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INTRODUCTION

In accordance with §15088 of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines, the County of Solano, as the lead agency, has reviewed the comments received on
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Potrero Hills Landfill Expansion
Project and has prepared written responses to the comments received.
On November 24, 2003, the County of Solano as the lead agency released for public review the
Draft EIR for the Potrero Hills Landfill Expansion Project. The County of Solano Planning
Commission held a public meeting on January 29, 2004 to receive comments on the Draft EIR.
The Draft EIR public review period ended on January 29, 2004.
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR consists of all of the written comments received on the Draft EIR
and presents responses to significant environmental issues raised in the comments (as required
by the State CEQA Guidelines §15132). The focus of the responses to comments is on the
disposition of significant environmental issues that are raised in the comments, as specified by
§15088(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines. Detailed responses are not provided to comments on
the merits of the proposed project. However, when a comment is not directed to significant
environmental issues, the responses indicate that the comment has been noted and that no
further response is necessary.
Each comment letter has been reproduced and is followed by the responses to the comments in
order of occurrence. Each response is numbered according to the designated comment letter
number and the number assigned to each individual comment. For example, the response to
the fourth comment of the second letter would be indicated as Response to Comment 2-4. In
some instances, responses to comments may warrant modification of the text of the Draft EIR.
In those cases, the text of the Draft EIR is revised and the changes compiled in Chapter 3,
Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR. The text deletions are shown in strikeout
(strikeout) and additions are shown in bold underline (bold underline).
This document, together with the Draft EIR incorporated in its entirety by this reference,
constitutes the Final EIR that is being considered by the County of Solano.
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

This section of the Final EIR contains comment letters and public hearing comments received
during the public review period for the Draft EIR, which concluded on January 29, 2004. In
conformance with State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a), written responses to comments on
environmental issues received from reviewers of the Draft EIR were prepared and are
included in this chapter following each comment letter.

2.1

LIST OF COMMENTORS ON THE DRAFT EIR

The following list identifies the public agencies and individuals that commented on the Draft
EIR.
Agencies
1.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Barry G. Young, Principal Air Quality
Engineer, January 29, 2004.

2.

California Department of Transportation, Sandy Hesnard, Aviation Environmental
Planner, January 5, 2004.

3.

California Department of Water Resources, Division of Environmental Services, Terri
Gaines, Staff Environmental Scientist, January 28, 2004.

4.

California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Terry Roberts, Director, State
Clearinghouse, January 30, 2004.

5.

California Integrated Waste Management Board, John Loane, Integrated Waste
Management Specialist, Permitting and Inspection Branch, Region 2 and 3, Permitting
and Enforcement Division, January 29, 2004.

6.

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, Alan D.
Friedman, Water Resource Control Engineer, January 29, 2004.

7.

City of Rio Vista, Beth McKnight, Associate Planner, January 28, 2004.

8.

East Bay Municipal Utility District, Edward H. McCormick, Manager of Support
Services, January 28, 2004.

9.

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, Ellen M. Sampson,
Staff Counsel, January 29, 2004.

10.

Solano County Local Enforcement Agency, Ricardo Serrano, MS, REHS, Program
Manager, Senior Environmental Health Specialist, January 5, 2004.

11.

Solano Land Trust, Julian Meisler, Conservation Planner, January 29, 2004.

12.

Suisun Resource Conservation District, Steven Chappell, Executive Director, January
29, 2004.
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13.

Suisun Resource Conservation District, Steven Chappell, Executive Director, December
8, 2003.

14.

Travis Air Force Base, Jeremiah A. Frost, Capt. U.S. Air Force, Chief, Plans and
Programs, 60th Civil Engineering Squadron Environmental Flight, January 14, 2004.

Private Citizens
15.

Bonnici, Cherri. January 6, 2004.

16.

Guidotti, June. January 25, 2004.

17.

Guidotti, June. January 2, 2004.

18.

Holbrook, Victor. January 15, 2004.

19.

McGee, Lorraine. February 7, 2004.

20.

Stefanelli, Leonard. Managing Partner, Volanti Investment Associates, January 23,
2004.

Meeting Minutes
21.

Solano County Planning Commission, Public Hearing Re: Draft EIR Potrero Hills
Landfill, January 29, 2004.

Comments Received Following the Close of the Draft EIR Comment Period
22.

Mead & Hunt, Anthony C. Tezla, Airport Planner, May 14, 2004.

23.

Solano County Public Works, Pat Negroni, Survey and Land Development Supervisor,
July 6, 2004.

2.2

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR

The written comments received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are
provided in this section. Each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety and is followed by
the response(s) to the letter. Where a commentor has provided multiple comments, each
comment is indicated by a line bracket and an identifying number in the margin of the
comment letter.
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Letter

1

Response

1-1

Barry G. Young, Principal Air Quality Engineer
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
January 29, 2004

The commentor identifies necessary changes to the Draft EIR text regarding the status
of the air pollution control permits. The following text is hereby inserted into the
Status column for the Air Pollution Control Permits included in Table 1-1 on page 1-7
of the Draft EIR.
A Title V permit application was submitted and the permit was issued by the
BAAQMD on August 15, 2003. The submittal of an application for a revision
to the Authority to Construct, the Permit to Operate, and the Title V permit is
forthcoming.
Also, the following text is hereby inserted at the end of the fourth full paragraph on
page 1-10 of the Draft EIR.
Any changes in operations that may affect air quality would require revisions
to the site’s Title V permit as well as the Authority to Construct and Permit to
Operate issued by the BAAQMD.

1-2

The commentor states that the fugitive landfill gas emissions of reactive organic
compounds (ROG) were underestimated in the Draft EIR. Upon review of these
emission calculations, a conversion error was identified in the original data. The
correct landfill gas ROG emission estimate is 146 lbs per day for current operations
with an increase of 251 lbs per day with project implementation, for a total of 397 lbs
per day. Tables 4.9-3 and 4.9-4 on page 4.9-16 of the Draft EIR have been revised to
reflect this correction and are included in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.
The Draft EIR concluded on page 4.9-15 that because the fugitive landfill gas emissions
of ROG would contribute to the total ROG emissions generated with project
implementation, their contribution to an exceedance of the BAAQMD significance
threshold would be considered a significant impact. No change in this conclusion
would occur due to the corrections to the ROG emissions identified above.

1-3

The commentor states that the toxic risk may have been underestimated in the Draft
EIR. However, the toxic risk analysis was based on the average annual landfill gas
generation rate and use of the recommended concentration of toxic pollutants in the
landfill gas identified in Municipal Solid Waste Landfills, Table 2.4-1, AP-42, EPA Nov.
1998. Because this calculation is independent of the ROG emissions calculation, no
changes in the toxic risk assessment conclusions are necessary.

