-2 and AQ-3, below. As shown, the project would not exceed significance thresholds for 

criteria air pollutants within each air basin. Furthermore, the combined emissions in both the SFBAAB 

and the SV AB would not exceed the significance thresholds for either air basin. Therefore, the project 

would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

TABLEAQ-2 
INCREMENTAL INCREASE IN AVERAGE DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS FOR THE 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

Source ROG NOx PM10 PM>.s 

,_ .. 

SFBAAB Emissions Ll2'l-d-± ~ 1.f)oo,74 QM0.~4 

Significance Thresholds for the SFBAAB 54 54 82 54 

Exceeds Thresholds? No No No No 

SV AB Emissions ll11.09 155~ ~ Mlwi-9 

YSAQMD Significance Thresholds N.A. N.A. 80 N.A. 

Exceeds YSAQMD Thresholds? N.A. N.A. No N.A. 

Total Emissions bs.3.~ 327928.:n 2.ll..41M ~~ 

Exceeds Either set of Thresholds? No No No No 

N. A.: Not applicable for YSAQMD 

SOURCE: ESA, 2015; BAAQMD 2009, YSAQMD 2007. 

TABLEAQ-3 
INCREMENTAL INCREASE IN MAXIMUM ANNUAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS FOR THE 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

Source ROG NOx PM10 PMi.s 

SFBAAB Emissions 

Significance Thresholds for the SFBAAB 10 10 15 10 

Exceeds Thresholds? No No No No 

SV AB Emissions 0.16 0.06 

YSAQMD Significance Thresholds 10 10 N.A. N.A. 

Exceeds YSAQMD Thresholds? No No N.A. N.A. 

Total Emissions 

Exceeds Either set of Thresholds? .No No No No 

N. A. Not applicable for YSAQMD 

SOURCE: ESA, 2015; BAAQMD 2009; YSAQMD 2007. 
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Impact AQ-3: During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of carbon 
monoxide, but not at levels that would violate an air quality standard, or contribute to an existing 
or projected air quality violation. (Less than Significant) 

This is the first of two impact statements that correspond to Checklist Question 7d. Cumulative impacts 

are discussed below, under Impact C-AQ-1. Emissions from traffic at congested intersections can, under 

certain circumstances, cause a localized build-up of CO concentrations. Regional ambient air quality 

monitoring data demonstrate that CO concentrations are well below the applicable standards, despite 

Jong-term upward trends in vehicle miles traveled. This monitoring data confirms that the potential for 

localized increases in CO concentrations from increased traffic has been greatly reduced in recent years. 

Improvements in motor vehicle exhaust controls since the early 1990s and the use of oxygenated fuels 

have substantially reduced CO emissions from motor vehicles. 

Elevated concentrations of localized CO from congested traffic would not have the potential to cause a 

violation of ambient air quality standards because the following three criteria would be met: 

• The project is consistent with an applicable congestion management program established by the 
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways, regional 
transportation plan, and local congestion management agency plans. The proposed project would 
be consistent with these regional plans, since (as described Section E.5, Transportation and 
Circulation) the project-generated 100 daily trips (which would be re-directed to the Recology 
Hay Road Landfill from the Altamont Landfill) would not represent a substantial increase in 
daily traffic volume on affected roadways (less than 0.1%), and traffic flow conditions would not 
be adversely affected. Plans include the Congestion Management Program adopted by the 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority in December 201 l and the Plan Bay Area 
adopted by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission on July 18, 2013. The proposed project 
would not substantially increase daily traffic volume on affected roadways and therefore, the 
project would comply with this criterion. 

• Project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more than 44,000 
vehicles per hour.52 There would be no additional traffic at intersections along the haul routes 
within San Francisco, and, as described in Section E.5, Transportation and Circulation, 
intersections in Solano County along the haul route would have Jess than 44,000 vehicles per 
hour under existing plus project and cumulative conditions. 

• The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections where vertical 
and/or horizontal mixing is substantially limited (e.g., tunnel, parking garage, bridge underpass, 
natural or urban street canyon, below-grade roadway}. 

Because each of the criteria would be met, elevated concentrations of localized CO from congested traffic 

would not cause a violation of ambient air quality standards, and the transportation of San Francisco's 

52 BAAQMD, 2009, p. 37. 

Case No. 2014.0653E 57 Agreement for Disposal of SF Municipal Solid Waste at RHR Landfill 



MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would not be expected to result in localized concentrations of 

CO at unhealthful levels. Therefore, CO impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact AQ-4: During project operations, the proposed project would generate toxic air contaminants, 
including diesel particulate matter, but would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial air 
pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant) 

This is the second of two impact statements that correspond to Checklist Question 7d. Cumulative 

impacts are discussed below, under Impact C-AQ-1. 

Estimated emissions from MSW haul trucks traveling between San Francisco and the Recology Hay Road 

landfill were evaluated to determine whether they would result in significant health risks associated with 

diesel emissions. Since the project would relocate MSW haul truck trips, it would also relocate any 

associated health risks to the 1-80 corridor and Solano County roads leading to and from the Hay Road 

Landfill. The project-related increase in the number of truck trips on 1-80 and on Solano County roads 

would equal 50 round trips per day. A screening level analysis was used to estimate the increase in 

ambient pollutant concentrations resulting from these additional trips. These concentrations were then 

converted to health risks using procedures recommended by the BAAQMD and the California Office of 

Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA).s3
'
54 The YSAQMD has not developed any specific 

health risk guidance for mobile sotirces.ss 

The CALINE4 model was used to estimate ambient concentrations of DPM. DPM is the primary toxic air 

pollutant of concern from diesel trucks. The CALINE4 model is a line source air quality model developed 

by the California Department of Transportation specifically to assess air quality impacts of CO, nitrogen 

dioxide (NCh), and suspended particles such as PM10 near roadways. The model can predict pollutant 

concentrations for receptors located within 500 meters of a roadway. CALINE4 was used to estimate the 

increase in ambient pollutant concentrations that would be emitted by the increase in trucks traveling on 

1-80 and on the local roads from 1-80 to the landfill. Concentrations were estimated at varying distances 

from the edge of the roadway. CALINE4 was run using the worst-case wind angle option, which 

estimates the maximum 1-hour concentration that could occur at each sensitive receptor using worst-case 

meteorology. 

53 BAAQMD, 2012. Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards. Version 3.0. May, 2012. 
54 California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), 2014. Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk 

Assessment Guidelines, The Air Toxic Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. 
June, 2014. Review Draft. 

55 YSAQMD, 2007. 
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Using the results of the CALINE4 model, the project's health risks are shown in Table AQ-4, below. The 

maximum cancer risk of +k~44 per million is less than the 10 per million significance thresholds 

discussed above. The chronic hazard index of G-00060.0009 is less than the chronic hazard index of one 

significance threshold discussed above. Using CALINE4's modeled concentration of DPM as a surrogate 

for PM2.s, the maximum annual PMi.s concentration is estimated at 0.00290.0045 pg/m3, which is 

substantially below the significance threshold of 0.3 µg/m 3. 

TABLEAQ-4 
PROJECT SPECIFIC HEAL TH RISKS• 

Chronic Hazard Annual PMz.s 
Cancer Risk Index (µg/m') 

+.6.2A1per 
0.000€i0 0009 0.00290 0045 

Project Specific Increase in Risk to Sensitive Receptors Near Freeway million 
-

Significance Thresholds JO per million 1 0_3b 

Exceed Threshold? No No No 
- -

NOTES: 

a Risks are based on exposure to DPM. 
b This threshold has only been suggested within BAAQMD jurisdiction. 

SOURCE: ESA, 2015 

OEI·IHA has not established an acute REL for DPM. However, many of the speciated components of 

DPM (i.e:, the different chemicals making up DPM) do have established acute RELs. Given that the DPM 

emissions associated with the proposed project are relatively low with respect to cancer risk and chronic 

HI, the acute HI would not be exceeded when assessing the acute HI for each of the speciated 

components of DPM. Therefore, no acute health risk is shown in Table AQ-4. 

The proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would therefore 

result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to exposing sensitive receptors to substantial levels 

of toxic air contaminants. 

Impact AQ-5: The proposed project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial 
number of people. (Less than Significant) 

Transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would result in longer wai;;te 

hauling trips and an increase in the number of trucks hauling MSW on I-80 and Solano County local 

roads compared to existing conditions. Waste-hauling vehicles have the potential to generate odors. 

However, the haul route that would be used under the proposed project is already used by waste-hauling 

vehicles and MSW trucks hauling waste would be covered. The addition of approximately 50 waste

hauling vehicles per day, spread out over the course of a day and night, would not substantially increase 
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odor for receptors along the roadways. The proposed project would have a less than significant impact 

with regard to generation of substantial odors. 

Disposal Component of the Prqject 

The 2012 IS/MND examined air quality impacts associated with both transportation and operations

related air emissions related to the then-proposed mcrease ill the rate of waste acceptance. The 2012 

IS/MND concluded that there was the potential for significant mcreases in criteria air pollutants 

emissions, particularly NOx and PM-10, from increased generation of landfill gas, mcreased use of off

road equipment, and mcreased emissions from haul trucks. The 2012 IS/MND included the following 

mitigation measures to reduce this impact to less than significant: 

Mitigation Measure 2 

The facility operator shall implement the following dust control mitigation measures during 
implementation of the proposed project and during ongoing site operations: 

• The project applicant shall implement the Best Available Control Technologies (BACT), 
includillg using water trucks to reduce PMIO from dust emissions at the project site, consistent 
with current operations. 

• Project PMIO emissions from stationary sources shall be offset by the acquisition of emission 
offsets during the permitting process, if determine necessary by the YSAQMD, consistent with 
YSAQMD Regulation 3-4. 

Mitigation Measure 3 

The facility operator shall implement the following mitigation measure prior to implementation of 
the proposed project: · 

• The project applicant shall control additional landfill gas generations through modifications to 
the landfill gas collection and treatment system and shall implement any required offsets, 
consistent with the YSAQMD Rule 3-4 .. 

These measures were included as conditions in the amended CUP as conditions 29a, 29b, and 29c. 

The 2012 IS/MND noted that the Recology Hay Road Facility has been the object of numerous odor 

complaints, but points out that these complaints focus on the existing Jepson Prairie Composting 

operation. The 2012 IS/MND examined the potential for mcreased acceptance of waste for landfilling to 

increase odors, and found that existing environmental controls are sufficient; the 2012 ISJMND concluded 

that landfilling up to 2,400 tons per day would result in a less-than-significant odor impact. 
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The 2012 IS/MND also concluded that the proposed incre<Jse in the rate of w<Jste acceptance would not 

result in a substantial increase in health risk, nor would it result in a viol<Jtion of <Jn adopted <Jir qu<Jlity 

plan. 

Combined Impact of Transportation and Disposal Components of the Project 

The air quality analysis contained in the 2012 IS/MND considered emissions from multiple sources, 

including haul vehicles, equipment operations, and fugitive landfill g<Js.56 The an<Jlysis concluded that the 

project being examined could result in a significant increase in criteria <Jir pollutants (NOx and PM10), 

but that the mitig<Jtion measures specified would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. The 

calculated incre<Jse in haul vehicle emissions in the 2012 IS/MND was gre<Jter than that calculated for the 

proposed project (the 2012 IS/MND assumed th<Jt all increased vehicle emissions would be within the 

SY AB); therefore, when using the lower values rnlculated for the current project, the combined imp<Jct of 

all sources considered in the 2012 IS/MND would also be less than significant with the inclusion of the 

mitigation me<Jsures specified in the 2012 IS/MND, which h<Jve been adopted by Sol<Jno County as 

conditions in the CUP. Therefore, the combined impact of Transportation and Disposal would be less 

than significant. 

The Health Risk Assessment (HRA) performed for the 2012 IS/MND included an assessment of health risks 

from the then-proposed increase in disposal. The HRA considered TAC emissions from several sources, 

including DPM emissions from landfill equipment and diesel-powered haul vehicles, as well as other TACs 

contained in landfill gas. The HRA assumed that the most exposed individuals would be residents within 

one mile of the landfill.57 The HRA concluded that the increased rnncer risk from all disposal and transport 

sources combined would be less than the 10 additional rnses per million, and that the increase in both 

chronic and acute HI would be less than 1.0. Therefore, the 2012 IS/MND alre<Jdy considered the health 

risks for exposed individuals within vicinity of the landfill from both disposal and from transportation, <Jnd 

found that the combined health risk of trnnsportation and disposal would be less than significant. 

Because of the distance to sensitive receptors, transportation-related odor emissions would not be 

expected to combine with disposal-related odor emissions to cause a significant odor impact. 

56 2012 IS/MND, Appendix A, Table ES-4. 
57 2012 IS/MND, Appendix A, Section 4. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future development in the project area would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to 
cumulative air quality impacts. (Less than Significant) 

As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its very nature largely a cumulative impact. Emissions 

from past, present, and future projects contribute to the region's adverse air quality on a cumulative 

basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient 

air quality standards. Instead, a project's individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative adverse 

air quality impacts.58 The project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which 

. new sources are not anticipated to contribute substantially to an air quality violation or result in a 

considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. 

As discussed above, project-related criteria pollutant emissions within the SFBAAB would be less than 

significant; therefore, emissions within the SFBAAB would not be cumulatively considerable. Also as 

discussed above, project-related transportation emissions within the SV AB would be less than significant, 

and therefore would not be cumulative considerable. With respect to emissions from disposal of San 

Francisco's MSW at the Recology Hay Road Landfill, the 2012 IS/MND examined the impacts of increased 

emissions of criteria air pollutants from increased disposal together with anticipated increases in 

transportation-related emissions, and concluded that after application of mitigation measures, the project 

then being examined would have a less-than-significant air quality impact within the SV AB. The 2012 

IS/MND therefore concluded that the increased rate of disposal then being examined would not make a 

considerable contribution to cumulative impacts within the SV AB. 

With regard to cumulative health risks, as discussed above, the cumulative health risk significance 

thresholds used in this analysis are 100 per million for cancer risk, 10.0 for chronic HI, and 0.8 µg/m3 for 

PM2.s concentration. As noted above, the 2012 IS/MND calculated health risks associated with the then-

proposed increase in waste acceptance, including health risks from increased emissions of diesel equipment, 

diesel haul trucks, and landfill gas, and found that the resulting health risks would be below the individual 

project significance thresholds of 10 additional cancer cases per million exposed, and also below the chronic 

and acute HI of 1.0. The 2012 IS/MND also examined the combined health.risks of the then-proposed 

increase in waste acceptance, in combination with health risks from the ongoing landfill operation, and 

58 BAAQMD, 2009. p. 33. 
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found that, together, cancer, chronic, and acute health risks would also be below the individual project 

significance thresholds stated above, and therefore also below the cumulative significance thresholds. No 

other sources of TACs have been identified within close proximity to the Recology Hay Road landfill. 

Therefore, the increased rate of disposal would not make a considerable contribution to cumulative health 

risks. 

Health risks from Recology vehicles transporting San Francisco's waste between San Francisco and the 

Recology Hay Road landfill would combine with health risks from other sources, including roadways, 

industrial sources, and other sources. Using the BAAQMD's health risk screening tools (Highway 

Screening Analysis Tool a.nd Stationary Source Analysis Tool), the cumulative health risks along the I-80 

corridor were estimated and compared to the cumulative thresholds discussed above. The cumulative 

health risks were estimated by combining: 

• the increase in health risk from the project's waste haul trucks traveling on 1-80, 

• existing health risks from traffic traveling on 1-80 (identified using BAAQMD's Highway 
Screening Analysis Tool), and 

• stationary source health risks from sources located near 1-80 (identified using BAAQMD's 
Stationary Source Analysis Tool). 

The cumulative health risks for the project, in combination with the other sources cited above, would be 

as follows: cancer risk of 77 2 per million; chronic HI of 0.1; and PM2.s concentration of 0.6 µg/m3. Each of 

these risk levels is lower than the applicable cumulative health risk threshold, which are 100 per million 

for cancer risk, 10.0 for chronic HI, and 0.8 µg/m 3 for PM2.s concentration. Therefore, the proposed 

project's contribution to cumulative health risks would be less than significant. 

Finally, MSW trucks would not contribute to a cumulative odor impact while in transit or while at the 

Hay Road Landfill. Although an AD facility is proposed for the landfill, a significant cumulative odor 

impact resulting from odors generated by waste hauling and anaerobic digester operation is unlikely 

given the Jandfill's location in a rural area with few residences nearby. Therefore, the proposed project's 

contribution to cumulative regional and localized air quality impacts would be less than significant. 
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E.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Topics: 

8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Would the project 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Approach to Analysis 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant No Not 

Impact Impact Applicable 

D D 

D D 

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are analyzed in the context of their contribution to the cumulative 

effects of climate change, since a single land use project could not generate enough GHG emissions to 

noticeably change the global average temperature. 

Sections 15064.4 and 15183.5 of the CEQA Guidelines address the analysis and determination of significant 

impacts from a proposed project's GHG emissions. Factors to be considered include: 1) the extent to 

which GHG emissions would increase or decrease as a result of the proposed project; 2) whether or not a 

proposed project exceeds a· threshold that the lead agency determines applies to the project; and 

3) demonstrating compliance with plans and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing or 

mitigating GHG emissions. 

The GHG analysis provided below includes a quantitative assessment of GHG emissions that would 

result from the proposed project. However, neither the BAAQMD nor the YSAQMD has an adopted 

significance threshold for project operations. BAAQMD adopted updated CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, 

including new thresholds of significance, in June 2010, and revised them in May 2011. The BAAQMD 

resolutions adopting and revising the significance thresholds in 2011 were set aside by the Alameda 

County Superior Court on March 5, 2012.59 In May of 2012, BAAQMD updated its CEQA Air Quality 

Guidelines to continue to provide direction on recommended analysis methodologies, but without 

recommended quantitative significance thresholds. 