1-4

The commentor states that the odor discussion included in the Draft EIR should be
expanded to include the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s Compliance and
Enforcement Division investigation and evaluation of odors at the site.
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In October 2002, the adjacent neighbors (Guidotti and Tonneson) complained about a
strong odor at their properties. When landfill staff contacted the neighbors to
determine the wind direction, type of odor, and its duration, they concluded that
landfill operations caused the objectionable odor. Although daily surveys were
conducted at the landfill to identify the source of the odor, its intensity continued to
diminish.
When the complaint was received, wastewater treatment plant sludge was being
delivered to the site from a large sludge lagoon cleanout program. Several days after
the sludge deliveries began, the neighbors registered the odor concerns. Nuisance
odors also were noted at that time by many onsite personnel. Staff ceased using the
sludge as an ADC material and instead buried the sludge as it was received. As the
lagoon cleanout proceeded, the character of the sludge changed to a drier material that
did not generate odors. The sludge cleanout project lasted for about 6 weeks. The
project applicant sent a memorandum to the LEA on December 2, 2002, advising the
County of the findings of the odor occurrence investigation. Subsequent to this event,
additional complaints were registered with the County by adjacent neighbors, including
complaints about composting operation odors.
Based on this event, the project applicant instituted additional odor monitoring
activities. An environmental technician has been directed to tour the downwind side of
the landfill several times each day to check for odor occurrence. If onsite odors are
identified, the landfill operator is required to immediately cover the material or change
operations so that the odors are controlled. As a preventative measure, prior to new
sources of sludge being received, the landfill operator currently requires landfill staff to
determine the possibility for nuisance odor conditions to be created. This
determination includes an evaluation of the moisture content of future sludge
deliveries, since dryer sludge usually results in reduction of odors.
The adjacent neighbors have also recently complained to the County about odors
generated from the site’s composting operations and about a lack of responsiveness in
addressing odor complaints at the site. In addition, neighbors have complained about
offensive odors emanating from the site to the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District’s Compliance and Enforcement Division. The, the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District’s Compliance and Enforcement Division has been involved in the
ongoing investigation and evaluation of odors generated from the site.
To address this issue, the Solano County Planning Department staff and LEA staff
developed a detailed odor complaint response protocol. To ensure that this protocol is
implemented at the site, it is hereby added to Mitigation Measure 4.9-4 on pages 2-38
and 4.9-23 of the Draft EIR. These measures have been incorporated into the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program included as Appendix A to this
document and are identified separately in Appendix B of this Final EIR.
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The project applicant shall also implement the following odor complaint
response protocol:
ODOR 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 Resource Management Department will be notified as soon as
an odor complaint is received at 707/421-6765. An investigation will be
conducted and an Odor Complaint Report will follow within 24 hours
of receipt of initial complaint.

3.

After business hours, odor complaints will be forwarded as soon as
they are received by landfill personnel to the Sheriff's Dispatch at (707)
421-7090. 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
http://www.solanocounty.com/biosolids

5.

As soon as practicable, Solano County Department of Resource
Management personnel will visit the complainant site to verify the
nuisance nature of the complaint and determine if it is a short term,
long term, or consistent problem.

6.

Odor complaints investigation 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 Solano County Resource
Management Department within 24 hours of receiving the
complaint.

b.

If detectable at the complainant’s site or off-site, determine the
source.

c.

Determine if source and nature of odor is short term or long
term duration.

d.

If short term, abate the source of odors and complete
investigation by submitting Odor Complaint Report to Solano
County Department of Resource Management within 24 hours
of receiving the complaint. Continue to monitor and abate offsite odors.

Potrero Hills Landfill Expansion Project Final EIR
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e.

If odors reoccur and become a long-term consistent problem,
determine extent and nature of off site odors. If odor source is
related to weather or operations, abate the problem by taking
appropriate adjustments to storage, process control, and facility
improvements will be made to resolve the problem. Submit
Odor Complaint Report to 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 abate off-site odors.

7.

If odors reoccur and become a long-term consistent problem, as
determined by Solano County LEA personnel, an odor abatement
system will be employed. The system would consist of the use of
topical applicants as an odor neutralizer during sludge spreading or
barrowing operations. The topical applicant would consist of a
potassium permanganate solution applied to wet sludge as a topical
odor neutralizer.

8.

If odor problems persist after the implementation of those above odor
control measures, the LEA may request that the receipt of the incoming
sludge be discontinued and the existing, on-site source of the odor is
land filled and covered with soil. Upon odor remediation, the site may
resume sludge receipt and drying operations.

RESPONSE TO CITIZEN COMPLAINTS
1.

Site receives complaint either verbally (phone call) or in written form.

2.

During regular business hours (8:00 AM to 5:00 PM), odor complaints
will be forwarded to the Solano County Department of Resource
Management as soon as they are received at 707/421-6765. The
submittal will note that an investigation will be conducted and an Odor
Complaint Report will follow within 24 hours of receipt of initial
complaint.

3.

After business hours, odor complaints will be forwarded as soon as
they are received by landfill personnel to the Sheriff's Dispatch at (707)
421-7090. 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
http://www.solanocounty.com/biosolids

5.

As soon as practicable, Solano County Department of Resource
Management personnel will visit the complainant site to verify the
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nuisance nature of the complaint and determine if it is a short term,
long term, or consistent problem.
6.

7.

Odor complaints and odor investigation will be conducted as follows:
a.

Determine if odor is detectable by site personnel at complaint
location. If not detectable, or is only detectable on site,
complete investigation by submitting Odor Complaint Report to
Solano County Department of Resource Management within 24
hours of receiving the complaint.

b.

If detectable at the complainant’s site or off-site, determine the
source

c.

Determine if source and nature of odor is short term or long
term duration.

d.

If short term, abate the source of odors and complete
investigation by submitting Odor Complaint Report to Solano
County Department of Resource Management within 24 hours
of receiving the complaint. Continue to monitor and abate offsite odors.

e.

If long term, determine extent and nature of off site odors. If
odor source is related to weather or operations abate the
problem by taking appropriate adjustments to storage, process
control, and facility improvements will be made to resolve the
problem. Submit Odor Complaint Report to 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.

If odor problems persist after implementation of listed control
measures and exhaustion of other feasible control measures, the LEA
may request that the acceptance of the odor source be discontinued
and the existing, on-site sources of odor be land filled, covered with
soil, mixed with woodchips or sawdust, or otherwise mitigated. Upon
odor remediation, the site may resume normal operations.

1-5

Please see Response to Comment 1-4.

1-6

Please see Response to Comment 1-4.
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1-7

1-8

The commentor recommends mitigation measures in order to reduce dust levels at the
site. In response to this comment, the following revisions are hereby made to
Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 on page 4.9-17 of the Draft EIR.
<

Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxic) chemical suppressants to
exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.)

<

All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively utilized for
construction purposes, shall be effectively stabilized for dust emissions using water,
chemical stabilizer/suppressant, or vegetative cover.