59 The thresholds BAAQMD adopted were called into question by a minute order issued January 9, 2012, in California 
Building Industry Association v. BAAQMD, Alameda Superior Court Case No. RGI0548693. The minute order states that 
"The Court finds [BAAQMD's adoption of thresholds] is a CEQA Project, the court makes no further findings or rulings." 
The claims made in the case concerned the CEQA impacts of adopting the thresholds, particularly, how the thresholds 
would affect land use development patterns. Petitioners argued that the thresholds for Health Risk Assessments 
encompassed issues not addressed by CEQA. · 
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The significance thresholds adopted by BAAQMD in 2011 are based on substantial evidence identified in 

BAAQMD's 2009 Justification Report60 and are therefore used within this document. For operational 

emissions, this threshold is 1,100 metric tons of C02 equivalent (C02e) per year. 61 BAAQMD determined 

that this threshold would achieve aggregate emissions reduction of 1.6 MMT C02e by 2020, which is the 

SFBAAB's fair share of mandated CHG emission reductions needed from new land use projects to 

comply with the AB 32 Scoping Plan (see below). 

TI1e analysis presented below also evaluates the project's consistency with plans and regulations adopted 

for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Three greenhouse gas reduction plans -- the AB 32 Scoping 

Plan, BAAQMD's 2010 CAP, and the Solano County Climate Action Plan62 -- are all intended to reduce 

CHG emissions below current levels, and are all applicable to the current project. Therefore, the analysis 

below examines the project's consistency with relevant components of these three plans. The following 

provides a brief description of each of the three plans. 

AB 32 Scoping Plan and Update 

Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32, Statutes of 2006, 

Chapter 488) declares that global warming poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, public 

health, natural resources, and environment of California and charges the ARB with "monitoring and 

regulating sources of emissions of greenhouse gases that cause global warming in order to reduce 

emissions of greenhouse gases." AB 32 provided initial direction on creating a comprehensive multi-year 

program to limit California's CHG emissions at 1990 levels by 2020 and initiate the transformations 

required to achieve the State's long-range climate objectives. One specific requirement is to prepare a 

"scoping plan" for achieving the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective CHG emission 

reductions by 2020. ARB is required to update the plan for achieving the maximum technologically 

feasible and cost-effective reductions in GHG emissions at least once every five years. 

60 BAAQMD, 2009, p. 38. 
61 C02e, or carbon dioxide equivalency, is a quantity that describes, for a given mixture and amount of greenhouse gas, the 

amount of CO, that would have the same global warming potential (GWP), when measured over a specified timescale 
(generally, 100 years). Carbon dioxide equivalency thus reflects the time-integrated radiative forcing of a quantity of 
emissions, expressed in terms of the GWP of the most common and abundant GHG, CO:z. The carbon dioxide cquivalency 
for a gas is obtained by multiplying the mass and the GWP of the gas. For example, the currently-accepted GWP for 
methane over 100 years is 25. This means that emissions of 1 metric tonne of methane is equivalent to emissions of 25 metric 
tons of carbon dioxide. 

62 Solano County, 2011, County of Solano Climate Action Plan. Adopted June 7, 2011. 
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The Scoping Plan was approved in 2008, as required by AB 32, and reapproved in 2011.63 The Scoping 

Plan contained a mix of recommended strategies that combined direct regulations, market-based 

approaches, voluntary measures, policies, and other emission reduction programs calculated to meet the 

2020 statewide GHG emission limit and initiate the transformations needed to achieve the State's long

range climate objectives. The passage of AB 32, and its ongoing implementation, has put California on a 

path to continually reduce GHG emissions by adopting and implementing regulations and other 

programs to reduce emissions from cars, trucks, electricity production, fuels, and other sources. 

This First Update to the Scoping Plan64 (Scoping Plan Update) was developed by the ARB in 

collaboration with the State's Climate Action Team and reflects the input and expertise of a range of state 

and local government agencies. The Scoping Plan Update, which was adopted by the ARB in 2014, 

reflects public input and recommendations from business, environmental, environmental justice, and 

community-based organizations provided in response to the release of prior drafts of the Scoping Plan 

Update. The Update highlights California's success to date in reducing its GHG emissions and lays the 

foundation for establishing a broad framework for continued emission reductions beyond 2020, on the path 

to the target of 80 percent reduction in CHG emissions below 1990 levels by 2050. 

The Scoping Plan Update covers a range of topics, including the following: 

• An update of the latest scientific findings related to climate change and its impacts, induding 
short-lived climate pollutants. 

• A review of progress-to-date, including an update of Scoping Plan measures and other state, 
federal, and local efforts to reduce CHG emissions in California. 

• Potential technologically feasible and cost-effective actions to further reduce GHG emissions by 
2020. 

• Recommendations for establishing a mid-term emissions limit that aligns with the State's long
term goal of an emissions limit 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 

• Sector-specific discussions covering issues, technologies, needs, and ongoing State activities to 
significantly reduce emissions throughout California's economy through 2050. 

• Priorities and recommendations for investment to support market and technology development 
and necessary infrastructure in key areas. 

63 ARB.2008. Climate Change Scoping Plan, a Framework for Change, Adopted December, 2008. Available online: 
http://www. arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/sc9pingpiandocument.htm 

64 ARB, 2014. First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan: Building on the Framework. Adopted May, 2014. Available 
online: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/first_update_climate_change_scoping_plan.pdf 
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• A discussion of the ongoing work and continuing need for improved methods and tools to assess 
economic, public health, and environmental justice impacts. 

BAAQMD 2010 Clean Air Plan 

'The Bay Area 2010 CAP65 was adopted by the BAAQMD on September 15, 2010. "The Bay Area 2010 CAP 

updates the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy in accordance with the requirements of the CCAA to implement 

all feasible measures to reduce ozone; to provide a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, 

air toxics, and greenhouse gases in a single, integrated plan; and to establish emission control measures to 

be adopted or implemented. The Bay Area 2010 CAP contains the following primary goals: 

• Attain air quality standards; 

• Reduce population exposure and protect public health in the San Francisco Bay Area; and 

• Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and protect the climate. 

The Bay Area 2010 CAP represents the most current applicable air quality plan for the SFBAAB. The Bay 

Area 2010 CAP performance objective for GHGs is to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and 40% 

below 1990 by 2035. This corresponds with GHG reduction goals established by the State of California and 

contained in the AB 32 Scoping Plan. The Bay Area 2010 CAP includes numerous "control measures" 

intended to reduce GHG emissions. Some would directly reduce GHG emissions; many other measures are 

aimed at reducing criteria pollutants and TACs, but would also provide CHG reductions as a co-benefit. 

Solano County Climate Action Plan 

In 2008, the Solano County General Plan recognized the threat of global climate change and the need to take 

local action to reduce communitywide GHG emissions and the likelihood of negative climate change effects 

on the County. The Solano County Climate Action Plan,66 adopted in 2011, recognizes that climate change is 

a global problem, but states that many strategies are best developed locally to adapt to a changing climate 

and to reduce GHG emissions. The Climate Action Plan establishes a community-wide GHG emissions 

reduction goal of 20 percent below 2005 levels by 2020. To achieve that goal, the Climate Action Plan 

includes several categories of reduction measures that include agriculture, energy and efficiency, 

transportation and land use, waste reduction and recycling, and water conservation. 

65 BAAQMD, 2010. 
66 Solano County, 2011. 
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Transportation Component of the Prqject 

Impact GG-1: The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at levels that 
would result in a significant impact on the environment. (Less than Significant) 

Common GHGs resulting from human activity associated with decisions by local government agencies 

are C02, CH4, and NzO. Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by 

directly or indirectly emitting GHGs during construction and operational phases. 

The GHG emissions increases attributable to the transport of San Francisco's MSW would be from the 

increase in distance required to haul San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill compared 

to current conditions under which San Francisco's MSW is hauled to the Altamont Landfill. Because the 

Recology Hay Road Landfill is farther from the Points of Origin, emissions from hauling would be 

higher. The proposed project's GHG emissions were calculated using emission rates provided by ARB' s 

EMFAC201l for the SFBAAB and SVAB, and biodiesel adjustment factors, LNG emission rates, and CH4 

and NzO emission factors provided by the ARB. Vehicle information and haul route details were 

provided by Recology. Trip length was estimated using Google maps. Out of a total of 51 vehicles in the 

haul fleet, 40 are B20 biodiesel-powered and 11 are LNG-powered. 

The proposed project is not expected to result in an increase in the number of daily truck trips, which 

would remain at approximately 50 round trips per day. The data regarding the number of truck trips, trip 

lengths and haul routes were used with the EMFAC2011 emission factors for heavy heavy-duty tractor

trailer trucks (T7 Tractor) to deterriline the maximum annual emission increase as well as average daily 

emission increases. All of the above assumptions and calculations are detailed in the project-specific Air 

Quality Technical Report 67 

The proposed project would increase emissions produced by trucks hauling San Francisco MSW because 

the trip from the Points of Origin to the Recology Hay Road Landfill that would occur under the 

proposed project is longer than the trip from the Points of Origin to the Altamont Landfill that occurs 

under current conditions. The longer vehicle trip length in the proposed project would generate GHG. 

emissions. GHG emissions of the proposed project were estimated based on the types and number of trucks 

that would be used to transport San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill, miles traveled, 

and emission factors from ARB's EMFAC2011 database and other sources. Table GG-1, below, compares 

the incremental increase in GHG emissions resulting from the proposed project (i.e., the difference between 

67 Environmental Science Associates (ESA), 2015. 
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existing emissions and the emissions that would occur under the proposed project) and compares these to 

the significance threshold of 1,100 metric tons of ccne discussed above. 

TABLEGG-1 
MAXIMUM ANNUAL OPERATIONAL GHG EMISSIONS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

(INCREMENTAL INCREASE IN GHG EMISSIONS OVER BASELINE) 

Source 

San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin 

?~cr_a_:rie~~-\,'a.lleY, j\_ir -~asiJ1 .. _ __ _ _ __ ... 

Total 

C02e (metric tons) 

1,110 

Given that GHG emissions of the proposed project would not exceed the significance threshold, the 

proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to GHG emissions. 

Impact GG-2: The proposed project would not conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than Significant) 

As discussed above, three greenhouse gas reduction plans - the ARB's AB 32 Scoping Plan Update, 

BAAQMD's 2010 CAP, and the Solano County Climate Action Plan -- are all intended to reduce CHG 

emissions below current levels, and are all applicable to the current project. Consistency of the proposed 

project with relevant objectives and measures contained within these plans is discussed below. 

Consistency with AB 32 Scoping Plan Update 

The AB 32 Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Update include four transportation-related strategies for 

reduction of GHGs and criteria pollutants: (1) improve vehicle efficiency and develop zero emission 

technologies, (2) reduce the carbon content of fuels and provide market support to get these lower-carbon 

fuels into the marketplace, (3) plan and build communities to reduce vehicular CHG emissions and 

provide more transportation options, and (4) improve the efficiency and throughput of existing 

transportation systems. The Scoping Plan Update specifically addresses CHG emissions from heavy-duty 

trucks. The Scoping Plan Update notes that ARB recently approved a regulation establishing CHG 

emission reduction requirements for all medium- and heavy-duty vehicles and engines manufactured for 

use in California. For Class 8 heavy-duty vehicles (the class of vehicles used by Recology to transport San 

Francisco's waste), this "Phase I" CHG standard will reduce new vehicle emissions by an estimated four 

to five percent per year from 2014-2018. 
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ARB is working with U. S. EPA on Phase 2 GHG standards for heavy-duty vehicles to continue these 

reductions beyond 2018. U. S. EPA is planning to finalize Phase 2 standards in 2016. ARB believes 

additional annual improvements of around five percent through 2025 can be achieved from Class 8 

heavy-duty vehicles using commercially available technologies and advanced transmissions, 

hybridization, improved trailer aerodynamics, and other technologies. 

The Scoping Plan Update states that the Phase 2 standards will be an important next step in reducing 

GHG emissions from heavy-duty trucks, but that significantly greater reductions will be needed to meet 

California's climate change goals .. To continue reducing emissions, zero and near-zero emission 

technologies will need to be deployed in large numbers. For heavy, long-range applications where 

electrification is not practical, low-carbon sources of energy, such as renewable fuels and hydrogen fuel 

cell vehicles, will be necessary. 

Most of Recology's transfer fleet currently runs on B-20 biodiesel (that is, diesel fuel that is derived from 

20 percent vegetable or animal fats and 80 percent petroleum). Currently, eleven trucks in the fleet run on 

liquefied natural gas (LNG), and Recology is in the process of phasing in additional transfer vehicles that 

run on LNG or compressed natural gas (CNG). All of these fuels produce lower GHG emissions than 

conventional diesel. The proposed project is therefore consistent with the Scoping Plan Update' s 

emphasis on reducing GHG emissions from heavy-duty trucks. Furthermore, because the proposed 

project's GHG emissions would be below the quantitative significance threshold of 1,100 metric tons of 

COie per year (see Greenhouse Gas Emissions Approach to Analysis and Impact GG-1, above), the 

proposed project would contribute to meeting the SFBAAB's fair share of emission reductions for the 

year 2020, as set in the AB 32 Scoping Plan and determined in the BAAQMD' s Justification Report.68 

Consistency with the BAAQMD 2010 CAP 

With regard to GHGs, the Bay Area 2010 CAP performance objective is to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 

levels by 2020 and 40% below 1990 by 2035. This corresponds with GHG reduction goals established by 

the State of California. The CAP includes numerous "control measures" intended to reduce GHG 

emissions. Some would directly reduce GHG emissions; many other measures are aimed at reducing 

criteria pollutants and TA Cs, but would also provide GHG reductions as a co-benefit. Two control 

measures intended to reduce criteria pollutants, TACs, and GHGs are directly applicable to the 

Transportation component of the proposed project: 

68 BAAQMD, 2009, p. 3. 
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MSM 8-7 - Fleet Modernization for Medium- and Heavy-Duty On-Road Vehicles 

Under this measure, the BAAQMD will directly provide and encournge incentives for the purchase of 

new trucks that meet the ARB's 2010 emission standards for heavy-duty engines. This program is 

designed to assist truck owners/operators to replace pre-2003 heavy-duty diesel trucks with new 

diesel-fueled or natural gas-fueled trucks in advance of requirements of ARB's in-use truck regulation. 

Recology's truck fleet has an average age of 6 years; many of the trucks in the fleet already meet ARB's 

2010 emission standards. Several of the trucks in the fleet run on LNG, with plans to phase in more that 

run on LNG or CNG. Thus, the proposed project is consistent with the intent of Measure MSM B-1. 

TCM 8-7 - Freeway and Arterial Operations Strategies 

TCM B-1 will improve the performance and efficiency of freeway and arterial systems through 

operational improvements. These improvements include implementing the Freeway Performance 

Initiative (FPI), the Bay Area Freeway Service Patrol (FSP), and the Arterial Management Program. This 

measure will reduce emissions by improving the efficiency of existing _freeways and roadways 

throughout the Bay Area. 

Recology manages departure of vehicles from its San Francisco facilities to avoid periods of heavy traffic 

congestion. This contributes to the intent of Measure TCM B-1, by reducing congestion and improving 

the performance and efficiency of the freeway system. 

Consistency with the Solano County Climate Action Plan 

Solano County's Climate Action Plan establishes a community-wide CHG emissions reduction goal of 20 

percent below 2005 levels by 2020. To achieve tl1at goal, ilie Climate Action Plan includes several 

categories of reduction measures that include agriculture, energy and efficiency, transportation and land 

use, waste reduction and recycling, and water conservation. The Transportation and Land Use measures 

have the objective of supporting a transportation system and land use pattern that promotes carpooling, 

walking, biking, and using public transit. Measures and actions do not address waste transport within the 

County, nor emissions from heavy-duty trucks. There are no measures or policies within the Climate 

Action Plan that are relevant to the Transportation component of the proposed project. Consistency of the 

Disposal component of the proposed project with Climate Action Plan is discussed below. 

In summary, the proposed project would not conflict with plans, policies, or regulations associated wiili 

the AB32 Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Update, nor with ilie BAAQMD's 2010 Clean Air Plan, nor with 

Solano County's CAP. This impact would ilierefore be less than significant. 
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Disposal Component of the Prqject 

The 2012 IS/MND examined the potential for the then-proposed increase in waste acceptance to result in 

a substantial increase in GHG emissions. The 2012 IS/MND found that there would be an increase in 

GHG emissions from increased equipment operation and increased emissions of landfill gas. However, 

the 2012 IS/MND also concluded that increased waste acceptance would result in a greater volume of 

material placed in the landfill where it would not decpmpose, and therefore the carbon contained in that 

material would not be emitted as C02 or CH4. When accounting for this form of "carbon sequestration," 

the 2012 IS/MND concluded that the proposed increase in waste acceptance would result in a net 

decrease in GHG emissions. The 2012 IS/MND also concluded that the project then being examined 

would not conflict with any plans or polices intended to reduce GHG emissions. 

The ARB's Scoping Plan Update describes the status of several landfill methane control measures that were 

proposed in the original Scoping Plan. In the Scoping Plan, reducing methane emissions from landfills was 

identified as an early action item. Subsequently, ARB approved the Landfill Methane Control Measure, 

which became effective in 2010. The measure requires the installation of landfill gas69 collection and control 

systems at certain municipal solid waste (MSW) landfills,. requires landfills to meet stringent emission 

standards for landfill gas, and requires monitoring, reporting, and where necessary, corrective action to 

demonstrate and achieve these standards. The Scoping Plan Update includes several "key recommended 

actions for the waste sector," including several that are relevant to the Disposal component of the proposed 

project. These include the following: 

• the development of program(s) to eliminate disposal of organic materials at landfills. 

• identifying and recommending actions to address cross- California agency and federal permitting 
and siting challenges associated with composting and anaerobic digestion. 

• explore and identify opportunities for additional methane control at new and existing landfills, 
and increase the utilization of captured methane for waste already in place as a fuel source for 
stationary and mobile applications. 

• if determined appropriate, amend the Landfill Methane Regulation and/or move landfills into the 
Cap-and~Trade Program. 

The Recology Hay Road Landfill has implemented the applicable provisions of the Landfill Methane 

Control Measure and is in compliance with the new landfill gas emission standards. If and when 

implemented, Recology would comply with any new requirements of key recommended actions contained 

69 Landfill gas consists of approximately 50% methane. 
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in the Scoping Plan Update. The Project therefore would not conflict with any aspects of the Scoping Plan or 

the Scoping Plan Update. 

The Solano County Climate Action Plan includes measures for reducing GHGs through Waste Reduction 

and Recycling. Included among these measures is Measure W-4. Methane Capture. The intent of this 

measure is to facilitate implementation of ARB's Landfill Methane Control Measure. As noted above, the 

Recology Hay Road Landfill has implemented the applicable provisions of the Landfill Methane Control 

Measure and is in compliance with the new standards for landfill gas emissions. The proposed project 

would therefore not conflict with any provisions of the Solano County Climate Action Plan. 

Combined Impact of Transportation and Disposal Components of the Prqject 

As described above, the 2012 IS/MND concluded that the then-proposed increase in the rate of waste 

disposal would result in a net decrease in GHG emissions. When added to the calculated increase in 

emissions associated with transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill, the 

net emissions of CHGs would be less than the GHGs associated with transportation alone. Therefore, the 

combined impact of transportation and disposal would be less than significant 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to any cumulative 
significant effects related to emissions of greenhouse gases. (Less than Significant) 

Given that all GHG impacts are cumulative, and that the 1,100 MT C02e per year significance threshold 

represents a threshold for determining whether a project makes a cumulatively considerable contribution, 

which the proposed project's emissions do not exceed, the proposed project's impacts related to 

cumulative emissions of GHGs would be less than significant. 

E.9 Wind and Shadow 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Applicable 

9. WIND AND SHADOW- Would the project: 

a) Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public D D D ~ D 
areas? 

b) Create new shadow in a manner that substantially D D D ~ D 
affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public 
areas? 
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Transportation 

Impact WS-1: The proposecl project would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public 
areas. (No Impact) 

Wind impacts are generally caused by large building masses extending substantially above their 

surroundings, and by buildings oriented such that a large wall catches a prevailing wind, particularly if 

such a wall includes little or no articulation. Given that the proposed transportation of San Francisco's 

MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill involves no new or altered buildings, transportation does not 

have the potential to alter wind, and there would be no impact of this kind. 

Impact WS-2: The proposed project would not create new shadows in a manner that substantially 
affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. (No Impact) 

Planning Code Section 295 restricts new shadow on public spaces under the jurisdiction of the Recreation 

and Parks Department (RPD) by any structure exceeding 40 feet in height, unless the Planning 

Commission finds the impact. to be less than significant. Because the proposed transportation of 

San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would not include the construction or alteration 

of any building, it does not have the potential to create new shadows. There would therefore be no 

impact of this kind. 

Disposal Component of the Project 

Examination of potential effects of a project on wind and shadows is not a required part of a CEQA 

analysis, though it is standard practice for the City .and County of San Francisco. Solano County does not 

include examination of wind and shadow impacts in their standard IS checklist. The 2012 IS/MND .did 

not examine wind and shadow impacts. However, the disposal of San Francisco's MSW at the Recology 

· Hay Road Landfill would result in no new buildings or other structures that could alter wind or cast 

shadows. The project examined in the 2012 IS/MND, like the current project, would not result in a change 

to the final height or mass of the Recology Hay Road Landfill. Therefore, the increased rate of disposal 

does not have potential to result in a substantial adverse effect on wind and shadows. 

Combined Impact of Transportation and Disposal Components of the Project 

As discussed above, neither the transportation nor the disposal component of the proposed project would 

alter wind or cast shadows. There would be no combined effect of transportation and disposal on wind or 

shadows. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C-WS-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not result in significant cumulative wind and shadow impacts. (No Impact) 

Because the proposed project does not have the potential to impact wind or shadow, it also lacks the 

potential to contribute to any cumulative impact on wind or shadow; there would be no cumulative 

impact of this kind. 

E.10 Recreation 

Less Than 
Potenlially Significant wilh less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Applicable 

10. RECREATION-Would the project: 

a) Increase the use of <'Xisling neighborhood and regional D D D 1:8] D 
parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would 
occur or be accelerated? 

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction D D D D 
or expansion of recreational facilitic'S that might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 

c) Physically degrade existing recreational resources? D D D D 

Transportation Component of the Prqject 

Impact RE-1: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in the use of existing 
neighborhood parks or other recreational facilities, physically degrade existing recreational resources, 
or require the construction of recreational facilities that may have a significant effect on the 
environment. (No Impact) 

This impact addresses questions E.10a, E.10b, and E.lOc from the checklist above. 

The proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would add 

approximately nine to ten full time equivalent drivers. This small number of new employees would not 

increase demand for recreational activities, require the construction of new recreational facilities, or 

physically degrade existing recreational resources. There would be no impact of this kind. 

Disposal Component of the Prqject 

The 2012 IS/MND found that the proposal to increase the rate of waste acceptance would not result in 

increased demands on local parks or other recreational facilities, and would not require the construction 
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of new or expansion of existing recreational facilities. The 2012 IS/MND concluded that increasing the 

rate of waste acceptance would therefore have no impact on recreation. 

Combined Impact of Transponation and Disposal Components of the Project 

As discussed above, neither the transportation nor the disposal component of the proposed project would 

have an impact on recreation. There could therefore be no combined effect of transportation and disposal 

on recreation. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future project, would not contribute considerably to a significant recreational impact in the project site 
vicinity. (No Impact) 

Because the proposed project would not increase demand for recreational activities, require the 

construction of new recreational facilities, or physically degrad": existing recreational resources, it would 

not have the potential to contribute to any cumulative impact on recreational facilities. There would be no 

cumulative impact of this kind. 

E.11 Utilities and Service Systems 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Not Applicable 

11. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS-
Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the D D D [Z] D 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or D D D [Z] D 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

c) Require or result in the construction of new D D D D 
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
fai::ilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant envfronmental effects? 

d) Have sufficient water supply available to serve the D D D D 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or 
require new or expanded water supply resources or 
entitlements? 
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Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact /Vo Impact Not Applicable 

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater D D D lZl D 
treatment provider that would serve the project that it 
has inadequate cnpacity to serve the project's 
projected demand in addition to the provider's 
existing commitments? 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted D D D D 
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste 
disposal needs? 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and D D D D 
regulations related to solid waste? 

Transportation Component of the Prqject 

Impact UT-1: The proposed project would not significantly exceed wastewater treatment requirements 
of the RWQCB or affect wastewater collection and treatment facilities, would not require or result in 
the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, and would 
not require expansion or construction of new water supply or treatment facilities. (No Impact) 

This impact statement addresses questions E.1 la through E.lle from the above checklist. 

The proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would not 

necessitate any new or expanded water supply or wastewater treatment facilities, and would not affect 

existing stormwater drainage facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on these 

public utilities. 

Impact UT-2: The proposed project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would replace the 

current practice of transporting and disposing of the City's MSW at the Altamont Landfill in Alameda 

County. The project would result in the transportation and disposal of 5 million tons of San Francisco MSW 

at the Recology Hay Road Landfill, which would be expected to occur over a 15-year period beginning in 

2016. As discussed in the Project Description, the Recology Hay Road Landfill is permitted to accept up to 

2,400 tons of waste per day, and, at this maximum rate of waste acceptance, the landfill has permitted 

capa<;ity to continue to receive waste approximately through the year 2034=At the estimated rate of waste 

disposal of about 1,851 tons per day, closure would be in approximately 2041.70 Therefore, the Recology 

Hay Road Landfill has sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal 

needs. 

70 Merrill, Erin (!{ecology), 2015. 
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Over the past two years, between June, 2012 and June, 2014 Recology Hay Road Landfill received on 

average about 651 tons of waste per day.71 Waste from San Francisco woUld average about 1,200 tons per 

day; therefore, on average, the combined amount of existing waste and San Francisco MSW hauled to the 

Recology Hay Road Landfill, about 1,851 tons per day, would be within the Landfill's permit limit of 

2,400 tons of waste per day. 

Jn sum, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on land.fill capacity. 

Impact UT-3: The proposed project would follow all applicable statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste. (No Impact) 

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) requires municipalities to adopt an 

Integrated Waste Management Plan (IWMP) to establish objectives, policies, and programs relative to waste 

disposal, management, source reduction, and recycling. Reports filed by the San Francisco Department of 

the Environment show that the City generated approximately 870,000 tons of waste material in 2000. By 

2010, that figµred decreased to approximately 455,000 tons. Waste diverted from landfills is defined as 

recycled or composted material. San Francisco has a goal of 75 percent landfill diversion by 2010, and 

100 percent by 2020. As of 2012, 80 percent of San Francisco's solid waste was being diverted from landfills, 

and the City had met the 2010 diversion target.72 The proposed project would not alter or interfere with the 

City's efforts to comply with AB939 and its own landfill diversion goals. 

The facilities where waste would be shipped from and to, i.e., Recology San Francisco Transfer Station, 

Recycle Central, and Recology Hay Road Landfill, are all permitted by State and local agencies. The 

proposed project would not result in any changes to operations at any of these facilities that would result 

in an inconsistency or violation of permit conditions at any of these facilities. 

Based on the foregoing discussion, the proposed project would follow all applicable statutes and 

regulations related to solid waste, and would have no impact of this kind. 

Disposal Component of the Project 

The 2012 IS/MND examined potential impacts on utilities and service systems associated with increasing 

the _rate of waste acceptance and found that there would be no impact of this kind. 

71 Merrill, Erin (Recology), 2015. 
72 San Francisco Department of the Environment, 2012. "Mayor Lee Announces San Francisco Reaches 80 Percent Landfill Waste 

Diversion, Leads All Cities in North America". October 5, 2012. Available online at http://www.sfenvironrnent.org/news/ 
press-release/mayor-lee-announces-san-francisco-reaches-80-percent-landfill-waste-diversion-leads-all-cities-in-north
america 
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Combined Impact of Transportation and Disposal Components of the Prqject 

As discussed above, neither transportation to nor disposal at the Recology Hay Road Landfill would have 

rm impact on utilities and service systems. There could therefore be no combined effect of transportation 

and disposal on utilities and service systems. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C-UT-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future development in the site vicinity, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution 
to a significant utilities or service systems impact. (Less than Significant) 

Even with the addition of 5 million tons of San Francisco MSW over an assumed period of 15 years, the 

Recology Hay Road Landfill would have sufficient capacity to continue accepting waste through at least 

2034. Therefore, the contribution of the proposed project to any cumulative effect on permitted landfill 

capacity would not be considerable. 

In terms of other impacts related to utilities and service systems, the proposed project would have no impact, 

and therefore would not have the potential to contribute to any cumulative impact related to this topic. 

E.12 Public Services 

Topics: 

12. PUBLIC SERVICES-Would the project 

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of, or the need for, new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construdion of which could cause significant 
environmental impacl~, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times, or other performance 
objectives for any public services such as fire protection, 
police protection, schools, parks, or other services? 

Transportation Component of the Prqject 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

Less Than 
Significant with Less Than 

Mitigation Signirtcant 
Incorporated Impact No Impact Not Applicable 

D D [8'.J D 

Impact PS-1: The proposed project would not increase the demand for police or fire protection service, 
other governmental service, or new schools, such that new or physically altered facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, would be required in order to 
maintain acceptable levels of service. (No Impact) 

The proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would not add a 

substantial number of employees or develop new structures that would require an increase in police or 

Case No. 2014.0653E 79 Agreement for Disposal of SF Municipal Solid Waste at RHR Landfill 



fire protections services, or other governmental se:rvices such as libraries, community centers, or other 

public facilities. Likewise, the proposed project would not increase school enrollment and would not 

require new schools. Therefore, the proposed project would not require the construction of new or 

alteration of existing governmental facilities which could cause significant environmental effects, and 

there would be no impact of this kind. 

Disposal Component of the Prqject 

The 2012 IS/MND examined potential impacts on utilities and service systems associated with increasing 

the rate of waste acceptance and found that there would be no impact of this kind. 

Combined Impact of Transportation and Disposal Components of the Prqject 

As discussed above, neither transportation to nor disposal at the Recology Hay Road Landfill would have 

an impact on utilities and service sy~tems. There could therefore be no combined effect of transportation 

and disposal on utilities and service systems. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C-PS-1: The proposed project, combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in the vicinity, would not have a substantial cumulative impact to public services. (No Impact) 

Because the proposed project would have no impact on public services, it would not have the potential to 

contribute to any cumulative impacts of this kind. 

E.13 Biological Resources 

Topics: 

13. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES-Would the project 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations; or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the Califom!a Department of Fish . 
and Game or U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Case No. 2014.0653E 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

80 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No lmpad Not Applicable 

D D 

D D 
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less Than 
Potentially Significant with less Than 
Signific;int Miligation Significant 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Not Applicable 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally D D D 0 D 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 4D4 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any D D D 0 D 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances D D D D 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation polky or ordinance? 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat D D D D 
Conservation !'Ian, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, 
or state habitat conservation plan? 

Transportation Component of the Project 

Impact BI-1: The proposed project would not directly or indirectly impact special status plant or 
animal species or sensitive natural community including wetlands and riparian areas; would not 
interfere with the movement of native resident or wildlife species or with established native resident 
or migratory wildlife corridors, would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance, and would not conflict with an 
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan. (No Impact) 

This discussion addresses questions 13.a through 13.f from the checklist above. 

ll1e proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would involve 

the transport of waste on existing roadways, along existing truck routes. The small increase in daily truck 

traffic on J-80 and Solano County local roadways would not directly or indirectly impact sensitive species 

or habitat, and therefore would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances, or adopted habitat 

conservation plans or other conservation plans. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on 

biological resources. 

Disposal Component of the Prqject 

The 2012 IS/MND examined potential impacts on biological resources associated with increasing the rate 

of waste acceptance. The 2012 JS/MND found that, because the project then being examined would not 

disturb any previously undisturbed areas and would not disturb any sensitive habitat or species, it would 

have no impact on biological resources. 
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Combined Impact of Transportation and Disposal Components of the Project 

As discussed above, neither transportation to nor disposal at the Recology Hay Road Landfill would have 

an impact on biological resources. There could therefore be no combined effect of transportation and 

disposal on biological resources. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C·BI-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present or reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts on 
biological resources. (No Impact) 

Because the proposed project would have no impact on biological resources, it would not have the 

potential to contribute to any cumulative impact on biological resources. 

E.14 Geology and Soils 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Not Applicable 

14. GEOLOGY AND SOILS-Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as D D D D 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42.) 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? D D D 0 D 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including D D D 0 D 

liquefaction? 

iv) Landslides? D D D 0 D 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? D D D 0 D 
c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 0 0 0 0 0 

that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral · 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in the San 0 0 D 0 
Francisco Building Code, creating substantial risks to 
life or property? 
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Topics: 

c) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for 
the disposal of wastewater? 

f) Change substantially the topography or any unique 
geologic or physical features of the site? 

Transportation Component of the Project 

Potentially 
Sigflificanl 

Impact 

D 

D 

less Than 
Significanl with 

Miligario" 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

Less Thafl 
Significafll 

Im pa cl No Impact Not Applicable 

D D k8J 

D D 

The proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would not 

require the use of a septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems; therefore, question 14. e from 

the above checklist is not applicable to the proposed project. 

Impact GE-1: The proposed project would not result in exposure of people and structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known 
earthquake fault, expansive soils, seismic ground-shaking, liquefaction, lateral spreading, or 
landslides. (No Impact) 

The proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill involves the 

transport of waste on existing streets and highways and includes no new or altered structures, and 

therefore would not increase exposure of people or structures to risk of loss, injury, or death due to 

geologic hazards. There would be no impact of this kind. 

Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial loss of topsoil or erosion, and 
would not be located on a geologic unit or soil (including expansive soil) that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a result of the project (No Impact) 

The proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill involves the 

transport of waste on existing streets and highways and includes no new or altered structures, and 

therefore would not cause an increase in the loss of topsoil or erosion; neither would the project be 

located on a geologic unit or soil type that is unstable or that would become unstable as a result of the 

project. Therefore, there would be no impact of this kind. 

Impact GE-3: The proposed project would not change the topography of the project site in a manner 
that would result in a significant impact to geologic or physical features of the site. (No Impact) 

The proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would not result 

in any alteration of topography, and so could not have a significant impact on geologic or physical 

features. There would be no impact of this kind. 
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Disposal Component of the Prqject 

The 2012 IS/MND examined potential impacts related to geology and soils associated with increasing the 

rate of waste acceptance. The 2012 IS/MND found that the increased rate of waste acceptance would not 

increase the height of the landfill, modify landfill slopes, or make any other changes that could increase 

the potential for damage due to shaking ground rupture or failure, landslides, soil loss or erosion. The 

2012 IS/MND furthermore found that previously-imposed mitigation measures were adequate to prevent 

environmental impacts associated with development of on-site sewage disposal systems. The 2012 

IS/MND noted that soils underlying the landfill contain varying amounts of clay, which could exhibit 

shrink-swell characteristics in localized areas. However, the shallow clay materials had previously been 

characterized as having a low plasticity, and the area of expansive soils would likely be limited in extent. 