<

Cover all trucks hauling loose materials or require all trucks to maintain at least
two feet of freeboard.

<

When materials are transported off site, all material shall be covered or effectively
wetted to limit visible dust emissions or at least 6 inches of freeboard space from the
top of the container shall be maintained.

<

Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all
unpaved access roads and parking areas.

<

Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads and parking areas.

<

Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible loose materials are carried
onto adjacent public streets.

<

Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour.

<

Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public
roadways.

<

Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

The commentor requests that a health risk screening analysis be completed for the
diesel exhaust particulate emissions from the additional diesel-fueled trucks associated
with implementation of this project and that the results be included in the EIR. A
health risk screening analysis was conducted for the diesel-fueled trucks associated with
the proposed project. The changes in use associated with the proposed project would
cause the allowable number of vehicles entering and exiting the site to increase from
484 daily vehicles (968 daily one-way trips) to 500 daily vehicles (1,000 daily one-way
trips), or an increase of 32 daily truck trips generated by the site. It was estimated that
280 pounds of diesel particulate would be released annually from these trucks. These
emissions would generally be distributed over Alameda, Marin, Solano and Contra
Costa Counties and were based on an estimated 3,310 additional miles traveled. Only a
small fraction of these miles and emissions would occur at the landfill.
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Based on an average trip length at the landfill of approximately one mile, the total daily
miles traveled by these trucks at the landfill would be 32. This represents
approximately 1% of the total vehicle miles traveled (3,310 miles) by these trucks.
Because total annual diesel particulates from the additional haul trucks were estimated
to be 280 pounds, 1% of this total would be released at the landfill.
Diesel particulate emissions from landfill equipment, stationary sources, and other
equipment were previously estimated to be 0.41 tons/year. These emissions were
added to the additional truck emissions to calculate the revised cancer risk. The results
indicate that the inclusion of diesel particulate from increased trucks would increase the
lifetime cancer risk from 5.05 to 5.28 cancers in a million for the nearest residence.
This risk level still remains below the 10 cancers in a million threshold of significance.
Therefore, the health risk impact conclusion of the Draft EIR would remain
unchanged.
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Letter

2

Response

Sandy Hesnard, Aviation Environmental Planner
California Department of Transportation
January 5, 2004

2-1

The commentor summarizes Federal Aviation Administration recommendations
regarding land use practices such as landfills that attract or sustain hazardous wildlife
populations on or near airports. The commentor further summarizes the conclusions
of the Draft EIR regarding the potential safety impact of bird strikes with planes from
Travis Air Force Base. No substantive comment is provided on the Draft EIR;
therefore, no additional response is necessary.

2-2

The commentor summarizes the discussion of night lighting impacts and mitigation
measures included in the Draft EIR. No substantive comment is provided on the Draft
EIR; therefore, no additional response is necessary.

2-3

The commentor states that the Federal Aviation Administration may require the filing
of a Notice of Proposed Construction and Alteration (Form 7460-1) for certain projectspecific activities pursuant to Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77 and identifies where
additional information can be found. This information is noted.

2-4

The commentor states that in addition to coordinating with Travis Air Force Base staff,
the proposed project should be submitted to the Solano County Airport Land Use
Commission (ALUC). This comment is noted. An administrative draft of the Final EIR
was provided to the ALUC for review and comment prior to review by the Solano
County Planning Commission. As identified on page 4.1-12 of the Draft EIR, the
project site is located approximately one mile south of Travis Air Force Base and is
within the Area of Influence. More specifically, the existing Phase I landfill footprint is
located within Compatibility Zones B2 and C and the proposed Phase II landfill
footprint is located entirely in Compatibility Zone B2. The commentor is referred to
Figure 2A (Compatibility Zones) of the Travis Air Force Base Land Use Compatibility Plan
adopted by the Solano County Airport Land Use Commission on June 13, 2002.
The Draft EIR identified the potential for increased bird strikes with airplanes from
Travis Air Force Base as a significant air traffic hazard and identified mitigation
measures to reduce the potential for bird strikes. The mitigation required that in
addition to the bird control measures currently being implemented at the site, the
development of an expanded bird control program would be required that included
consultation with Travis Air Force Base staff and the Local Enforcement Agency.
Following release of the Draft EIR, consultation was initiated between the landfill
operator, the Local Enforcement Agency and Travis Air Force Base in order to develop
the specific details of the expanded bird control program that would be required if the
proposed project is approved. This expanded program is included in Appendix B of
this Final EIR and is included as an additional mitigation measure that expands
Mitigation Measure 4.6-4 on pages 2-33 and 4.6-19 of the Draft EIR, as identified

Potrero Hills Landfill Expansion Project Final EIR
County of Solano

2-17

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues

below. The expansion of this mitigation measure has no effect on the impact
conclusion of the Draft EIR regarding the potential hazards associated with bird strikes.
The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 4.6-3. The project
applicant (PHLF) shall develop and implement a program for coordination
among the applicant, the County Department of Resource Management and
Travis Air Force Base (TAFB) to exchange information on conditions
associated with the presence of ambient bird population associated with
PHLF, and to identify the process for developing and implementing bird
control strategies.
The program will require each entity to assign a liaison and will 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.
PHLF shall employ the services of a qualified individual to perform
the duties of “Bird Coordinator” for the PHLF.
b.
PHLF shall develop a log that will be used to document current
conditions associated with bird activity within and adjacent to PHLF. A
preliminary document shall be prepared for review by the County Department
of Resource Management and TAFB and will be finalized by PHLF pending
input from these entities. The document shall include:
•

The project area (i.e., the boundaries of areas controlled by PHLF and
TAFB) and its relationship to surrounding land uses.

•

Project area land uses that may attract birds or provide permanent and
seasonal habitats.

•

General bird use characteristics of the project area.

•

Protocols for tracking bird species, behavior and occurrence within the
project area.

c.
PHLF shall develop and implement a Bird Control Program (BCP) that
includes supplemental measures to be implemented dependent upon ambient
bird behavior observed and reported by the County Department of Resource
Management, TAFB, or PHLF. At a minimum, the BCP shall include the
following provisions:
•

Maintenance of the landfill active face to smallest practical size.

•

Falconry services of a qualified firm or individual shall be obtained
and compensated by the PHLF to implement the BCP. Falconry
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services shall be retained on the basis of BCP 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.
•

Any request to change or discontinue falconry services must be with
the concurrence of Travis AFB and Solano County Department of
Resource Management, after appropriate coordination, and only after a
successful test and trial period agreed to in advance by both Travis
AFB and Solano County Department of Resource Management.