Therefore, the potential for expansive soils to adversely affect the project site was determined to be low 

and the potential impact resulting from expansive soils was considered less than significant. 

Combined Impact of Transportation and Disposal Components of the Prqject 

Because transportation and disposal of San Francisco's waste would take place in different locations, they 

would not have the potential to combine to cause a significant impact with regard to geology and soils. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C-GE-1: The proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to any cumulative 
significant effects related to geology or soils. (No Impact) 

As discussed above, the transportation component of the proposed project would have no impact related 

to geology and soils, and the disposal component would have only a less-than-significant impact related 

to expansive soils. The development of the proposed AD facility could also be affected by expansive soils. 

However, design of the facility, including design to meet Building Code requirements in response to any 

identified geotechnical issues, would avoid or minimize potential effects of expansive soils. Therefore, the 

cumulative effect related to expansive soils would be less than significant. 
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E.15 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Less Than 
Potenlially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Nol Applicable 

15. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY-
Would the project 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste D D D 12] 0 
discharge requirements? 

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or D D D 12] 0 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby 
wells would drop to a level which would not support 
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted)? 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the D .D D D 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner that would 
resu It in s·u bstantial erosion of siltation on- or off-site? 

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the D D D D 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would D D D 0 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff? 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? D D D 12] 0 
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as D D D D 12] 

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative flood 
hazard delineation map? 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures D D D D 12] 
that would impede or redirect flood flows? 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of D D ~ D D 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
fl<?Oding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

j) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of D D D D 
loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow? 

Transportation Component of the Project 

The proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would not place 

housing or other structures within a 100-year floodplain. Therefore, questions 15.g and 15.h from the 

above checklist are not applicable to the transportation component of the proposed project. 
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Impact HY-1: The proposed project would not violate water quality standards or otherwise substantially 
degrade water quality, would not alter or interfere with drainage patterns or drainage systems, and 
would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge. (No Impact) 

This impact addresses questions 15.a through 15.f from the above checklist. 

The proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would not result 

in the alteration of land or water bodies, and would have no effect on natural or built drainage structures 

or systems or on groundwater or groundwater recharge. The proposed project would not result in 

increased runoff, erosion, or water pollution. The proposed project would therefore have no impact on 

the quality of surface water or groundwater; would not affect, drainage patterns, and would not affect 

groundwater supplies; it would have no impact on hydrology and water quality. 

Impact HY-2: The proposed project would not expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk 
of loss due to flooding, would not impede or redirect flood flows, and would not expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow. (Less than Significant) 

This impact addresses checklist questions 15.i and 15.j. 

While some of the roadways involved in the proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the 

Recology Hay Road Landfill may be susceptible to flooding or inundation by seiche (a seiche is an 

oscillation of a water body, such as a bay, that may occur due to a landslide or earthquake, and that may 

cause local flooding), tsunami, or mudflow, the project would not alter this risk or expose substantial 

numbers of people to these risks. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 

Disposal Component of the Prr:lject 

The 2012 IS/MND examined the potential for increased acceptance of waste for landfill (2,400 tons per 

day) to adversely affect water quality, and found that, because the landfill would continue to be required 

to comply with the site's Waste Discharge Requirements (conditions required by the Regional Water 

Quality Control Board to protect surface and ground water quality) and with the requirements of the 

facility's Storm water Pollution Prevention Plan, operation of the landfill would not result in violation of 

any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 

Combined Impact of Transportation and Disposal Components of the Prr:lject 

Because transportation and disposal of San Francisco's waste would take place in different locations, they 

would not have the potential to combine to cause a significant impact with regard to hydrology and 

water quality. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to any cumulative 
significant effects related to hydrology or water quality. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project could have an insubstantial, less-than-significant impact by exposing persons (i.e., 

the drivers of the trucks used to haul waste) to risk of loss, injury, or death due to a natural disaster, such 

as a seiche, tsunami, mudflow, or flood inundating one of the roadways at the time and place where 

waste was being transported. Such risks already exist in association with the transportation of waste from 

the City of San Francisco to the Altamont Landfill. This risk would be about the same with and without 

the project, though some of the roadways involved would change. Therefore, the proposed project would 

not make a substantial or considerable contribution to the general cumulative risks of this kind that 

people in the San Frnncisco Bay Area are already exposed to. 

The 2012 IS/MND concluded that disposal would have no impact on hydrology and water quality, and 

therefore could not contribute to a cumulative impact of this kind. 

The AD project would take place within the landfill footprint. It, too, would be subject to regulations and 

permits for prevention of flooding and for protection of surface water, groundwater, and waterways. 

With adherence to regulatory requirements, the AD facility would not combine with landfill disposal to 

cause a significant cumulative impact on water quality. 

E.16 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

less Than 
Potentially Significant with less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significanr Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Applicable 

16. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS-
Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the D D D D 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the D D D D 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or D D D D 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 
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Topics: 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing 
or working in the project area? 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of Joss, 
injury or death involving fires? 

Transportation Component of the Prqject 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant Not 

Impact No Impact Applicable 

D l2?J D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

Impact HZ-1: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard through routine transport, 
use, disposal, handling, or emission of hazardous materials, or through reasonably foreseeable upset 
or accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. (Less than 
Significant) 

This impact addresses questions 16.a, 16.b, and 16.c from the above checklist. 

Disposal of hazardous waste with mUnicipal solid waste is illegal. The San Francisco Department of the 

Environment and Recology conduct public education campaigns promoting the proper handling and 

disposal of hazardous wastes from households and small quantity commercial generators. Recology 

maintains load checking programs at the San Francisco Transfer Station and Recycle Central facility, to 

detect, sequester, and properly dispose of any hazardous waste that inadvertently or illegally arrives in 

loads of MSW or recycled materials. 

Despite efforts to prevent, detect, and remove hazardous materials from disposed municipal solid waste, 

small quantities of these materials are present, and would be present in the loads of waste being 

transported under the proposed project. There is some risk of emission of small amounts of volatile 

substances, or leak or spill of hazardous substances during routine transport of waste, or in the event of 

an accident involving waste transport vehicles. The route that would be taken by vehicles under the 

proposed project passes through heavily urbanized areas, including the cities of San Francisco, Oakland, 

Emeryville, Berkeley, Richmond, San Pablo, Pinole, Hercules, Rodeo, Crockett, Vallejo, and Fairfield. 
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Along these corridors are located numerous sensitive receptors, including residences, schools, day care 

facilities, hospitals, and nursing homes, including numerous instances of such receptors located within 

one quarter mile of the roadway. A spill of hazardous materials along U.S. 101 or 1-80 corridors could 

pose a health and safety risk to many people, including especially sensitive individuals such as the 

elderly and school children. However, the risk of spills, leaks, and upset is small, and MSW is not 

classified as hazardous waste. Furthermore, MSW is solid waste, and contains little free liquid or gases 

that could spread beyond the location of a spill. If a spill, leak, or accident were to occur, any release of 

hazardous waste from MSW loads would be very small and localized, and would not be expected to 

adversely impact nearby sensitive receptors. 

As previously indicated, the proposed project would represent no change in operations between the 

points of origin and the east end of the Bay Bridge. The proposed project would change the route of haul 

trucks from the east end of the Bay Bridge to the landfill destination, but both routes (existing route to 

Altamont and proposed route to Hay Road landfill) consist primarily of freeway segments through both 

urban and rural areas, as well as shorter segments on less-traveled roads through rural areas. As the 

existing and proposed routes are similar in nature, the proposed project is not expected to change or 

increase the potential for accidents or spills. The 2012 IS/MND concluded that there would be no 

significant hazardous materials impact with respect to the transport of MSW to Hay Road Landfill. 

Therefore, the proposed project would have only a less-than-significant impact of this kind. 

Impact HZ-2: The project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment as a 
result of being located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (No Impact) 

The transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would take place on 

existing roadways, and would not require any new construction or alteration of these roadways. 

Therefore, transportation would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment from 

disturbance or development of a site included on one of the hazardous materials site list. Therefore, 

transportation would have no impact with respect to the potential to create a significant hazard to the 

public or the environment as a result of being located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous 

materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. 

Impact HZ-3: The proposed project would not result in a safety hazard for people working in 
proximity to a public airport, public use airport, or private airstrip. (No Impact) 

This impact addresses questions 16. e and 16. f from the checklist above. 
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Airports and airstrips within 2 miles of the haul route that would be used to transport San Francisco 

MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill include the Nut Tree Airport, located west of 1-80 in Vacaville, 

the Maine Prairie airstrip, just west of State Route 113 (Rio-Dixon Road) north of the Recology Hay Road 

Landfill, and Travis Air Force Base, the closest point of which is about one and a half miles southwest of 

the Recology Hay Road Landfill. The routine transport of MSW over public roadways would not in any 

way affect operations at any of these airports and air strips, nor would it pose a safety hazard for people 

living or working in proximity to them. Therefore, the project would have no impact with regard to 

airport and airfield safety hazards. 

Impact HZ-4: The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving fires, nor interfere with the implementation of an emergency response plan. 
(No Impact) 

This impact addresses questions 16.g and 16.h from the checklist above. 

Transportation of waste under the proposed project would not increase fire risk, and so would not 

increase the risk of loss, injury or death involving fires. Neither would transportation interfere with 

implementation of an emergency response plan. There would be no impact of this kind. 

Disposal Component of the Project 

The 2012 IS/MND examined the potential for increased acceptance of waste for landfilling (2,400 tons per 

day) to increase aviation safety hazards. The 2012 IS/MND noted that the facility currently implements bird 

deterrence measures in order to limit potential bird hazards to aircraft. The deterrence program includes the 

training of selected landfill staff in firearm safety and Bird Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH) strategies; use of 

deterrent measures including "screamers" (shells fired from a hand-held pistol); implementation of a 

regular falconer program; and use of blank shotgun shells as a scare device. As part of the existing bird 

deterrence program, wildlife biologists visit the site on a quarterly basis to record conditions and make 

observations regarding the effectiveness of control measures. The 2012 IS/MND concluded that the 

increased landfill operations would not increase the attraction of birds to the site above current peak 

conditions and would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area. 

The 2012 ISMND also concluded that increasing the rate of waste acceptance would cause no impact 

with respect to other hazards or hazardous materials. 
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Combined Impact of Transportation and Disposal Components of the Project 

Because transportation and disposal of San Francisco's MSW would take place in different locations, they 

would not have the potential to combine to cause a significant impact with regard to hazards and 

hazardous materials. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to any cumulative 
significant effects related to hazards or hazardous materials. (Less than Significant) 

Because the proposed project would have no impact with regard to increasing risk of loss, injury, or 

death involving fires, or interfering with the implementation of an emergency response plan, the 

proposed project does not have the potential to contribute to a cumulative effect of this kind. Also, 

because the project would have no impact with regard to listed hazardous materials sites and aircraft 

safety, it could not contribute to a cumulative impact of these kinds. 

As noted in the discussion of lmpact HZ·1, the slight risk of hazardous materials emissions or spills 

associated with transport of MSW would be little different from the existing, baseline condition. The same 

amount of waste would be transported on public roadways with and without implementation of the 

project. The additional travel distance for waste-hauling vehicles under the proposed project would slightly 

increase the risk of spill or upset associated with transport of materials containing MSW, which is not 

hazardous waste, but which may contain incidental amounts of hazardous waste. This risk would combine 

with the cumulative risk of upset and spill posed by existing and future transport of hazardous materials on 

public roads. However, as noted in the discussion of Impact HZ-1, the amount of hazardous materials 

present in San Francisco's MSW is very small, the risk of upset is also small, and the types of hazardous 

materials likely present in San Francisco's MSW would be unlikely to spread beyond the location of a spill. 

For these reasons, the contribution of the project to cumulative impacts associated with accidental 

hazardous materials emissions or spills on public roadways is very small, and not considered cumulatively 

considerable. The cumulative impact would therefore be less than significant. 
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E.17 Mineral and-Energy Resources 

Topics: 

17. MINERAL AND ENERGYRESOURCES
Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

c) Encourage activities which result in the use of large 
amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a 
wasteful manner? 

Transportation Component of the Project 

Polenlially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Signific;ml wilh 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact Not Applicable 

D D 

D D 

D D 

Impact ME-1: The proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource or a locally important mineral resource recovery site. (No Impact) 

Because the proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would 

not involve development of new or expanded structures, it does not have the potential to interfere with 

or result in the loss of availability of any known mineral resource or mineral resource recovery site. Thus, 

the project would have no impact on mineral resources_ 

Impact ME-2: Implementation of the proposed project would not encourage activities that would 
result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner. (Less 
than Significant) 

The proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill would consume 

energy in the form of transportation fuel to accomplish the essential municipal task of transporting waste 

for disposal. The proposed project would result in an increase of about 40 miles roundtrip traveled by 

waste-hauling vehicles. These vehicles have a fuel consumption rate of about four miles per gallon. 

Therefore, each roundtrip would consume about 10 gallons of fuel more than the existing haul to the 

Altamont Landfill. With about 50 roundtrips per day, this totals about 500 gallons of fuel per day, or 

about 156,000 gallons per year (six days per week}. This is equivalent to about one-fifth (1/5) of a gallon 

per capita (San Francisco's population served by Recology is about 837,000 people, not including 

businesses} per year, which is a reasonable expenditure of energy for the essential municipal function of 

waste disposal. Furthermore, the City and County of San Francisco has an ambitious and successful 

waste diversion program that minimizes the amount of waste that must be disposed of through 

landfilling. Also, some of the trucks in Recology's long-haul fleet are fueled with a biofuel blend derived 
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partially from renewable vegetable oil, and others are fueled with LNG, an efficient fuel with relatively 

low emissions. Therefore, the transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the Recology Hay Road Landfill 

would not result in the use of, or encourage activities that would result in the use of large amounts of 

fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner. The small increase in the use of transportation 

fuels would be considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Disposal Component of the Prqject 

The 2012 IS/MND states that there are no known mineral resources within the footprint of the Recology 

Hay Road Landfill. Furthermore, the then-proposed increase in waste acceptance would not change the 

landfill's footprint or extent. Therefore, the JS/MND concludes that the increase in waste acceptance 

would have no impact on mineral resources. 

Combined Impact of Transportation and Disposal Components of the Project 

Because neither transportation nor disposal of San Francisco's MSW would impact mineral resources, 

they would not have the potential to combine to cause a significant impact with regard to mineral 

resources. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C-ME-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a 
significant energy and minerals impact. (Less than Significant) 

As described above, the proposed project would not have the potential to interfere with or result in the 

loss of availability of any known mineral resource or mineral resource recovery site. Thus, the project 

would not have the potential to contribute to any cumulative impact on mineral resources. As noted in 

the discussion of impact ME-2, the increase in use of transportation fuels is reasonable given that the 

increase is relatively small for the population served, that the project would provide an essential 

municipal service, and that types of fuels used are partly derived from renewable resources. Therefore, 

the increase in use transportation fuels would not constitute a considerable contribution to the 

cumulative use of energy resources. The AD project would result in the production of renewable fuel 

which may potentially be used for this project. Therefore, the combination of the project with the AD 

project would not result in a cumulative impact on energy resources. 
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E.18 Agriculture and Forest Resources 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact Not Applicable 

18. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In 
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant, lead agencies may refer to information 
compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state's inventory of forest land, including the 
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology 
provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. · 

Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or 
a Williamson Act contract? 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 12220(g)) or timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code Section 4526)? 

d) . Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or 
forest land to non-forest use? 

Transportation Component of the Project 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D D D 

D D D 

D D D 

D D D 

0 D D 

Impact AF-1: The proposed project would not result in the conyersion of farmland or forest land to 
non-farm or non-forest use, nor would it conflict with existing agricultural or forest use or zoning. 
(No Impact) 

This impact addresses questions 18. a through 18. e from the above checklist. 

Because the proposed transportation of San Francisco's MSW to the RecologyHay Road Landfill would 

not involve development of structures or facilities, it would not convert any prime farmland, unique 

farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use, and would not conflict with 

existing zoning for agricultural land use or a Williamson Act contract, nor would it involve any changes 

to the environment that could result in the conversion of farmland or forest land. Therefore, the proposed 

project would have no impact on agricultural or forest resources. 
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Disposal Component of the Project 

The 2012 IS/MND stated thnt the then-proposed increase in waste ncceptance at the Recology Hay Rond 

Lnndfill would not convert nny farmland to non-agricultural uses, nor would it conflict with existing 

zoning for agricultural use, or with an existing Williamson Act contract. Therefore, the IS/MND 

concluded that the increase in waste acceptance would have no impact on agricultural resources. The 

landfill is not located in a forested area, and therefore the incrensed acceptance of waste would not 

adversely impact forest resources. 

Combined Impact of Transportation and Disposal 

Because neither transportation nor disposal of San Francisco's MSW would impact agriculture or forest 

resources, they would not have the potential to combine to cause a significant impact with regard to 

agriculture or forest resources. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C-AF-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future development in the site vicinity, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution 
to a significant agriculture and forest resources impact. (No Impact) 

Because the proposed project would have no impact on agricultural or forest resources, it could not 

contribute to a cumulative impact on these resources: No cumulative impact would occur. 

E.19 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Topics: 

19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Would the project: 

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal, or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 
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Impact 
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less Than 
Potentially Significant with less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Applicable 

b) Have impacts that would be individually limited, but D D D ~ D 
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 

means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects 

of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and 
the effects of probable future projects.) 

c) Have environmental effects that would cause substantial D D D D 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indired:ly? 