•

Protocols for coordination among PHLF, the County Department of
Resource Management, and TAFB to exchange information and
conditions associated with the presence and nuisance of the ambient
bird population associated with the PHLF and to identify the process
for developing bird control strategies as may be necessary;

•

Protocols for establishing an ongoing monitoring and reporting
program for use in identifying bird use activities and pest behavior;

•

Protocols for developing and implementing strategies to address
observed pest behavior; and

•

Protocols for monitoring and reporting the implementation and
effectiveness of control strategies. Such protocols should include input
from TAFB aircrews using methods agreed to and approved by the
TAFB liaison.

d.
PHLF 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 TAFB that may have
been identified and reported. The Bird Coordinator shall produce these
quarterly reports with concurrence of TAFB and forward 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 TAFB
and/or the County through the coordination protocols, PHLF staff shall
Potrero Hills Landfill Expansion Project Final EIR
County of Solano
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conduct focused studies of these subjects and develop additional control
strategies as necessary. These control strategies will be presented by 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.
2-5

The commentor summarizes the reasons why the protection of airports from
incompatible land use encroachment is vital to California’s economic future and states
that airport land use commissions and airport land use compatibility plans are key to
protecting airports and the people residing and working in the vicinity of an airport.
No substantive comment is provided on the Draft EIR; therefore, no additional
response is necessary.
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Letter

3

Response

3-1

Terri Gaines, Staff Environmental Scientist
California Department of Water Resources, Division of Environmental Services
January 28, 2004

The commentor identifies the Department of Water Resources’ role in preparing the
Habitat Management Preservation and Restoration Plan for the Suisun Marsh, also
referred to by the commentor as the Suisun Marsh Plan. The commentor indicates that
the Suisun Marsh Plan is being developed as a collaborative effort involving multiple
agencies. The commentor further states that the proposed project may affect, and
possibly conflict with some of the goals of the Suisun Marsh Plan. However, because
the goals of the Suisun Marsh Plan have not yet been finalized and the Plan has not
been adopted, it can not be determined at this time whether or not the proposed
project would conflict with the Plan’s goals. Based on the Request for Qualifications
released by the California Department of Fish and Game on December 1, 2004, the
Programmatic EIR/EIS being prepared for the Suisun Marsh Plan is not anticipated to
be completed until July 2006.
The commentor suggests that habitat compensation occurs on lands within the Suisun
Marsh. Please see Response to Comment 9-8.

3-2

The commentor states that five years is insufficient to determine the success of the
mitigation measures. However, Mitigation Measure 4.2-9 on page 4.2-29 of the Draft
EIR states that monitoring shall occur for a minimum term of 5 years, or as specified in
the site permits. Identifying a monitoring period of at least 5 years is consistent with
the typical requirements of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service for the protection, enhancement and creation of wetland and
endangered species impact mitigation areas and does not preclude these agencies from
determining, under their regulatory authority to protect and preserve these resource
values, that additional monitoring would be required. Any additional monitoring
would be defined by the wetland (Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1)) and endangered
species (Endangered Species Act Section 7) permit conditions.
The project applicant has recently completed five years of wetland mitigation at the
adjacent Potrero Hills Lane site and has produced a fifth and final monitoring report
for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps File Number: 20527N). This report
summarizes the successful completion of required wetland and endangered species
mitigation by the project applicant.
The commentor references the “notation of invasive species” identified in Mitigation
Measure 4.2-9 on page 4.2-29 of the Draft EIR and suggests that a specific plan for the
control of invasive species be identified. Mitigation Measure 4.2-9 states that a
mitigation and monitoring plan shall be developed that details the mitigation design,
wetland planting design, maintenance and monitoring requirements, reporting
requirements and success criteria for the off-site mitigation area and stream
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enhancement area and states that this plan would require the approval of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water Quality Control Board and California
Department of Fish and Game. This mitigation measure further specifies the
performance standards to be achieved with this plan. By identifying the performance
standards that need to be achieved with mitigation implementation, the identification of
the specific invasive-species control measures is not required until the mitigation and
monitoring plan is developed, in consultation with the applicable federal and state
agencies during the permitting process.
3-3

The commentor requests that monitoring of receiving waters within the Suisun Marsh
be included in the Surface Water Monitoring Program and the revised Erosion and
Sedimentation Control Plan. The water quality control plan for the landfill requires the
use of sedimentation basins to receive runoff waters from disturbed areas on the
landfill. Seven basins or ponds currently are located on the site. With implementation
of the proposed project, an additional northern basin would be developed as the Phase
II portion of the landfill is expanded. No silt discharges have been observed from these
facilities (L.Burch, pers. comm., March 2004). Full chemical water quality monitoring
is conducted at the two basins where the major drainages from within the site
operations areas are directed. The upstream/downstream stream water quality is also
monitored (when it flows) for full chemical analyses. The two watercourses within the
valley area leave the landfill property and flow to stock watering ponds. Within Spring
Branch Creek, three stock ponds receive the water before it flows into the Rush Ranch
area of the Marsh. Because the stream water quality is currently monitored both
upstream and downstream of the site and monitoring of the site’s major basins is
conducted, additional monitoring of the receiving waters within the Suisun Marsh
would not be necessary.
The commentor further states that the erosion and water quality impacts of the
proposed project may conflict with the goals of the Suisun Marsh Plan and that runoff
patterns may be affected. For a discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with
the Local Protection Program policies, the commentor is referred to Impact 4.1-2 on
page 4.1-14 of the Draft EIR. For a discussion of the erosion and water quality impacts
associated with project implementation, the commentor is referred to the impact
discussion commencing on page 4.4-14 of the Draft EIR.
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Letter

4

Response

4-1

Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse
State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
January 30, 2004

The commentor summarizes the public review process for the Draft EIR. No
additional response is necessary.
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Letter

5

Response

John Loane, Integrated Waste Management Specialist
California Integrated Waste Management Board Permitting and Inspection Branch,
Region 2 and 3 Permitting and Enforcement Division
January 29, 2004

5-1

The commentor summarizes the proposed project and discusses the Integrated Waste
Management Board’s role as a responsible agency. The commentor further requests
that any significant differences in the project description summarized by the
commentor be identified. The landfill gas pipeline to the industrial facility located east
of the landfill and the on-site caretaker residence identified by the commentor on page
5 of his letter have both been withdrawn from the project description. Also, the project
description includes a new water supply well and conveyance pipeline system located
along the north edge of the site and a bypass road along a portion of the Potrero Hills
Lane access road. For more information regarding these project changes, the
commentor is referred to Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR.

5-2

The commentor requests clarification regarding the depth to groundwater at the site
and the separation between the maximum groundwater level and the landfill liner.
The groundwater contours identified in Exhibit 4.4-1 on page 4.4-5 of the Draft EIR
represent the generalized water level map and the elevations are representative of the
piezometric water levels. These groundwater contours are based upon the
groundwater monitoring reports submitted to the Regional Water Quality Control
Board and Local Enforcement Agency, and are described in the Joint Technical
Document submitted to the California Integrated Waste Management Board in 2002.
Because the base of the landfill with the proposed excavation plan has the potential to
come into contact with groundwater, the landfill design incorporates groundwater
interceptor drains that maintain the necessary 5-foot separation between the maximum
groundwater level and the landfill liner.
As an example of compliance with the 5-foot separation requirement, the water level of
67.99 feet MSL at well GW-9 can be compared with the base elevation of the landfill
liner at this location. Near well GW-9, the base of the clay liner would be
approximately 75 feet MSL, which ensures a 5-foot separation between the liner and
groundwater. Along the southern portion of the site, the southern edge of the landfill
would be built above the natural landform contours. The base of the pipeline that
would pass the stream water past the south edge of the landfill would be located in an
excavated trench with a porous material backfill. This pipeline would be lower than the
base excavations for the clay liner by about 5 feet along the entire southern edge of the
landfill. Thus, the porous material in the excavated trench would serve as a
groundwater drain along the south side of the landfill that would maintain a 5-foot
separation between the liner and groundwater.
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Contrary to the commentor’s statements, the water level in the northern wells located
near the ridgeline does not represent the elevation of the groundwater located several
hundred feet to the south because the well is near the top of the hillside. The 175-foot
maximum excavation would occur down slope from the well, with the excavation
proceeding through the sandstone material that overlies the claystone shale, down into
the shale. Like all of the cell excavations to date, sometimes groundwater may be
encountered in the base of the cell excavation as a wet seep area. Little free water
currently flows out of the shale into the existing excavations.
As developed in the liner design, these wetted areas are over-excavated several feet and
a gravel layer and dendritic (multi-branched) piping system is installed and connected
into the main North-South groundwater drains. The 5-foot thick foundation layer is
then placed using the compacted clayey materials, and then the clay layer portion of the
base liner is constructed. Therefore, the minimum depths to groundwater under the
liners in the excavated areas would be 5 feet, and the liner would not come into direct
contact with the groundwater.
The proposed liner design was approved in the 1993 Waste Discharge Requirements
adopted by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. In addition, the California
Integrated Waste Management Board approved the Report of Disposal Site
Information in 1996 and the Joint Technical Document in 2002, both of which
described this relationship between the maximum groundwater level and the landfill
liner. Seven cells have been constructed and approved using this design between 1994
and 2004.
The proposed Phase II expansion would use the same design and construction
techniques as are used in the Phase I area for groundwater control and liner
development. According to the landfill operator, virtually no groundwater has been
accumulated and discharged to date from the groundwater subdrains in the Phase I
area.
5-3

The commentor asks that the current status and requirements of the Corrective Action
Plan be provided. The source of the VOCs in monitoring well GW-7 was landfill gas
entering the local groundwater. The gas in the nearby area of the landfill has been
vented into the landfill gas control system and the groundwater has returned to natural
unaffected conditions. The monitoring is being continued to ensure that the gas
control system continues to be effective.
The commentor further asks what effect the vertical expansion of the landfill will have
on the containment systems if the Phase I pre-Subtitle D (unlined) landfill waste mass is
generating leachate and/or landfill gas related VOCs. The implementation of the
Corrective Action Plan for the detection of VOCs in monitoring well GW-7 has
eliminated the source of groundwater contamination. Because the source of
contamination has been eliminated, the vertical expansion of the landfill is not
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anticipated to adversely affect the containment systems or their ability to prevent the
migration of contaminants into the underlying groundwater.
5-4

The commentor questions whether the underdrain system has been designed to accept
the overburden pressure and increased leachate generation from an additional height
increase of approximately 220 feet. The commentor further states that the significant
height increase has a significantly greater potential to overwhelm existing containment
structures and subsequently contaminate groundwater. The commentor states that the
proposed vertical expansion would generate additional leachate and additional
overburden pressure that would push down on the in-place waste and contribute to
potential groundwater contamination beneath the Phase I unlined landfill.
The vertical expansion depth of 220 feet would not occur over the pre-Subtitle D area; the
maximum fill over the pre-Subtitle D area would be approximately 30 feet. The height increase
of 220 feet occurs to the east near the Phase I/Phase II boundary of the landfill. The maximum
depth of wastes is approximately 270 feet and the piping system specified is capable of
withstanding much greater depths of waste fill than would be generated by the proposed
expansion. The increased fill depths would be expected to press out the leachate in the lower
portions of the fill. The leachate subdrains are adequately sized to remove the anticipated amount
of leachate. Also, such production of leachate would be a one-time occurrence, which would end
after the newly imparted pressures are equalized in the landfill. No substantial amount of
increased leachate generation through the base liner is anticipated since the liner, as designed,
could withstand significantly greater depths of waste fill. It should be noted that the base liner of
the landfill has been constructed using an 80 mil HDPE liner rather than the thinner 60 mil
prescriptive liner.

5-5

The commentor states that in order for a Solid Waste Facility Permit to be issued for
non-traditional activities, the project applicant must show that the facility will be/is in
conformance with State Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal.
The commentor further states that for non-traditional landfill activities that require
changes or amendments to existing regulations or new regulations in order to be
permitted, the regulations must undergo CEQA compliance prior to consideration of
adoption. These comments are noted.

5-6

The commentor requests that the vehicle count and tonnage limit be identified for
landfill and composting operations at the site. The proposed tonnages and vehicle
counts for the landfill and composting are identified in Table 3-6 on page 3-25 of the
Draft EIR. The composting tonnage is identified as 145 tons per day carried in 66
loads as listed under the Organics Processing Area category in the table. It is possible
that 55 tons of materials listed under the landfill ADC may be instead delivered to the
composting area in 4 loads. Thus the composting tonnage may be 200 tons per day
carried in 70 loads. The landfill tonnage is given under the categories of Mixed Waste
Landfill and ADC Materials. The totals for these categories are 3,522 tons per day
carried in 360 loads. It should be noted that some of the organic materials may not be
composted, but may in turn be used as landfill ADC or beneficially used materials in the
form of mulch placed for landfill slope erosion control.
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5-7

The commentor raises several concerns regarding the feasibility of a bioreactor landfill
operation. However, as stated on page 3-41 of the Draft EIR, the amendment of both
federal and state laws would be required to implement this concept at the site. Also,
additional CEQA compliance would be necessary prior to the implementation of a
bioreactor operation at the site. Although the project applicant proposes to design the
landfill to accommodate a bioreactor operation, the actual implementation of this
concept is not a part of the proposed project. Therefore, the potential impacts
identified by the commentor would not be anticipated with project implementation.

5-8

The commentor questions what constitutes the unused landfill footprint area described
in the Draft EIR. Prior to the development of the landfill cells, the identified landfill
footprint is comprised of land previously used for cattle grazing. This area consists of
undisturbed native soils located outside of the developed portion of the landfill. For
example, if the landfill cells have only been constructed eastward to Cell 31, then the
area where future cells 20 through 30 would be created would be considered the
unused landfill footprint area.
The proposed spreading of biosolids on the unused landfill footprint area identified in
the Draft EIR has been removed from the project description. Please see Response to
Comment 12-7 and Chapter 3 of this Final EIR for additional information regarding
this change in the project description.