E.20. a) As discussed in section E.13, Biological Resources and section E.4, Cultural Resources, the proposed 

project would have no impact on biological resources or cultural resources. Therefore, the proposed project 

would not degrade the quality of the envirorunent, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife 

species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant 

or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. 

Neither would the proposed project eliminate any examples of major periods of California history or 

prehistory. 

E .. 20. b) The potential for the proposed project to make a considerable contribution to a cumulative 

impact is considered in each topical section above. In all instances, the conclusion reached is that the 

proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to any cumulative impact. 

E.20. c) The project's potential to cause significant human health risks due to emission of diesel 

particulate matter is evaluated in section E.7, Air Quality, and found to be less than significant. The 

potential for the project to result in emission, leak, or spill or hazardous materials, to increase the risk of 

loss through fire, and to result in increased safety risk involving aircraft is evaluated in section E.16, 

Hazardous Materials, and is also found to be less than significant. Therefore, the proposed project would 

not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. 
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F. MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

No mitigation measures are identified in the foregoing discussion; none are necessary, since no 

potentially significant impacts are identified. 

G. PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 

The Planning Department prepared and distributed a Notification of Project Receiving Environmental 

Review for the project on June 27, 2014. The notice was mailed to Solano County, other public agencies, and 

interested parties. Comments received during the 30-day period following issuance of the Notification were 

considered during the preparation of this document. These comments raised concerns regarding the 

potential for the proposed project to increase the intensity of landfill operations and possibly cause 

environmental impacts. In particular, concerns were raised about the possibility of increased odor, 

increased noise, increased traffic, increased bird nuisance, adverse effects on water quality, and increased 

litter. Each of these issues is addressed in the Initial Study under the specific topic headings. 

Several comments stated that the acceptance of waste from San Francisco at the Recology Hay Road 

Landfill would violate Solano County Measure E, a ballot initiative passed by the voters of Solano 

County in 1984, which limited the amount of out-of-county waste that could be disposed of in landfills 

within the county. However, in August, 2013, The California Court of Appeal ruled that Measure E is 

invalid and no longer in effect. The court stated: "Measure E is preempted by Assembly Bill No.845, 

which expressly prohibits counties from discriminating against solid waste importation based on place of 

origin. (Pub. Resources Code, § 40059.3, subd. (a).) Assembly Bill No.845 therefore renders Measure E 

void and unenforceable." Therefore, the project's consistency with Measure E is not considered in this 

Initial Study. 
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H. DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this Initial Study: 

D 

D 

D 

D 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared_ 

I find that although the proposed project could have a signfficant effect on the environment, there will 
not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or 
agreed to by the project proponent_ A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be 
prepared. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENT AL IMP AC.T REPORT is required. 

l find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based- on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLAH.ATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier ElR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental 
documentation is required. 

DATE 

Environmental Review Officer 
for 
John Rahaim 
Director of Planning 
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APPENDIX A 
Traffic Technical Appendix 
Intersection LOS Calculation Sheets 

1. Figure TR-1. Traffic Study Area 

2. Existing Conditions 

3. Existing Plus Project Conditions 
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1: O'Day Road & 1-80 WB Off-Ramp 
HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1, stage 1 confvol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 

~ '-
. ···wsL. WBR 

"i .,, 
61 1 

Stop 
0% 

0.84 0.84 
73 1 

20 6 

20 6 
6.4 6.2 

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 
pO queue free % 93 100 
cM capacity (veh/h) 993 1077 

t 
: NBT 

t 
5 

Free 
0% 

0.84 
6 

None 

/"" 
NBR·· ... 

.,, 
136 

0.84 
162 

\. 
·ssL'· 

4 

0.84 
5 

168 

168 
4.1 

2.2 
100 

1410 

Existing AM Peak 

+ 
··ssr •' 

+t 
4 

Free 
0% 

0.84 
5 

None 

i:JirectlO'ii1;UHefffe1\'"':f. t¥'~:~:,·:wa11~-·~'~'21a1~:Na':f;;t;;:'f:la•2::0 f'Ss'!t'.~':;;;~~~~n·:1$;~~11~.;.;::;.~~::Hf;';s?.~~·:c;•. ;;~1h~~~;~Il§rn: ·.···~· ·.·n~;~~ii'::r'Jt~:.;; 
Volume Total 73 1 6 162 
Volume Left 73 0 0 0 
Volume Right 0 1 0 162 
cSH 993 1077 1700 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.10 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 6 0 0 0 
Control Delay (s) 8.9 8.3 0.0 0.0 
Lane LOS A A 
Approach Delay (s) 8.9 0.0 
Approach LOS A 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

8/22/2014 
ESA 

2.8 
18.4% 

15 

10 
5 
0 

1410 
0.00 

0 
3.8 

A 
3.8 

ICU Level of Service A 
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2: Midway Rd & O'Day Rd 
HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (~eh/h} 

Control 

Pedestrians 
~~;yfiath(ff) :; ; 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
gef9eht~$,l~~g~; < ;· · 
Right tum flare rvi··d ... · .. •:>:·.;, 
, E! 1pnfyp';' 

Median storage veh) 
WP~@affi ~lM?GftJi · 

6 

pX; platoon unblocked 
iie''26Ht1idih9"'vo1uine;' : i /W.i>.·•.: •. ; .. .' :;: •• : •. ·.: ........... : •.. · .. : .' ·.·. ;·• '.! ...• '.~··.: .. 
vC1, 1 cont vol 

vCu, mh1'"""',rl 

~§::s.i~g1~:£S.l . / 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
~~X~1<'(~2.~·.J:;~;;.'.: ":Ji: .... 
pO free% 

.4' t ~ "i 
97 35 124 38 

.: ·:··,. "'. ~., 

.··.,'"· ·. 

Volume Left 7 0 0 42 0 

r 
31 

VP1timif.Ri9~t:=···•·· >':'"' .. ... ... o ,,,. > .. o ;:;;.;,:,1?8'. ,, :;.:9 : .;34.,.:;L,~ . 
cSH 1399 1700 1700 827 1033 
Y~IWrn''~[tifg§p<1¢iWir · · p:o9I 0,1oF' :::••o .. Qa.:: o.os:: ·:0;03•· •• •· :¥, ,. 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 4 3 
~onfr9f ;p~i~9;{st• . ·• ···· ·.; 
Lane LOS A 
Ar>PiPfld:iDelaflsr! · : ·: .: ' : 'o'.$·: .. · 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
J.);11~r$~~§il~¢~p§~.w:.Vuu.~tion.·.·:· .. 

. Analysis Period {min) 
,.., . ,;•:·. ._, .. : ··:·:.;? ..- :.;: .. :~: ... . 
;·,\<~. :.G·l: .:·i:··://~·;:1:: ''.·::.:.,.. · .. . 

8/22/2014 
ESA 

A A 

A 

2.1 

Existing AM Peak 
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3: 1-80 EB Off-Ramp/1-80 EB On-Ramp & Midway Road 
HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (fUs) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1, stage 1 confvol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
IC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
cM capacity (veh/h) 

~ 

EBL 

66 

0.86 
77 

210 

210 
4.1 

2.2 
94 

1360 

_,.. 
"EBT 

4 
102 

Free 
0% 

0.86 
119 

None 

""t 
· EBR 

0 

0.86 
0 

"" . WBL 

0 

0.86 
0 

119 

119 
4.1 

2.2 
100 

1469 

+-

·• WBT·• 

+ 
159 

Free 
0% 

0.86 
185 

None 

-\.. 
;;WBR' 

r 
22 

0.86 
26 

~ 
i! NBL • 

16 

0.86 
19 

457 

457 
7.1 

3.5 
96 

492 

Existing AM Peak 

t 
NBT · NBR · SSL ' SBT · • SBR 

4 r 
2 55 0 0 0 

Stop 
0% 

0.86 0.86 
2 64 

483 119 

483 119 
6.5 6.2 

4.0 3.3 
99 93 

456 933 

Stop 
0% 

0.86 0.86 0.86 
0 0 0 

522 457 185 

522 457 185 
7.1 6.5 6.2 

3.5 4.0 3.3 
100 100 100 
413 472 857 

o!fe2tt0ort:~#;~i·s1;1,~,1;f:,~~¥\;,E"s!1NR1swa:1a~~\2wsl.2F ~a:nmY.~~Ns· 2:~1'11~US·~zr1'~1~'1;1 : .• :~·:i j;;11!!~i'.N~\:o n~i'.!€H~~·?dcI~ :'!~~;~t%!sa .. · .·w~ 
Volume Total 195 185 26 21 64 
Volume Left 77 0 0 19 0 
Volume Right 0 0 26 0 64 
cSH 1360 1700 1700 488 933 
Volume to Capacity 0.06 0.11 0.02 0.04 0.07 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 0 0 3 6 
Control Delay (s) 3.4 0.0 0.0 12.7 9.1 
Lane LOS A B A 
Approach Delay (s) 3.4 0.0 10.0 
Approach LOS B 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

8/22/2014 
ESA 

3.1 
30.7% 

15 
ICU Level of Service A 
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4: Porter Rd & Midway Rd 
HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

t 
Lane Configurations 
Volume(veh/h) ·· 
Sign Control 

· .. ~L 'f t J 
90 .1 41 0 () 75 

qfa~~.···.··· ·· 
Peak Hour Factor 
HouflY "q,lf,fot~i./p~);i·.: • 
Pedestrians 

Walking Speed (ft/s) 
P,~@tiX;B.l~9ge·:,· .. 
Right tum flare (veh) 

Nedfa~!Afb .. •·.Jc .. ::: , . ·•·· · ·· ·· 
Median storage veh) 
(J.pstfeaiTI signiil 
pX, platoon unblocked 
y§j cqnffictlhg .. ~ofµiTIEi';r:.C •.• 
vC1, stage 1 confvol 
'!IC2, st~g?g,~onfy§1i:.·.•. ·· 

unblocked vol 

IC, 2 stage (s) 
tf;(~:rrnL.L >L · 
pO queue free % 
~Ji.ii ~@::ifY(JebZlW .( · 

Y,olqfoe Tot?(~; r 
Volume Left 
Y9!t1hi~:Highf .•. 
cSH 839 

Free 

v9\9~:to.J;~pacity • • < • • · : . "'.' 9IM;::. ([LMO,' ~~;·::0~03, 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 12 0 0 0 

¢9rifr9fQe1~y(sJ}/•·•· ••·• "•·••····Jo.o > '.},?.&;;;. :~'.<i.o~;~:~· 
Lane LOS . A A 
Appro@hf)elay{~) ;> · · 10.0 
Approach LOS · · · A 

Average Delay 4.4 

Free 

lnte~eqtfqn¢.ap~9ilY'UtlliztJ~qn)'.·;J•;i:: T H1 • :? "'~¥~%:'.ti~.'.:~~ •j;~, ICUJevel of service ....•. 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

8/22/2014 
ESA 

c""i•••·•·•···;.,.··•"• 

Existing AM Peak 

; .... ~ 
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Page 1 



5: SR 113 & Midway Rd Existing AM Peak 
HCM Unsi9nalized Intersection Ca~acit~ Anal~sis 

_,,J- 't .f 
.,.__ '- ~ t !" '-. + ..; __,.. 

Movemerit· .. ''iEBI.:. EBT ·;EBR· W81.:· WBT 
... 

WBR '.·•,··.NBL NBT · NBR . SBL• · .. SBT SBR ·;-; . ·. 

Lane Configurations 4+ 4+ "i ~ "i ~ 
Volume (veh/h) 22 13 19 8 22 10 24 51 17 7 72 83 
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 26 15 23 10 26 12 29 61 20 8 86 99 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 295 290 135 261 329 71 185 81 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
v~u, unblocked vol 295 290 135 261 329 71 185 81 
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2 
pO queue free % 96 97 98 99 95 99 98 99 
cM capacity (veh/h) 615 604 914 649 575 992 1390 1517 

oitectior'ifi'.alie''#::~'"~·;'.; ;'i?·:.·q;:;1/Efffr·~~;~W&~1~1~&~1'tB'1fff:1<.11tNB:·iii!ll~rst:f~~~~1rsel2:i;~~~\~~~~r~'W~0?1~j~~,;i·~;·;;~"''i'rti10:~1;·:tz&~:rn,tt:+~'1t,,B.;f:t1r1friti 
Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay ( s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

8/22/2014 
ESA 

64 48 
26 10 
23 12 

691 659 
0.09 0.07 

8 6 
10.7 10.9 

B B 
10.7 10.9 

B B 

29 81 
29 0 
0 20 

1390 1700 
0.02 0.05 

2 0 
7.6 0.0 

A 
2.0 

3.6 
27.9% 

15 

8 185 
8 0 
0 99 

1517 1700 
0.01 0.11 

0 0 
7.4 0.0 

A 
0.3 

ICU Level of Service A 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
6: SR 113 & Hay Rd 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (vehih) 
Sign Control 
Brade' ' : L:.:1 \; ..•. 
Peak Hour Factor 
i:lot1r1y 1!bw ri:\1e M~H 
Pedestrians 
~?i;\~1&fdth:(fi) /· , .L,;'•;" · 

Walking ~peed (ft/s) 
Pe!:(;g[IWB~gc~<liJ~. ·i • 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Me~Liri:tYpeL:~·:L: 'L 
Median storage veh) 
Q.P.~~~#t.'..~i9[i~i: (#)1,:: :1~::~\/.~_(} ,': :<·'-". 
pX, platCJ?n unblocked 
v.c, ~§~m~titjg\fp1uf'l}e;'., 
vC1, stage 1 cont vol 
yC2,;<*3g~i? CcjhtJ/~W , 
vCu, un~locked vol .. 
~¢~i·~,~n9,¢:.~1~t:::, :=(<);: ::=-:·; {>~~>: 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
if:.: <§i;FE~i,rnfa ••• 
pO queue free % 
cMCci~~§ify~(y~h/hf ·::.• 

&~1µ1n~;i;9t~1··•f; , 
Volume Left 

YPliJ~~"g)gM>::" •. 
cSH 
VOJ~m~·fo~aiii!dty;\ . ·,, , 
Queue Le~gth 95th(ft) 
cohtr§f~\~y·(s); ?. · .. 
Lane LOS 
APP@Cfi[)eiay($.f 1 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 

B 

B 

1rit~rS'.estj2b:t.'aii~.9w1.0ti1\i.<1tion • < • ·; 
AnalysisPeriod (min) 
: /('..~: ;-:/;.;;,'.·,;~:: :~: :~ : .. . : . y;. :::;!~: : ~ :-~~:;; 
: ' < ~.;; : vC'" ' 

8/22/2014 
ESA/jrh 

4' 1+ 
6 15 '' 175 120 18 

A 

.·F 197· 
0 

20( 
1700 

:.d:'Og .· 
0 

0.8 

Free Free 

:Ao;s3.,, .• ··••t·•· ·•ICUley~[9t$eh.!iqy </;; ••. 
15 

Existing AM Peak 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: RHR Access & Hay Rd 

....... ~ .( +-

Moverriellt NBL NBR. EBT EBR WBL' WBT 
~ "'i t Lane Configurations ¥ 
8 31 28 9 Volume (veh/h) 23 9 

Free Free Sign Control Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 9 35 32 10 26 10 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 9 101 27 
vC1, stage 1 cont vol 
vC2, stage 2 cont vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 9 101 27 
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3 
pO queue free % 98 97 99 
cM capacity (veh/h) 1611 880 1049 

Existing AM Peak 

Direction;lta®HK~~·',l;fWi''I·);1?:E'sr1·~"' .. wws.,1 1:,ti:;;:ws02;c:;=ErNa:wnj:!r1::;;::;.;:·:,,;·p,z;'!i'i'•.;~'~;::FPi~~;;,::1,1 ··,· ;;;':2LtJ:c.·x;,;:;·:;':i0~i11)s;r:,::;r.cfi'·r\1::~"S''- ·;:·£~;\';':>: 

Volume Total 44 32 10 36 
Volume Left 0 32 0 26 
Volume Right 35 0 O 10 
cSH 1700 1611 1700 922 
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.04 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 2 0 3 
Control Delay (s) 0.0 7.3 0.0 9.1 
Lane LOS A A 
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 5.5 9.1 
Approach LOS A 

IOteiSE!Ctf<:iri''SU'!MiaJY ~F;i~i~':~!~~j;:,,% ;;-• ";'· ~;';1 ''''' ... •·'.:;;;• ...• ,:,,:· :' '.:: j:;:1.::- .·:·:·-'\ ·: .. : ::/,: . :::<r ''·'·' . ;,n:;;p,~·.•ti&SJ1lii,{:'; ~ :t::::L•;;,';·r'':!fr;:~~~, '.'~ )?'''':';;• 
Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

8/22/2014 
ESA/jrh 

4.6 
18.2% 

15 
ICU Level of Service A 
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1: O'Day Rd & 1-80 WB Off-Ramp 
HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

Moven\erif 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 

.f 
WBL ·, 

~ 
76 

Sign Control Stop 

-\.. 
.VVBR .,, 

3 

t !'" ~ 

NBT -NBR SBL 

t "(I 
4 96 

Free 

! 
'SST 

4' 
5 

Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 89 4 5 113 6 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (fUs) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type . None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 13 5 118 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 13 5 118 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2 
pO queue free% 91 100 100 
cM capacity (veh/h) 1005 1079 1471 

Existing PM Peak 

o~h;~unew':1:.,::::;31¥~ti::1:w:p:wsrw;:~21iwe)2\r~14;,s:11~;;::wNa'\2,;;~;·:11'sij:11w}: .:;•';~x·~~c;,;1~;,.,f;e;r~1;>·'2fom;;!:j1s,,;;:::/;.,-~';:'i,:~x .. '' ::'~·,···:·:'1i~~mr'; 

Volume Total 89 4 5 113 7 
Volume Left 89 0 0 0 1 
Volume Right 0 4 0 113 0 
cSH 1005 1079 1700 1700 1471 
Volume to Capacity 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 0 0 0 0 
Control Delay (s) 8.9 8.3 0.0 0.0 1.2 
Lane LOS A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 8.9 0.0 1.2 
Approach LOS A 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

8/2212014 
ESA 

3.8 
15.9% 

15 
ICU Level of Service A 
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2: Midway Rd & O'Day Rd 
HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

Lane Configurations 
v01umf {veh111r , ·.· .. 