5-9

The commentor states that if materials to be stored and used for ADC have the
potential to become biologically decomposed, the materials will be classified and
regulated as compost. The proposed project’s demonstration project is aimed at
discovering and developing the information and necessary regulatory obligations
associated with the use of this material as ADC. In addition, the demonstration project
is proposed to be conducted under the review and oversight of the Local Enforcement
Agency, the California Integrated Waste Management Board, the Regional Water
Quality Control Board and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.

5-10

The commentor questions how pathogenic and coliform bacteria would be prevented
from entering siltation control and retention basins on the site and questions whether
monitoring of the basins will be conducted. The biosolids to be handled at the site are
digested wastewater sludge. The pathogenic bacteria and coliform bacteria levels would
be anticipated to be the same as those present for field spreading of the same materials
elsewhere in the County (and the state). It should be noted that significant coliform
contributions are already present upstream and downstream of the landfill from cattle
grazing. Monitoring of pathogenic and coliform bacteria would be conducted if deemed
necessary by County health officials and the Regional Water Quality Control Board in
their issuance of Waste Discharge Requirements for the site.

5-11

The commentor summarizes the requirements of Public Resources Code (PRC) Section
21081.6 regarding the preparation of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.
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A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program was prepared and is included in
Appendix A of this Final EIR.
5-12

The commentor requests copies of any subsequent environmental documents and
requests notification if the lead agency plans to certify the EIR. The California
Integrated Waste Management Board will receive a copy of this Final EIR and all
notifications regarding any public hearings for this document.
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Letter

6

Response

6-1

Alan D. Friedman, Water Resource Control Engineer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region
January 29, 2004

The commentor states that approval can not be granted until a Report of Waste
Discharge is submitted. This comment is noted.
The commentor further states that the appropriate landfill liner design is not discussed.
The Phase I Subtitle D landfill area is underlain by a liner system comprised of the
following layers (listed from bottom to top) placed atop the bedrock or foundation
materials: a 2-foot thick compacted clay layer with a permeability less than or equal to 1
x 10-7 cm/sec, an 80 mil high-density polyethylene (HDPE) geomembrane, a 12-inch
thick gravel leachate drain, a geomembrane filter fabric, and an 18-inch thick soil
operations layer. The 80 mil thick geomembrane exceeds the RWQCB Order No. 93113 minimum prescriptive standard of 60 mil HDPE. Cells 10 through 14 and Cells 32
and 33 have been constructed to these standards.
An engineered alternative to the prescriptive standard is proposed by the project
applicant for the sideslope liner on the northern excavated slopes of both Phase I and
Phase II. A sideslope liner comprised of a 60-mil HDPE geomembrane and a 2-footthick clay layer with permeability less than or equal to 1 x 10-7 cm/sec is the RWQCB
Order No. 93-113 prescriptive standard for the landfill base liner. The proposed
alternative includes an 80-mil HDPE, single-sided, textured geomembrane overlying a
geosynthetic clay liner (GCL). With respect to geotechnical considerations,
manufacturer's data on GCL material report a permeability of 1 x 10-9 cm/sec, which
exceeds the prescriptive maximum-allowable permeability requirement of 1 x 10-7
cm/sec for soil liners. Interface strength properties of the GCL are similar to a
geomembrane/clay composite layer. Regarding constructability, the 2-to-1 design
sideslope for the north cut would make it difficult to achieve the relatively high
compaction requirements of the clay layer that are necessary to satisfy the required
permeability and slope stability criteria. Achieving compaction requirements would not
be an issue for the GCL. Installation procedures for GCL are similar to those for
HDPE geomembrane. However, there is no extrusion or fusion welding required for
joining the GCL sheets. GCL panel sheets are placed as side-overlap shingles from the
top of the bench to the toe of the slope.
The project applicant analyzed the leachate leakage potential of the alternative base
liner using accepted U.S. EPA hydrologic evaluation modeling. The modeled
conditions indicated a negligible amount of percolation through the sideslope liner.
Based on these evaluations, the project applicant has proposed replacing the 2-footthick soil liner with GCL as an alternative means of providing equivalent protection
against contaminant release from the waste management unit.
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6-2

The commentor requests that the static and dynamic slope stability of the landfill’s
increased vertical height be discussed. The analyses of static and dynamic slope
stability, deformation analysis and potential for liquefaction for the Phase I and Phase
II portions of the site were analyzed by a geotechnical engineering consultant
(EMCON) hired by the project applicant. The following slope conditions were
analyzed:
<

Earth excavation (cut) slopes (slopes in native soil and rock)

y

Temporarily exposed slopes (slopes that would be exposed temporarily and
later buttressed with waste or soil fill)

y

Permanent (or exposed) excavation slopes (slopes that would not be buttressed)

<

Pre-Subtitle D Area final landfill (municipal solid waste) slopes

<

Subtitle D Area landfill (municipal solid waste) slopes

y

Final landfill slopes

y

Interim landfill slopes

y

Final cover slopes

Stability analyses were performed to compute the static factor of safety for various
configurations and material strengths to develop a design basis and obtain the yield
acceleration of the slopes to determine seismic deformations. Seismic displacement was
estimated using a rigorous analytical method in lieu of achieving a factor of safety of 1.5
for seismic conditions, as permitted by CCR Title 27. The analysis of the static and
dynamic slope stability of the increased height landfill was consistent with the
information previously submitted to the Regional Water Quality Control Board for
approval of the Waste Discharge Requirements. The details required under Title 27,
Section 20370 (Seismic Design) are included in Appendix P of the Joint Technical
Document.
The analysis concluded that the existing seepage zones located within the landfill
footprint would not affect the landfill expansion. Those seepage areas encountered in
the base of the valley are located under the liner area. As described in the Response to
Comment 5-2, these seepage zones would be drained into the groundwater drain
under the liner area. The seepage zones encountered on the northern side slopes
would be managed similarly to the methods approved by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board for Phase I. A dendritic (multi-branched) drain system would be placed
under the slope liner to drain the materials downslope to the central groundwater
drainage system.
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The landslide areas are located on the southern ridge of the valley and are out of the
landfill footprint. The minor landslide areas encountered on the northern ridge within
the footprint are not deep-seated and would be removed during the landfill
construction.
Shallow-thickness unconsolidated alluvial materials occur under the valley stream
channel area. As has been the method for the similar areas located in the Phase I area,
these areas of the Phase II area would be completely excavated, entailing subexcavation depths of 5 to 10 feet lower than that needed to set the bottom elevation of
the base liner. The excavated soils would then be recompacted under engineering
supervision in order to provide materials of required bearing strength that would not
settle and interfere with the landfill base grading.
6-3

The commentor states that the success of offsite habitat mitigation must be
demonstrated. Please see Response to Comment 3-2.

6-4

The commentor questions what impacts settlement will have at the site. The 20 feet of
settlement is the total settlement anticipated over a 50 year period. This represents the
same degree of settlement found at all well operated MSW landfills located on
competent subsurface soil materials. The majority of landfill settlement occurs early
during the filling process where subsequent lifts of landfilled materials are placed and
before the final cap and final drainage patterns are constructed. The design of the
landfill as a domed mound was selected to compensate for the future settlement. At the
end of the postclosure period (i.e., 2080) the drainage grades should still be sufficient to
prevent ponding of water on the landfill surface.

6-5

The commentor states that the landfill expansion will need to be governed by the
general NPDES permits for stormwater runoff from construction and industrial
activities. This comment is noted.

6-6

The commentor states that operation will need to be monitored carefully to avoid odor
and nuisance problems. Please see Response to Comment 1-4.

6-7

The commentor states that the composting operations will also need to be consistent
with the State Water Resource Control Board’s upcoming general Waste Discharge
Requirements for composting. This comment is noted.

6-8

The commentor states that the proposed alternative final cover design will require
demonstration of its feasibility and approval by both the Regional Water Quality
Control Board and California Integrated Waste Management Board. The construction
of the Potrero Hills Landfill engineered alternative final cover demonstration project
was undertaken with the cooperation of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, and
the Solano County Department of Resource Management. The project applicant
constructed a demonstration area test cover section in the fall of 1997 and equipped it
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with buried soil moisture sensors. These devices are used to measure for moisture
penetration and evaporation in 6-inch layers down through the cover over a depth of
almost 5 feet. The cover system has been evaluated by the project applicant in a multiyear environmental monitoring and applied research program with the objective of
providing information for agency review and approval of this engineered final cover
alternative. As of January 2004, the project applicant had completed 76 months (6
annual seasons) of testing that quantifies the end destination of the annual precipitation
falling on the site. Other factors monitored include durability of the cover to erosion
and shrinkage, gas control capability, and air entry prevention. The demonstration
program information is scheduled to be submitted to the Regional Water Quality
Control Board during 2005.
6-9

The commentor questions how the landfill expansion will be designed to accommodate
the potential future uses as a bioreactor landfill or landfill mining activities. Because
these are future contemplated projects only, no detailed plans have been developed.
Please also see Response to Comment 5-7.
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Letter

7

Response

7-1

Beth McKnight, Associate Planner
City of Rio Vista
January 28, 2004

The commentor states that the estimates of additional truck traffic on State Route 12
need to be substantiated and better explained. Existing traffic volumes on State Route
12 were identified by conducting traffic counts during both a.m. and p.m. peak periods.
These peak-hour traffic volumes are identified on Exhibit 4.8-2 on page 4.8-5 of the
Draft EIR. In addition, a total of 775 daily one-way trips were identified as being
generated by the landfill. The peak-hour traffic on State Route 12 and the average
daily trips generated by the landfill were used to identify the baseline traffic conditions
in the region.
The traffic analysis also evaluated the potential traffic impacts under the current site
permit, which would allow approximately 968 daily trips to and from the site. This
required the addition of 193 daily trips to the baseline conditions (968 peak daily
vehicle trips minus the existing 775 daily vehicle trips). These additional trips were
distributed to each study intersection based on existing travel patterns. This
represented the existing permitted conditions, or the expected traffic volume that could
currently be generated by the site when the landfill reaches its peak permitted vehicle
limit. No significant traffic impacts were identified with the addition of these vehicle
trips to the local roadway network.
In order to identify the traffic impacts associated with project implementation, the 32
additional vehicle trips that could occur at the site were added to the existing permitted
conditions (1,000 permitted vehicle trips minus the existing 968 peak daily vehicle trips.
No significant traffic impacts were identified with the addition of these vehicle trips to
the local roadway network even when combined with the 193 daily trips added to the
existing baseline conditions.

7-2

The commentor raises concerns regarding the addition of biosolids to the composting
operation and states that the amount of biosolids received at the site should be strictly
controlled. Limits would be placed in the State Composting Facility Permit on the
amount of biosolids allowed to be composted at the site. A maximum average total
amount of 200 tons of green material, food wastes, biosolids, agricultural wastes and
other organic materials would be processed daily under the requested permit revisions.
Only a portion of this material (approximately 50%) can effectively be biosolids for
efficient compost production. Therefore, a maximum of approximately100 tons per
day of biosolids would be processed into compost. In addition, the tonnage of biosolids
received at the site on a daily basis for any of the proposed uses would be counted and
reported to the County in the monthly monitoring reports.

7-3

The commentor requests that future traffic impacts to the eastern portion of Highway
12 through Rio Vista be considered and states that biosolids should be included in the
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maximum allowable tonnage. For a discussion of the proposed project’s cumulative
traffic impacts, the commentor is referred to Chapter 6, Cumulative and Growth
Inducing Impacts, of the Draft EIR. For a discussion of biosolids, the commentor is
referred to Response to Comment 7-2.
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Letter

8

Response

8-1

Edward H. McCormick, Manager of Support Services
East Bay Municipal Utility District
January 28, 2004

The commentor states that the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) supports
the proposed project. The commentor further states that EBMUD specifically supports
the addition of biosolids to the composting operation and using other methods of
handling biosolids, as well as the expansion of the facility. No substantive comments
are made on the contents of the Draft EIR, therefore, no additional response is
necessary.
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Letter

9

Response

Ellen M. Sampson, Staff Counsel
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
January 29, 2004

9-1

The commentor states that project implementation would result in the permanent loss
of several types of wetland habitats and that re-creation is speculative. However,
detailed mitigation measures have been included in the Draft EIR that are intended to
compensate for the loss of wetland habitat. Please see Response to Comment 9-8.

9-2

The commentor states that the proposed project would result in the long-term loss of
agricultural uses and wildlife resources within the Potrero Hills. For a discussion of the
proposed project’s impacts on agricultural resources, the commentor is referred to
Impact 4.1-2 on page 4.1-14 of the Draft EIR. For a discussion of the proposed
project’s impacts on biological resources, the commentor is referred to Section 4.2,
Biological Resources of the Draft EIR and Response to Comment 9-6.

9-3

The commentor states that the proposed project appears to be a significant increase in
the industrialization of the Potrero Hills Landfill operation and that the County should
consider whether the project site is an appropriate place to locate such a facility. The
commentor’s opinion regarding the industrialization of the site is noted. As the
commentor implies, it is within the County’s discretion to decide whether to approve or
deny the project at its proposed location.