Control 

Peak Hour Factor 
89urjy·ft9Vif~t~ Nil~)"•··•·· 
Pedestrians 
Lane: \l\li~th (ft)•· .. 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
P~c:~nf810&kage ·;,:,):<• 
Right tum flare (veh) 
rq~~i~:typ~·&;:~;··.r.t,· )' .. :: 
Median storage veh) 
Ups(rearrysignai (ft)'·>: 
pX, platoon unblocked 
v¢/~Mni~tfo9 @l~f1liL·· 
vC1, stage 1 cont vol 
yp;istage 2 PG.nfiY§t i) •. .. 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tG;~.sirigle {s) 
!C, 2 stage (s) 

m MH':;'.:; 0:·'.":::!: ·~ •,·•. 
pO queue free % 
9M~P.:~Sfty~{~~~Jii).;···· 

0.88 

4' 
. 79 
Free 

0% 
0.88 

22 0 
· · < .o·:: ·· ro 

1409 1700 
y91pfo~:N;![}gP.?.c~y ..... : .. ;::: :u;. 0:02 i:ti:o:o3.;; .•.. 
Queue Length 95th {ft) 1 0 
§2~tr6tl5Jl!~Yi(§fI : i;; ELS': .33;~e .... • M~> . 
Lane LOS A 
Apptoach pe1~y·(~)i: : 
Approach LOS 

8/2212014 
ESA 

t t .... "i ........ Of 43 · 105> ···· :2e····::s.9:>· 
Free Stop 
0%" . 0%< 
0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 

A 

Existing PM Peak 
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3: 1-80 EB Off-Ramp/1-80 EB On-Ramp & Midway Rd Existing PM Peak 
HCM Unsi~nalized Intersection Ca~acit~ Anallsis 

.,,> -+ .... -('" 
,.._ 

~ "'\ t ,,. \. + .,,/ 

Movemerit EBL ·. EBt 'EBR · ··WBL WBT' WBRi 'NBL. •NBT :::NBR . · SBL·. SBi .. ·. 'SBR 
Lane Configurations 4 + f 4 ~ 
Volume (veh/h) 42 64 0 0 131 89 20 1 141 0 0 0 
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 44 67 0 0 138 94 21 148 0 0 0 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 232 67 294 387 67 443 294 138 
vC1, stage 1 cont vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 232 67 294 387 67 443 294 138 
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
pO queue free % 97 100 97 100 85 100 100 100 
cM capacity (veh/h) 1336 1534 642 529 996 435 597 910 

oireaian;"tan'g'./f'i.if'\'Yi~ffi~i:~;:~:'EEi':t.~·i;.,wgH·:~i~;ws·2:~;i~1iN.ad+:'''f/'2ilie;2;;~1i:,;,11rn:w;:;;,r:;\:1:rzP%~·;.j:,;1wr:;;,~1)~~Tir~$Pi'.r;~~i~~J~:~ritc~;,:~':f1:Wd~·I.~7;:t~':::' 
Volume Total 112 138 94 22 148 
Volume Left 44 0 0 21 0 
Volume Right 0 0 94 0 148 
cSH 1336 1700 1700 635 996 
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.08 0.06 0.03 0.15 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0 0 3 13 
Control Delay (s) 3.2 0.0 0.0 10.9 9.2 
Lane LOS A B A 
Approach Delay (s) 3.2 0.0 9.5 
Approach LOS A 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

8/22/2014 
ESA 

3.8 
25.9% 

15 
ICU Level of Service A 
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4: Porter Rd & Midway Rd 
HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

Lane Configurations 
v611Jrrie (Zieh/h) · 
Sign Control 
~~M~>·:·· 
Peak Hour Factor 
ffbµftyf19w rlit~J\i[lh)"··· ·'· 
Pedestrians 
t:an~:lNii:JthJtt) /' h ·::~ .: ., ..... . 

Walking Speed (ftfs) 
P~(ce~~ .f:lJ~ckage · 
Right tum flare (veh) 

.M.e~!W'\'®$\ ...... "·· >:2: . 
Medianstorage veh) 
Qp$.fr¢~ri;isignal!(ft)•:~·::· .. ·•····· 
pX, platoon unblocked 
;,¢!9961fistrr9v(}!IJP1Ei• 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 

\fc?',.$,ta9~~·si:JnJ'~1 •• •·"·· 
vCu, unblocked vol 
.tG;::;~~~)gl~. {~}.~·;·:.::·: :.; ~\;~~,!: 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tfi{~J:·~i,;.·~ 0' < •; 
pO queue free % · . ······.······ 
c.f0.cf!p§~ity,(#.e,glfl}m;.> . 
~u:eetfo~Itr<In~!W:::£m•'i 
YPl.uin~T:dtali;'.J.:,.'~ ~::Lfr;.·.·• 
Volume Left 
YPIQl'i]~\lfoqt: ··. ; i L).' ..... 't,,~ •• ,\,9,·,1ci':!~!Q(!{' '>)>i:,. 
cSH 786 1700 1700 
~Q.~~~~~~f{,Q~P.~'.q~tY.~::;;~:. ~'I~.1: ~·' · · 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 

c°'ffir9r .[)e19y@•::J ·•·· .. 
Lane LOS 
Approach [)elay{s) : . : ;;, •. 
Approach LOS B 

Average Delay 2.8 

t 
61 

Free 

lht~rp~Gt[9n @p~@fy,!Jtiliiciti9ri •· .... · · ····· . · > ... A~Jr~.z• ;· .. 1<,:;W;!Ieief of§~rvi81,··•···· · 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

· · ·· ... .,.1.,, ='1i::f::=.:ff:;itih~;'.;··.;·· · ,.; .. ·.::::·.;_ "·;;·~ "'.'.·'.·-.:.~~:._;:./~~:·:.::.~.-,;;::'.. 

8/22/2014 
ESA 

Existing PM Peak 
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5: SR .113 & Midway Rd 
HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

Movement• 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
cM capacity (veh/h) 

.,> 

EBL 

12 

0.85 
14 

356 

356 
7.1 

3.5 
97 

549 

--+-

EBT 

4 
27 

Stop 
0% 

0.85 
32 

382 

382 
6.5 

4.0 
94 

530 

"'). .( +-

EBR wBL WBT·· 

4 
11 80 24 

Stop 
0% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 
13 94 28 

120 368 369 

120 368 369 
6.2 7.1 6.5 

3.3 3.5 4.0 
99 83 95 

931 538 539 

Existing PM Peak 

'- ..... t !' \. ! .,' 

WBR.· ···NB(< >NBr · NBR ••ssL·. .· SBT . SBR 

"i 1+ "i 1+ 
14 24 83 48 22 89 26 

Free Free 
0% 0% 

0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
16 28 98 56 26 105 31 

None None 

126 135 154 

126 135 154 
6.2 4.1 4.1 

3.3 2.2 2.2 
98 98 98 

925 1449 1426 

OlrectlciW~filne1li!!1i~'';y 1 ;'•~;f.r:·~~:·f'-!{EEfi•1~"~~WB3)!'l:~i~NB(f¥iS;;N6''2~;~'1fSB111'.1~~#;'SB\2l?il~i;;':ff;0,J;%~1~Ij~~;5;~1,~'lg~~f,;~~~~J,;;~W:~}{ii\;~·;~;{r;·~r;;n:,.f~:i'.f •·1~ 
Volume Total 59 139 28 154 26 135 
Volume Left 14 94 28 0 26 0 
Volume Right 13 16 0 56 0 31 
cSH 591 567 1449 1700 1426 1700 
Volume to Capacity 0.10 0.25 0.02 0.09 0.02 0.08 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 8 24 1 0 1 0 
Control Delay (s) 11.8 13.4 7.5 0.0 7.6 0.0 
Lane LOS B B A A 
ApproachDelay(s) 11.8 13.4 1.2 1.2 
Approach LOS B B 

iiltersect16h:summary•0'E"i:.c;•;fy:;;n~f}J:'~·f'~fDn·:;;n·:1''it''''i''Z*''js;~;;:~;~,;rg;~~91,:•'''·~··• .,u:;j~':·::~s\·~·cr:?:.:1;T:.t:r1~~a0asi1~:~;·i;;;~;·'.1.::;: ~ .••..• ;1 •• ,:;· .. •l.'§\~~ 

Average Delay 5.5 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 33.8% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

8/22/2014 
ESA 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
6: SR 113 & Hay Rd 

Lane Configurations 
Vbluihe {\reh/hy r' ... 
Sign Control 
Grade · 
Peak Hour Factor 
f:f()~a9.11eiwr~t§·Wi?filr:,: :· 
Pedestrians 

Walking Speed (tus) 
percfmt Bioe~age · • • · · 
Right tum flare (veh) 

M~~i@llihill~:/i·~:,•E·t"'i::: 
Median storage veh) 

Stop 
.. 0% 

0.90 

t 

Free Free 
. :;.;.::·,:~·:··.:;:.;. ·.·.)~:\ :::: . .:-:.;,~: Q}rP. :· 
0.90 0.90 0.90 

PP'~tf~~m'.~iM$fri@:. : ;;);;,~ ;;:::2 p: , ...•....... 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vc, (;()nffiCtihg volumf · •· •· 344 ·' 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
'Xfii.#t@~:t~hf'yql'f .:: ; ,, \'- '. 
vCu, unblocked vol 
@;'.~i@j~{$)i\;·· •t):y '.;;,~ ·:>t 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tFJ~) .L · · ..... 
pO queue free % 
~~;Lq~P.:i~ttY&i~~K~X>l :,. · .. ~·:·;2 . 

727 
yo1um.e, t<?. ¢apac,ify, + · • · ·· · • • . 0:05 • • 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 
Coritrol 0€.l~y (s) · ,J,Q.2. 
Lane LOS B 
,A.pp(oa~frfje1iiy(~)j • ·>· ·· 1'· 1.Q~2: 
Approach LOS B 

Average Delay 

1ni~&iiSti~ri·&:~P.~ctti,l/tJH.~~~9i1i6:fr· ••· .·. 
Analysis Period (min) 

' 3,3, ' .. 2.2 
. 98 99 

• '.;;,§?§; •l:Y:i.3~~L.(: • 

1.2 
~§,9% .. '';' .JGU,.s\'.Y.~!.9t:§erviee Y:v:•····· 

15 
:.t~:'ff·:;::: ::~·:-:;:.~ :~·,=_-:.::;\'..)Si:\ ~~;~:~·~:::~~T>~:,~:~~~'. .. '.. -~ :.: :,;:::,_ ·(1 ~ :·:':\;/',; · , 

8/22/2014 
ESA/jrh 

Existing PM Peak 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: RHR Access & Hay Rd 

Movement 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
IC, single (s} 
tC, 2 stage (s} 
tF (s) 
pO queue free% 
cM capacity (veh/h) 

-+ " EBT EBR 

~ 
14 20 

Free 
0% 

0.90 0.90 
16 22 

None 

" WBL 

"'i 
17 

0.90 
19 

16 

16 
4.1 

+-

WBT 

t 
9 

Free 
0% 

0.90 
10 

None 

~ 
NBL 

v 
43 

Stop 
0% 

0.90 
48 

74 

74 
6.4 

~ 
NBR·· 

17 

0.90 
19 

27 

27 
6.2 

2.2 3.5 3.3 
99 95 98 

1602 918 1049 

Existing PM Peak 

birecilifri;Tiaifu#!', ' 'i (E ;> ;. :.,EB '.1T~'waa:;;;:'MtF2;:·~'iiNBG~\'i't!,:e,Y;:7; '.~:::·'.'.o~;r :',";b";;;;v:;: • · • .{·'•;>C~t;":<•~.·, ''T:':: ::.:'~.'~P~:J;; c·'L<~.1rit<, <:,, .. \.: 
Volume Total 38 19 10 67 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

8122/2014 
ESA/jrh 

0 19 0 48 
22 0 0 19 

1700 1602 1700 952 
0.02 0.01 0.01 0.07 

0 1 0 6 
0.0 7.3 0.0 9.1 

0.0 
A A 

4.8 9.1 

5.6 
17.7% 

15 

A 

ICU Level of Service A 
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1: O'Day Road & 1-80 WB Off-Ramp 
HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

Movement· 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 

.( 

WBL 
"'i 

61 
Sign Control Stop 

'- t 
wBR NBT 

r t 
1 5 

Free 
Gra~ ~ ~ 

I' '-. 
NBR · SBL 

r 
142 4 

Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 73 1 6 169 5 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 20 6 175 
vC1, stage 1 cont vol 
vC2, stage 2 cont vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 20 6 175 
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
~00 ~ D U 
pO queue free% 93 100 100 
cM capacity (veh/h) 993 1077 1401 

SBT 
4' 
4 

Free 
0% 

0.84 
5 

None 

Existing + Project AM Peak 

OirectroH~Lan€1#'.';f\Jl10i~t~;i:~N!iiWS:l?.·--·'ws"2rl~!N8''1E;:;'~:N£f2i::1~~:itsa;1~~;,' ·.•••.i••"'lf'%\il~'iii:fi]M~%i;~ifri).;•·n+,•::~~g;:{~i:$'.~it1ijf~;·;.:, ·~'.':A'.~;J,;~;~;;~:~;\~ 
Volume Total 73 1 6 169 10 
Volume Left 73 0 0 0 5 
Volume Right 0 1 0 169 0 
cSH 993 1077 1700 1700 1401 
Volume to Capacity 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.00 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 6 0 0 0 0 
Control Delay (s) 8.9 8.3 0.0 0.0 3.8 
Lane LOS A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 8.9 0.0 3.8 
Approach LOS A 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

8/22/2014 
ESA 

2.7 
18.8% 

15 
ICU Level of Service A 
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2: Midway Rd & O'Day Rd 
HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

Lane Configurations 4' 
v01Lim~(veh/nf · ·:gt' 
Sign Control Free Free Stop 
Grade .. ' .. o~~h: <·id%~, U:);,•y;~U: oo/i 
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 
89tj~y'l1ci'v'/r~t~'l\,<pli) •••••••••''.':::,•· 144'' · 
Pedestrians 
lane}NJi:Jth (~}·;: : ..... ,. · · · 

WalkingSpeed (ft/s) 
.P.~tc~Q(~J~k~Q~ ;·;/! ·< >)<.·;;:·[ 
Ri~ht turn flare (v?h) 
Nt8Pl~tltyk:e./'.: ; ' 
Median storage veh) 
.Upstrearr{,'~ignal,•ttt}·• {'.··1.·,·•r,,:, 
pX, platoon unblocked 
Yti>pohfli¢ting \/91urii~.\ 
vC1, stage 1 confvol 

Y:¢?1:~1@€f'.?'~cp_tlf y~l • '. 
vCu, unblocked vol 
~C/:~ingl~(~);ff ( ........ . 

!C,3stage (s) 
lf;'(~J.-t-·,•t•&····' 
pO queue free % 100 
·c·.· .. ·.· .. ·.·M.·.·.·.· .. 'c·.·.··.a·.·.·.·p''.···_a·.··.c··.··1t-_'.'.,'·.·.(v,·.·e, ·.li·.·.·1·h\.·'·.·.•. '1 J. ,,~392{;:;: .. ' x: 

oll'~t::• 
\/01Uci]~:T6f, 
Volume Left 7 0 
\:'g1f!r\1.~ .. Righ6'. <rW ·• !It' ''· 
cSH 1392 1700 
yq1imj~\10Capadtf•·• ••.••. L.' ''•. 'Q,pq••.'·fp,02 
Queue Length 95th 0 O 
Cqf1tr9tb~lay;(s) '0.§):;•/;"Q,9 .. 
Lane LOS A 
Approath Delay (s) ., 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
ii;it~ri~iitiB1f¢ap~silr {Jtm~o9fr'F' '5t··::, 

Period 

8/22/2014 
ESA 

A 

A 

2.0 

A 

Existing + Project AM Peak 
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3: 1-80 EB Off-Ramp/1-80 EB On-Ramp & Midway Road 
HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

MOverrient ·. ' · 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Percent Blockage 
Right tum flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 

.)-

EBL 

66 

0.86 
77 

vC, conflicting volume 217 
vC1, stage 1 confvol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 217 
tC, single (s) 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 

_. 
; t:sr·· 

4' 
102 

Free 
0% 

0.86 
119 

None 

---.. 
EBR 

0 

0.86 
0 

.( 

WBL 

0 

0.86 
0 

119 

119 
4.1 

+- '-
/WBT•.·· WBR 

t t 
165 22 

Free 
0% 

0.86 0.86 
192 26 

None 

"'\ 
NBL 

16 

0.86 
19 

464 

464 
7.1 

w~ u u ~ 
pO queue free% 94 100 96 
cM capacity (veh/h) 1352 1469 486 

Existing + Project AM Peak 

t ,.. '. + ~ 

NBT. NBR SBL SBT SBR 

4' r 
2 61 0 0 0 

Stop Stop 
0% 0% 

0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 
2 71 0 0 0 

490 119 536 464 192 

490 119 536 464 192 
6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 

4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
99 92 100 100 100 

452 933 401 467 850 

Difectio~lt'a~f#i.!~:Gi'!];~·f1·::·;,;§ii!. :EBW'i):~ \XJB·.1:~':):}ws:21;)";::rNs'.1j,))''~!;'NB'.Z~{~)~~;;~~'.~:''i@~~;;t~'.i'tj:':'.,''. !;;; !,'t ;~<:1·~t}:i''P';~;~:?1:\~[(;~f i~''j~(ft~~'.B:~~.f' 

Volume Total 195 192 26 21 71 
Volume Left 77 0 0 19 0 
Volume Right 0 0 26 0 71 
cSH 1352 1700 1700 482 933 
Volume to Capacity 0.06 0.11 0.02 0.04 0.08 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 0 0 3 6 
Control Delay (s) 3.4 0.0 0.0 12.8 9.2 
Lane LOS A B A 
Approach Delay (s) 3.4 0.0 10.0 
Approach LOS B 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

8/22/2014 
ESA 

3.1 
31.0% 

15 
ICU Level of Service A 
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4: Porter Rd & Midway Rd 
HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

Lane Configurations 
v61ume(v~~lfil , . 
Sign Control 
§@~t;··~''.}: 
Peak Hour Factor 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 
Hqti~}di9W r~t~;.(Vp~}; •.•' : · ·· 
Pedestrians 

Right turn flare (veh) 
M~~~~~efc· ;;g;·;,:;. · 
Median stor~ge veh) " ......... . 
Upstrearfr sig.rJf\I (ft)fY? : •.•••· ::; < .•.• , ..• : • •.".:. );' 
pX, platoon unblocked 
v¢{sorimc\ing 
vC1, stage 1 cont vol 
~9.~l,.st~~g,qi[if VpJ!: 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tG'f~i~9!~'X~~;::·::; Fi•·••· .. · .... :<: 
tC, 2 stage (s} 
tfL{$J\.:Jil:•JL :: •. ,,•'· 
pO queue free % 
~Mis?'P@!tY:(t~rlli)n • .. 

VbJu®Idt~lsLs.l :'. i 
Volume Left 
v,a~me.R1§ht •:.\:; :,ii .... "'~~: . :o,:r :/ .1x1:t;;. o···· ::. 
cSH 839 1013 1700 
YUWIJ~i,t()IJ,apacriy· 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
9?!lJrQf:R~1ayJ~ f · .. · · · 
Lane LOS B A 
f\P.J:ir~a1¥q81~y(S) t .. -., 
Approach LOS B 

Average Delay 
!11!~§e.~~i~~·g~ii?9fJ OfilizatldrF ... '• • • 
Analysis Period (min) 
i::_:~;:;: ;:?fo.~ :~. ;· j,.:;0.~·"·-~' : ~···:' '. ·::;..;f:l . . ;,:·:·'.' !''~. :.;:;-:;:;:.; 

8/22/2014 
ESA 

.. ':•:::· -:~·)/.<~:;~',' ... '): .. ,; .... ; .... '" ··~,: :s-<<.i' "i:::;:·::: 

4.6 

0.76 0.76 

Existing + Project AM Peak 
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5: SR 113 & Midway Rd Existing + Project AM Peak 
HCM Unsi~nalized Intersection Ca~aci~ Anal~sis 

,> __.,. ~ .f 
.._ "'-- ~ t /"' \. ! ..; 

Movement .EBL EBT .. EBR ' WBL WBT· WBR NBL ·.·NBT NBR SBl SBT> SBR 
Lane Configurations 4+ 4+ "i f+ "i f+ 
Volume (veh/h) 22 13 25 8 22 10 30 51 17 7 72 83 
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free 
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 26 15 30 10 26 12 36 61 20 8 86 99 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 309 304 135 282 343 71 185 81 
vC1, stage 1 cont vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 309 304 135 282 343 71 185 81 
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2 
pO queue free % 96 97 97 98 95 99 97 99 
cM capacity (veh/h) 599 590 914 620 561 992 1390 1517 

01reaia~;·ca11tt1~;1;?JP~iJ~'·'::i~j;i';'<E£V1'1:m;ws~1 [;!~~:Jf'.ffB'.~4i~\~~~:"ff:t{a~2r{~~;:r'.n~sa1:~m~:;;sa~.2:ff~~~~,~~1~1~;~~1ifi~1:.~r:'.1~m1~~?~~J~11~r~~~::}}f;rr~:~!&Y.·~·;'.:~~J~~~~;:~.·.~r~: 
Volume Total 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

8/22/2014 
ESA 

71 48 
26 10 
30 12 

697 643 
0.10 0.07 

9 6 
10.8 11.0 

B B 
10.8 11.0 

B B 

36 
36 
0 

1390 
0.03 

2 
7.7 

A 
2.3 

3.8 
28.2% 

15 

81 
0 

20 
1700 
0.05 

0 
0.0 

8 185 
8 0 
0 99 

1517 1700 
0.01 0.11 

0 0 
7.4 0.0 

A 
0.3 

ICU Level of Service A 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
6: SR 113 & Hay Rd 

Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h). 
Sign Control 
Gracie. 

Stop 
. 0%/<. 

t 

Free Free 
. .. 0% LP0/o'. 

Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
Ho.tiriy fl9~rMti(iJ!JB). 
Pedestrians 

Walking Speed (ftJs) 
f>~r~~6rt119CJ<a9e · ., •. • • • · · · · · · 
Righttum flare (veh) 
Me<lfan fyp~ • ·<< •. (;;.;. .·•·• • } .... 
Median storage veh) 
W~freanfsifan?l(tt) (.·.::: >'•'······••····· 
pX, platoon unblocked 
ye, c()rytlictmg, yoJufu~ 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vp; sfage.ti:c0nfvol/ ::: ...•. · ... · 

vCu, unblocked vol 
t¢,•s\pgle (~ ).) 
t~, 2 stage(s) 
tF Mf3 f.\ :, .: > .. ' : ';3.5 ) 3i3 ... ·. 2,2 
pO queue free% 97 99 99 

9M G4Ji~citY•(Y@?h> 

f!lr~1ao:~~i· 
y91i}qiE)Total• 
Volume Left 
~oJ~fo¥J3fa~t ••... •·····• 
cSH 677 
V61~q1~fo CAp?c1t9 ; ·. > 0;03 
Queu~ Length 95th (ft) 3 
cbntrol [)e!ay~(s)s ·•. • 10.5 
Lane LOS B 
6pi:Jroach•Detay (s).+••••·· 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 
J~teF$~fjgr\ C~p9cjt}' .. :pti1i~tion;;•.•. 
,Analysi~ P_e~od (!Tlin) 

8/22/2014 
ESNjrh 

B 

1.0 
··:;; •.. : •. :.· 31'.1%· fa'';.fr~~DG0Jeverot sef\iice·.;; •. 

15 

Existing + Project AM Peak 

Synchro 8 Report 
Page 1 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
7: RHR Access & Hay Rd 

Movement·.·· 
Lane Configurations 
Volume (veh/h) 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ft/s) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
IC, 2 stage (s) 

-+ "). 

EBT EBR 

~ 
8 31 

Free 
0% 

0.88 0.88 
9 35 

None 

"" WBL 

"'i 
34 

0.88 
39 

9 

9 
4.1 

+-

WBT 

t 
9 

Free 
0% 

0.88 
10 

None 

~ 
NBL 
y 
23 

Stop 
0% 

0.88 
26 

114 

114 
6.4 

I" 
NBR 

15 

0.88 
17 

27 

27 
6.2 

IF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3 
pO queue free % 98 97 98 
cM capacity (veh/h) 1611 861 1049 

Existing + Project AM Peak 

oirectiifn11tane1v~::;}'.'.·,'hi. :zff :,f.:s;1:}"~WB .1•~: wa:2;h'P:'NBi~;>;;'~~i2i7'n;1'';:;.::j·,'.;.::'~"i .::''{'':.2wr•·.~ ••.... ::;;:.,;, ,,,,,,.,"' .-.;.;: ~~,;r:;:~;;o1:Ar·zr.:?,' 
Volume Total 44 39 10 43 
~~~ 0 ~ 0 ~ 

Volume Right 35 0 0 17 
cSH 1700 1611 1700 927 
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.05 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 2 0 4 
Control Delay (s) 0.0 7.3 0.0 9.1 
Lane LOS A A 
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 5.8 9.1 
Approach LOS A 

Average Delay 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 

8/22/2014 
ESNjrh 

4.9 
18.6% 

15 
ICU Level of Service A 

Synchro 8 Report 
Page 1 



Existing plus Project PM Peak-Hour LOS 

- Same as Existing PM Peak-Hour LOS 
(no Project-generated PM peak-hour trips) 



APPENDIX B 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for 
Recology Hay Road Landfill 



RECOLOGY HAY ROAD 
LAND USE PERMIT APPLICATION NO. U-11-09 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
(ADOPTED 2005, UPDATED SEPTEMBER 2012) 

When an agency makes a finding that potentially significant impacts have been mitigated to less than significant 
levels, the agency must also adopt a program for reporting on or monitoring the efficacy of the mitigation 
measures that were adopted (Public Resources Code 21081.6 ). This document consists of a proposed Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Recology Hay Road Land Use Permit Application No. U-11-09. The 
monitoring and reporting measures included in this program arc the responsibility of the Project Sponsor, 
Recology Hay Road. 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program includes the confirmation of, or review and approval of, the 
implementation of specific mitigation actions in the form ofreports, surveys, and plans. It also includes 
monitoring of project construction and continued operational monitoring by the Solano County Local 
Enforcement Agency (LEA). The mitigation measures included in this monitoring program will be completed at 
various stages of the Project, including future document submittals for Building and Grading Permit approvals, 
actions or approvals linked to other Responsible Agencies including the Yolo Solano Air Quality Management 
District (YSAQMD), CalRecycle, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), as well as during 
project construction and implementation. Solano County will provide documentation that the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program has been fully adhered to and completed. This Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program applies to all activities evaluated by the Rccology Hay Road Land Use Permit Application No. 
U-11-09 lnitial Study. 

Solano County remains responsible for ensuring that the implementation of these mitigation measures occurs to 
the extent noted in this Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and, where it is noted, Solano County will 
be responsible for reviewing and monitoring the required mitigation measures to ensure compliance (CEQA 
Guidelines 15097). 

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program includes the original mitigation measures adopted in 2005 
when the County certified the March 2005 Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Norcal Waste 
Systems, Inc. Hay Road Landfill Project. This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been updated to 
include the new mitigation measures that were identified in the Initial Study for the Recology Hay Road Land Use 
Permit Application No. U-11-09. The new mitigation measures are identified as bold underline text. 

Recology Hay Road Land Use Permit Application No. U-11-09 
Solano County 

Douglas Environmental 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
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Recology Hay Road Land Use Permit Application No. U-11-09 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Party Responsible for Party Monitoring Action Significance After 
Mitigation Measures Implementation Responsible for Mitigation 

Monitoring 

Air Quality 

Mitigation Measure Air-la: The Applicant shall mitigate or Recology Hay Road YSAQMD Less than 
reduce the ROG emissions of the proposed Project to a level that significant 
does not exceed the YSAQMD ROG threshold. 

Mitigation Measure Air-lb: The applicant should maintain Recology Hay Road YSAQMD Less than 
records of all materials composted (either in terms of volume or significant 
weight by material type) and submit them to the YSAQMD in 
addition to complying with all other applicable YSAQMD rules, 
regulations and permit conditions. This will enable the 
YSAQMD to calculate estimated ROG emissions from the 
compositing operati011 so that emissions reductions can be 
claimed if specific controls are implemented in the future. The 
YSAQMD also can use the information in preparing emissions 
inventories that form the basis of plans developed to achieve 
attainment of state and national ozone standards. 

Mitigation Measure Air-2: The existing odor source and Recology Hay Road Solano County Continue to inspect the site Less than 
management techniques (Table 4.2-8 of the 2005 Subsequent LEA and monitor adherence to odor significant 
EIR) shall be continued and expanded to handle the larger complaint response protocols. 
volume of processed material. In addition, the Applicant shall 
comply with the following complaint response protocol: 
COMPLAINT RESPONSE PROTOCOL 

1. Site receives complaint either verbally (phone call) or in 
written form.· 

2. During regular business hours (8:00 AM to 5:00 PM), 
the Solano County Department of Resource 
Management \Vill be notified as soon as an odor 
complaint is received at (707) 784-6765. 

3. After business hours, odor complaints will be forwarded 
as soon as they are received by landfill personnel to the 
Department of Resource Management 24-hour 
complaint number (1-866-329-0932). The phone call 
then will be routed to a Department of Resource 
Management staff member for disposition. 

4. Odor complaints can also be logged in 
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Recology Hay Road Land Use Permit Application No. U-11-09 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Party Responsible for Party Monitoring Action Significance After 
Mitigation Measures Implementation Responsible for Mitigation 

Monitoring 

http://www.so lanocounty .com/ depts/RM/ environmental 
_health/solid_ waste_ complaint.asp. 
Odor investigations will be conducted as follows; 
a. Determine if odor is detectable by site personnel at 

off-site complaint location. If not detectable, 
complete investigation by submitting Odor 
Complaint Report to the Solano County Department 
of Resource Management within 24 hours of 
receiving the complaint. 

b. If detectable at the complainant's site, determine the 
source.Determine if source and nature of odor is 
short tenn or Jong term duration. 

c. If short term, take appropriate action to abate the 
source of odors. Complete investigation by 
submitting Odor Complaint Report to the Solano 
County Department of Resource Management 
within 24 hours of receiving the complaint. 
Submittal will outline the odor source and steps 
being taken to abate the odors. Continue to monitor 
and take steps to abate source of odors. 

d. If odors reoccur and become a long-term consistent 
problem, determine extent and nature of offsite 
odors. If odor source is related to weather or 
operations, abate the problem by taking appropriate 
adjustments to storage, process control, and facility 
improvements. Submit Odor Complaint Report to 
the Solano County Department of Resource 
Management within 24 hours of receiving the 
complaint outlining the odor source and steps being 
taken to abate the odors. Continue to monitor and 
take steps to abate source of odors. 

To mitigate long term consistent odors, the LEA may 
require an odor abatement system to be employed. The 
system would consist of either a vapor phase 
counteractant system during sludge drying operations or 
the use of topical applicants as an odor neutralizer 
during sludge spreading or harrowing operations. The 
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Recology Hay Road Land Use Permit Application No. U-11-09 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Party Responsible for Party Monitoring Action Significance After 
Mitigation Measures Implementation Responsible for Mitigation 

Monitoring 

vapor phase counteractant system would consist of an 
automated pwnping system that delivers a high-pressure 
distribution hose that is equipped with misting nozzles. 
The system produces a fog downwind of the odor area 
that mixes with the odor and masks or counteracts its 
nuisance effects. A topical applicant would consist of a 
potassium permanganate solution applied to wet sludge 
as topical odor neutralizer. 

7. Alternately, the LEA may request that the receipt of the 
odor source be discontinued or drying operations cease. 
In the event odor impacts continue, the LEA may 
require the existing, on-site source of the odor to be land 
filled and covered with soil. Upon odor remediation, the 
site may resume operations that have implemented odor 
remediation strategies to the acceptance of the LEA . 

Mitigation Measure 2 (Air Quality - PM 10): The facility Recology Hay Road YSAQMD Review and enforce through Less than 
operator shall implement the following dust control mitigation air pennit compliance significant 
measures during implementation of the proposed project and procedures. 
during ongoing site operations: 

r. The project applicant shall use water trucks to reduce 
PM10 from dust emissions, which is considered Best 
Available Control Technologies (BACT) for dust 
control at the project site, consistent with current 
operations. 

2. Project PM10 emissions from stationary sources shall be 
offset by the acquisition of emission offsets during the 
permitting process, if determine necessary by the 
YSAQMD, c!-msistent with YSAQMD Regulation 3-4. 

Mitigation Measure 3 (Air Quality- NO,): The facility Recology Hay Road YSAQMD Review and enforce through Less than 
operator shall implement the following mitigation measure prior air permit compliance significant 
to implementation of the proposed project: procedures. 

1. The project applicant shall control additional landfill gas 
generation through modifications to the landfill gas 
collection and treatment system and shall implement any 
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Recology Hay Road Land Use Permit Application No. U-11-09 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Party Responsible for Party Monitoring Action Significance After 
Mitigation Measures Implementation Responsible for Mitigation 

Monitoring 

required offsets, consistent with the YSAQMD Rule 3-
4. 

Biological Resources 

Mitigation Measure Bio-1: The landscaping plant palette for the Recology Hay Road Solano County Review the landscaping plan Less than 
landfill support facility shall not include any invasive exotic Building and to ensure that the plant palette significant 
plants listed by the California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) Safety Division does not include invasive 
in their "Exotic Pests Plants of Greatest Ecological Concern in species listed by the Cal-IPC. 
California" including all Al, B, or red alert listed species 
(http://www.cal-ipc.org). 

Geology and Soils 

Mitigation Measure Geo-1: A site evaluation report, prepared in Recology Hay Road Solano County Review the site evaluation Less than 
conformance with the Solano County Site Evaluation Environmental report and assure compliance significant 
requirements for On-site Sewage Disposal Systems, shall be Health Services with the Site Evaluation 
submitted to the Solano County Environmental Health Services Division Requirements for on-site 
(EHS) Division for the proposed on-site sewage disposal system. sewage disposal. 
The proposed septic system must incorporate all necessary design 
measures as required by the EHS Division to prevent impacts to 
surface or groundwater. If the EHS Division determines that the 
land proposed for sewage disposal has severe limitations, then a 
holding tank sewage disposal system shall be incorporated into 
the proposed project in lieu of a septic tank system. The holding 
tank system shall be similar in design and function to the existing 
on-site holding tank. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Mitigation Measure Haz-1: The Recology Hay Road's existing Recology Hay Road Solano County Review the modified Load Less than 
Load Checking Program shall be modified to include site LEA Checking Program to assure significant 
surveillance and load inspection protocols to identify the that appropriate surveillance 
presence of hazardous waste in the recyclables loading area waste and inspection protocols for 
stream. All hazards shall be removed, stored in a contained area the Recyclables loading area 
and disposed of at a qualified hazardous waste facility. have been incorporated. 

Mitigation Measure Haz-2a: The Recology Hay Road landfill Recology Hay Road Solano County Periodically inspect the Less than 
shall ensure proper labeling, storage, handling, and use of Environmental landfill support facility to significant 
hazardous materials at the landfill support facility in accordance Health Services ensure compliance with the 
with best management practices, including applicable California Division proper usage and handling of 
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Recology Hay Road Land Use Permit Application No. U-11-09 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Party Responsible for Party Monitoring Action Significance After 
Mitigation Measures Implementation Responsible for Mitigation 

Monitoring 

Fire Codes and California Department of Industrial Relations hazardous materials, and 
(Cal-OSHA) pursuant to Title 8 CCR including ensuring that OSHA HAZWOPER 
employees are properly trained in the use and handling of these regulations. 
hazardous materials and that each material is accompanied by a 
Material Safety Data Sheet. Recology shall ensure employees are 
trained on Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency 
Response (HAZWOPER) regulations (8CCR, Section 5192). 
Recology shall also comply with California Health and Safety 
Code, Chapters 6.5, 6.67, 6.95 and their associated regulations in 
the California Code of Regulations (CCR) that regulates the legal 
management and disposal hazardous materials and hazardous 
waste. 

Mitigation Measure Haz-2b: The following construction- Recology Hay Road Solano County Periodically inspect the project Less than 
related Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be implemented Building and site throughout the significant 
as a condition of Solano County grading and building permits in Safety Division construction process to ensure 
order to minimize the potential negative effects to groundwater compliance with grading and 
and site soils from accidental releases of hazardous materials. construction BMPs. 

1. The manufacturer's recommendations on use, storage 
and disposal of chemical products used in construction 
shall be strictly adhered to; 

2. Construction equipment and vehicle gas tanks shall not 
be overtopped during fueling; 

3. Grease and oils shall be properly contained and removed 
during routine maintenance of construction equipment; 

4. Discarded containers of fuels and other chemicals shall 
be properly disposed of; and 

5. Accidental spills of construction-related hazardous 
materials shall be cleaned-up consistent with the 
Recology Hay Road Hazardous Materials Management 

·and Emergency Response Plans. 

Mitigation Measure Haz-3a: Recology and JPO shall continue Recology Hay Road Solano County Monthly site inspections by Less than 
implementation of the existing bird deterrence program and Resource the LEA will verify use of significant 
BASH strategies. Bird deterrence measures shall be adjusted as Management proper bird control measures 
warranted to address any increased bird activity at the sit Department and their effectiveness. Any 
including the periodic use of lethal methods, such as a modification to BASH 
depredation approach where the remains of one bird is laid out strategies will require Solano 
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Recology Hay Road Land Use Permit Application No. U-11-09 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Party Responsible for Party Monitoring Action Significance After 
Mitigation Measures Implementation Responsible for Mitigation 

Monitoring 

each day as a deterrence. Bombs, whistles, or other screamer County Airport Land Use 
devices should be deferred when aircraft are overhead. Commission (ALUC) and 

T AFB review. 

Mitigation Measure Haz-3b: Recology shall develop and Recology Hay Road Solano County Monthly site inspections by Less than 
implement a program for coordination among Recology, the Resource the LEA will verify use of significant 
County Department of Resource Management and Travis Air Management proper bird control measures 
Force Base (T AFB) to exchange information on conditions Department and their effectiveness. Any 
associated with the presence of ambient bird population modification to BASH 
associated with Recology, and to identify the process for strategies will require Solano 
developing and implementing bird control strategies to avoid or County ALUC and TAFB 
mitigate potential bird impact to T AFB and lands bordering review. 
Recology to the south. 

The program will require each entity to assign a liaison and shall 
identify a method of formal contact among the participating 
entities. Written records of discussions and coordination efforts 
shall be prepared and kept on file. 

a. Recology Hay Road Landfill shall employ the services 
of a qualified individual to perform the duties of"Bird 
Coordinator" for Recology. 

b. Recology Hay Road Landfill shall develop a log that 
will be used to document current conditions associated 
with bird activity within and adjacent to Recology. A 
preliminary document shall be prepared for review by 
the County Department of Resource Management and 
TAFB and will be finalized by Recology Hay Road 
Landfill pending input from these entities. The 
document shall include: 
I. The project area (i.e., the boundaries of areas 

controlled by Recology and TAFB) and its 
relationship to surrounding land uses. 

2. Project area land uses that may attract birds or 
provide permanent and seasonal habitats. 

3. General bird use characteristics of the project area. 
4. Protocols for tracking bird species, behavior and 

occurrence within the project area. 
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Recology Hay Road Land Use Permit Application No. U-11-09 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Party Responsible for Party Monitoring Action Significance After 
Mitigation Measures Implementation Responsible for Mitigation 

Monitoring 

Recology Hay Road Landfill shall develop and 
implement a Bird Control Program (BCP) that includes 
supplemental me·asures to be implemented dependent 
upon ambient bird behavior observed and reported by 
the County Department of Resource Management, 
TAFB, and Recology. At a minimum, the BCP shall 
include the following provisions: 
1. Maintenance.ofthe landfill active face to smallest 

practical size. 
2. Protocols for coordination among Recology, the 

County Department of Resource Management, and 
T AFB to exchange information and conditions 
associated with the presence and nuisance of the 
ambient bird population associated with the 
Recology and to identify the process for developing 
bird control strategies as may be necessary; 

3. Protocols for establishing an ongoing monitoring 
and reporting program for use in identifying bird 
use activities and pest behavior; 

4. Protocols for developing and implementing 
strategies to address observed pest behavior; and 

5. Protocols for monitoring and reporting the 
implementation and effectiveness of control 
strategies. Such protocols should include input from 
T AFB aircrews using methods agreed to and 
approved by the T AFB liaison. 

6. Recology Hay Road Landfill shall obtain falconry 
services of a qualified firm or individual to 
implement the BCP. Falconry se1vices would be 
retained on the basis ofBCP implementation 
requirements and may require full-time ( 40 
hours/week) falconry services with overtime on an 
as needed basis. Falconry services may not be 
necessary on a year-round basis. 

7. Any request to change or discontinue falconry 
services once initiated must be with the concurrence 
ofTAFB and Solano County Department of 
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Recology Hay Road Land Use Permit Application No. U-11-09 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Party Responsible for Party Monitoring Action Significance After 
Mitigation Measures Implementation Responsible for Mitigation 

Monitoring 

Resource Management, after appropriate 
coordination, and only after a successful test and 
trial period agreed to in advance by both T AFB and 
Solano County Department of Resource 
Management. 

8. Recology Hay Road Landfill shall develop and 
distribute quarterly reports assessing the 
effectiveness of the BCP. These reports shall 
include data and observations compiled for the 
quarter, as well as any concerns from T AFB that 
may have been identified and reported. The Bird 
Coordinator shall produce these quarterly reports 
with concurrence of T AFB and fonvard them to the 
County Department of Resource Management. At a 
minimum, these reports shall include: the adequacy 
of the adopted abatement measures; the 
appropriateness of the abatement measures; and the 
need for new, modified, or different mitigation 
measures. 

If substantive issues or suggestions are identified in 
any of the quarterly reports or otherwise identified 
through meetings and discussions with T AFB 
and/or the County through the coordination 
protocols, Recology staff shall conduct focused 
studies of these subjects and develop additional 
control strategies as necessary. These control 
strategies will be presented to the Bird Coordinator 
for consideration at a subsequent meeting with the 
County Department of Resource Management and 
TAFB. Any such additional control strategies shall 
be implemented as soon as practicable, pending 
concurrence by the County and TAFB. 

Mitigation Measure Haz-4a: To facilitate emergency response, Recology Hay Road Solano County A complete set of landfill Less than 
the landfill support facility shall have a separate address from the Building and support facility building plans significant 
existing buildings at the Recology Hay Road Landfill. The Safety Division shall be provided to the Dixon 
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Recology Hay Road Land Use Permit Application No. U-11-09 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Party Responsible for Party Monitoring Action Significance After 
Mitigation Measures Implementation Responsible for Mitigation 

Monitoring 

address shall be constructed of reflective material with Fire Department and the 
numbering which is a minimum of four inches in height. In Building and Safety Division 
addition, the landfill support facility shall be equipped with fire of the Solano County 
sprinklers, a fire pump, a fire hydrant, and a fire alarm system, or Department of Resource 
other fire suppression equipment as required by the Dixon Fire Management for review and 
Depaiiment and Solano County Fire Marshall. approval prior to building 

pennit issuance. The Building 
and Safety Division would 
oversee the issuance of a 
separate address for the 

support facility as part of the 
building permit process 

(Ramos, 2002), and conduct 
inspections of the building site 

to ensure compliance with 
permitted conditions. 

Mitigation Measure Haz-4b: The project sponsor shall review Recology Hay Road · Solano County Review the updated plan to Less than 
and update the facility's Hazardous Materials Management Plan Resource ensure compliance. significant 
and Emergency Response Plan as necessary to ensure that use of Management 
hazardous materials and materials potentially encountered as a Department 
result of the proposed project are adequately addressed. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Mitigation Measure Hydro-1: A Storm Water Pollution Recology Hay Road Solano County Ensure that a SWPPP has been Less than 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall be prepared and implemented to Building and prepared to the satisfaction of significant 
reduce potential impacts to surface water quality through the Safety Division the RWQCB prior to approval 
construction of the project. The SWPPP must be prepared in of the grading plan. The 
accordance with RWQCB Phase II storm water regulations and SWPPP must be maintained 
shall include the following components: on the site and made available 

a. BMPs to address construction-related pollutants shall to RWQCB staff upon request. 
include practices to minimize the contact of construction 
materials, equipment, and maintenance supplies (e.g., 
fuels, lubricants, paints, solvents, adhesives) with storm 
water. The SWPPP shall specify properly designed 
centralized storage areas that keep these materials out of 
the rain. Designated fueling areas with containment 
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Recology Hay Road Land Use Permit Application No. U-11-09 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Party Responsible for Party Monitoring Action Significance After 
Mitigation Measures Implementation Responsible for Mitigation 

Monitoring 

systems for runoff would be created. 
b. An erosion control plan that may include, but not be 

limited to, a combination of temporary sediment basins, 
hydroseeding of unprotected erodible soils, temporary 
water bars and berms across roads and level building 
pad areas, silt fences, straw wattles, jute netting, and 
erosion control mats. Side casting of soil would be 
prohibited. Slash and other sources of organic material 
would be collected and directed into the existing 
composing facility. 

c. To educate on-site personnel and maintain awareness of 
the importance of storm water quality protection, site 
supervisors shall conduct regular tailgate meetings to 
discuss pollution prevention. The frequency of the 
meetings and required personnel at\endance list shall be 
specified in the SWPPP. 

d. The SWPPP shall specify a monitoring program to be 
implemented by the construction site supervisor, and 
must include both dry and wet weather inspections. In 
addition, monitoring would be required during the 
construction period for pollutants that may be present in 
the runoff that are not visually detectable in runoff. 

Mitigation Measure Hydro-2: Implementation of Mitigation Recology Hay Road Solano County Ensure that a SWPPP has been Less than 
Measure Geo-1 shall assure that impacts to groundwater, soils, LEA prepared to the satisfaction of significant 
and surface water contamination associated with improper the RWQCB prior to approval 
installation are avoided. of the grading plan. The 

SWPPP must be maintained 
on the site and made available 
to RWQCB staff upon request. 

Noise 

Mitigation Measure Noi-1: The office portion of the landfill Recology Hay Road Solano County A complete set oflandfill Less than 
support facility maintenance building shall be constrncted to Building and support facility building plans significant 
attenuate exterior noise level by 30 dBA within the T AFB 7 5-80 Safety Division shall be provided to the 
dBA CNEL, reducing the interior noise level within associated Building and Safety Division 
enclosed employee spaces to 45 dBA. Submitted building plans of the Solano County 
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Recology Hay Road Land Use Permit Application No. U-11-09 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Party Responsible for Party Monitoring Action Significance After 
Mitigation Measures Implementation Responsible for Mitigation 

Monitoring 

shall depict attenuation measures where appropriate such as Department of Resource 
insulation, double window glazing and other measures, and shall Management for review and 
include signature by a certified acoustician verifying approval prior to building 
conformance with interior CNEL standards. permit issuance. 

1n addition, noise shall be monitored to ensure working Compliance is voluntary. Cal-
environments meet the Cal-OSHA standards for hearing OSHA to respond to employee 
protection within shops, office and other exterior and interior complaints. 
workplaces within the landfill support facility. Appropriate 
hearing protection will be provided consistent with a standard 
hearing protection program. 

Aesthetics 

Mitigation Measure 1 (Aesthetics): The facility operator shall Recology Hay Road Solano County Regularly review litter control Less than 
implement the following litter control mitigation measures LEA to ensure compliance. significant 
following implementation of the proposed project: 

1. The maximum size of the working.face shall be limited 
to 200 feet by 75 feet or smaller. 

2. Use portable fencing in the immediate vicinity of the 
landfill's working face and downwind of the working 
face to contain litter. 

3. Fencing along the site boundary should be high enough 
to contain litter from migrating off-site. 

4. Adequate staffing shall be on site to remove litter 
inunediately from the property boundary in the event of 
a sudden change in wind speed or direction. Similarly, 
additional litter collection crews shall be deployed 
following such high wind events to remove litter from 
parcels adjacent to the landfill. The facility operator 
shall establish site access agreements with the adjacent 
property owners within 90 days of issuance of the use 
pennit.. 

5. Litter control shall be the responsibility of the facility 
compliance officer and shall be monitored by the LEA 
to ensure compliance with State Minimum Standards. A 
plan for litter control, by means of fencing, crews, 
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Recology Hay Road Land Use Permit Application No. U-11-09 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Party Responsible for Party Monitoring Action Significance After 
Mitigation Measures Implementation Responsible for Mitigation 

Monitoring 

adjushnent of the size of working face and use of soil 
cover shall be detailed in the Litter Management Plan. 
On a weekly basis, or more frequently if needed, the 
facility operator shall check for and pick up litter along 
adjacent properties, and along Burke Lane south of Hay 
Road, Dally Road north and south of Hay Road, Box R 
Ranch Road, Binghampton Road between SR 113 and 
Pedrick Road, Main Prairie Road between SR 113 and 
Pedrick Road, Brown Road between SR 113 and 
Pedrick Road, Pedrick Road between Brown Road and 
Binghampton Road, and along the following major haul 
routes: Fry Road between Leisure Town Road and SR 
113, Lewis Road between Fry Road and Hay Road, Hay 
Road between SR 113 and Meridian Road, Meridian 
Road between McCrory Road and Fry Road. The site, 
offsite properties, and roads listed above shall be kept as 
litter free as possible depending upon weather 
conditions. The County shall not be charged for disposal 
of litter or trash pickup during these activities. 
If waste is hauled by the facility operator or its 
contractors over the following roads, the operator shall 
check for and pick up litter, on a weekly basis, or more 
frequently if needed, on the following roads: Vanden 
Road from Peabody Road to Canon Road, Canon Road 
from Vanden Road to North Gate Road, North Gate 
Road from Canon Road to McCrory Road, McCrory 
Road from North Gate Road to Meridian Road, 
Meridian Road from McCrory Road to Hay Road, Hay 
Road from Meridian Road to Lewis Road, Lewis Road 
from Midway Road to Fry Road, and Midway Road 
from Interstate 80 to State Route 113. Within 90 days 
of the issuance of the use permit, the facility operator 
shall execute an agreement with Solano County 
regarding reimbursement to the County for the cost of 
removing trash and materials dumped along the above 
mentioned County roads, should County employees be 
required to assist in the removal of trash associated with 
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Recology Hay Road Land Use Permit Application No. U-11-09 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Party Responsible for Party Monitoring Action Significance After 
Mitigation Measures Implementation Responsible for Mitigation 

Monitoring 

the use of the landfill in the event that Recology does 
not timely remove the litter, pursuant to the last 
paragraph below. 

8. The facility operator shall construct a permanent 25 foot 
tall litter-control fence along the entire length of the 
southerly site boundary. 

9. If Solano County personnel identify litter on roads used 
by Recology, Solano County shall immediately notify 
Recology and request that it be removed. Recology shall 
respond and remove such litter within twenty-four (24) 
hours ofreceiving notification from Solano County · 
under this provision. 

Traffic 

The facility operation shall mitigate traffic impacts associated Recology Hay Road Solano County Regularly review facility Less than 
with trucks operated by the facility operator or its contractors by Public Works traffic patterns to ensure significant 
implementing the following measures: Division compliance. 

1. Local soil hauling trucks shall be restricted to routes 
approved by the Solano County Department of Resource 
Management. 

2. The facility operator shall construct a northbound .left-
turn pocket on State Route 113 at Hay Road within three 
years of the issuance of the Use Permit, if approved by 
the California Department of Transportation. 

3. The facility operator shall make every effort to restrict 
acceptance of waste material from outside Solano 
County during the a.m. peak hour in order to avoid 
peak-hour congestion on Interstate 80 through Fairfield 
and Vacaville. 

4. Within 90 days of issuance of the use permit, the facility 
operator and the Department of Resource Management 
shall enter into a new road damage agreement, or a 
modification of the existing road damage agreement for 
the facility, to mitigate impacts to the County road 
system resulting from increased tonnage entering the 
landfill. The road damage impact fee shall be based on 
the reported tonnage (waste, green waste, food waste, 
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