9-4

The commentor states that the Draft EIR should take a closer look at the project’s
consistency with the SMPA, SMPP and LPP. For a detailed discussion of the project’s
consistency with these laws and policies, the commentor is referred to Section 4.1, Land
Use of the Draft EIR. In addition, a detailed Consistency Analysis Matrix has been
prepared that evaluates the proposed project’s consistency with the applicable policies
identified by the commentor. This Consistency Analysis Matrix identifies the issues
raised by the commentor, identifies the applicable policies, presents the location in the
Draft EIR where the issue was addressed, and discusses the project’s consistency with
the applicable BCDC/Solano County Suisun Marsh-related policies. This Consistency
Analysis Matrix is presented as follows:
Consistency Analysis Matrix

BCDC Comment
Letter 9
(Included Above)
9-1 – Potential
loss of wetland
habitats and the
use of
“speculative”
mitigation

Applicable
BCDC/Solano County
Suisun Marsh-Related
Policies1
Numerous
SMPP and LPP
related policies
throughout
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Page and/or Section
Where Addressed in
DEIR
Impacts 4.1-2
and 4.2-2; and
Mitigation
Measures 4.1-2
and 4.2-2

2-69

Discussion of Project Consistency with Applicable BCDC/Solano
County Suisun Marsh-Related Policies
Implementation of proposed project and
mitigation measures 4.1-2 and 4.2-2, would
result in project’s consistency with all applicable
BCDC/Solano County Suisun Marsh-related
policies. The discussion of Mitigation Measure
4.1-2 discusses Project consistency with the

EDAW
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Consistency Analysis Matrix
BCDC Comment
Letter 9
(Included Above)

Applicable
BCDC/Solano County
Suisun Marsh-Related
Policies1

Page and/or Section
Where Addressed in
DEIR

measures

9-2 – Potential
loss of
agricultural uses
within a
Secondary
Marsh Zone

SMPP: Land
Use and Marsh
Management
Policy 10
LPP:
Agriculture
Policies 2 and 3

Page 4.1-4,
Agriculture; and
Page 4.1-15,
Agriculture
Section of the
LPP
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Discussion of Project Consistency with Applicable BCDC/Solano
County Suisun Marsh-Related Policies
County’s LPP Policies. The landfill facility
expansion does not result in significant impacts
to the Secondary Management Area.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2.2
would ensure the preservation of wetland
habitats in accordance with applicable Marsh
protection policies. See the Response to
Comment 9-8 in the Responses section below
for a summary of the project applicant’s
biological mitigation strategies for the Potrero
Hills Landfill Expansion and for clarifying
information on the locations of proposed
wetland mitigation areas located within the
SMPP Secondary Management Area. During
the course of the EIR review process, the
applicant acquired the 83 +acre “Director’s
Guild” property near the Project site, which
would provide more than adequate acreage for
development of additional aquatic habitat. The
applicant has also obtained credits in the
proposed Elsie Gridley Mitigation Bank in
Solano County. The applicant must also
prepare a mitigation and monitoring plan that
details the creation and preservation of wetland
habitat, subject to the approval of the Corps,
RWQCB, and CDFG prior to implementation.
The mitigation measures as described in the
FEIR implement prescriptive and performance
standards established by USFWS and the
CDFG pursuant to State and Federal
Endangered Species Acts for the protection of
species.
The Solano County General Plan, Chapter III,
defines the County’s overall policy to preserve
agricultural uses within the County, including
the Potrero Hills area.
The DEIR determined that the proposed
project is compatible with applicable Solano
County General Plan Land Use designation
(“Extensive Agriculture”) and as a conditional
use allowed by existing County zoning
regulations within a designated A-L-160
District.
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Consistency Analysis Matrix
BCDC Comment
Letter 9
(Included Above)

Applicable
BCDC/Solano County
Suisun Marsh-Related
Policies1

Page and/or Section
Where Addressed in
DEIR

9-3 – Potential
industrialization
of the Marsh

SMPP: Water
Supply and
Quality Policy
10
LPP: Utilities,
Facilities and
Transportation
Policy 4 and
Water Quality
Policy 4

Page 4.1-17:
Utilities,
Facilities and
Transportation
Section of the
LPP and
Impacts 4.1-2,
4.1-3, 4.2-1
through 4.2-9,
4.10-1 through
4.10-4; and
Mitigation
Measures: 4.22, 4.2-5, 4.2-6,
4.2-7, 4.2-9,
and 4.10-1
through 4.10-4

9-4 – Request
for analysis of
DEIR
consistency with
SMPA, SMPP
and LPP

Not Applicable

9-5 – Request
for
consideration of
ecological,
aesthetic and
water supply

SMPP: Land
Use and Marsh
Management
Policy 11 and
Natural Gas
Resources

Page 4.1-4
identifies
applicable LPP
policies;
Impact 4.1-2
discusses LPP
policy
consistency
Impacts 4.1-1,
4.1-3, 4.1-4,
4.2-2, 4.2-5,
4.2-6, 4.2-7
4.2-9, 4.3-1,
4.3-2, 4.3-4,
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Discussion of Project Consistency with Applicable BCDC/Solano
County Suisun Marsh-Related Policies
The DEIR concluded that the proposed project
is also consistent with Policies 2 and 3 of the
Agricultural Section of the LPP. The DEIR
contains mitigation measures that would
preserve the quality of the Marsh and its
wildlife resources.
Further, cattle grazing could resume (on a
periodic basis) within wetland mitigation areas
and at the landfill site at the time of facility
closure.
The DEIR determined that the proposed
project with implementation of identified
mitigation measures would reduce adverse
biological and visual impacts to less-thansignificant levels. Mitigation is also identified
that would reduce potential impacts to the
Marsh’s water quality to a less-than-significant
level. The County’s LPP anticipated the further
development of the Potrero Hills Landfill and
stated it should be permitted if there were no
adverse impacts to the secondary marsh.
Changing management practices for both solid
wastes and recyclable materials reflect an
important shift in State law to encourage
recycling and diversion of materials from
landfill disposal, which fosters additional
recyclables processing and beneficial re-use of
former waste materials such as concrete and
biosolids.
This supplemental consistency summary matrix
is intended to supplement the discussion of the
SMPA, SMPP and the LPP set forth in Chapter
4 of the DEIR.

The DEIR evaluated ecological, aesthetic and
water supply issues and it has been determined
after analysis of resource effects that the project
is consistent with applicable LPP policies. All
impacts identified in the DEIR would be
mitigated to a less-than-significant level with
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Consistency Analysis Matrix
BCDC Comment
Letter 9
(Included Above)
issues in light of
LPP policies;
request for how
several landfill
elements are or
are not
consistent with
SMPP and LPP
policies

Applicable
BCDC/Solano County
Suisun Marsh-Related
Policies1
Policies 1 and
3.
LPP:
Agriculture
Policy 3 and
Water Quality
Policy 4

Page and/or Section
Where Addressed in
DEIR
4.4-1, 4.4-2,
4.6-1, 4.6-2,
4.6-3, 4.6-4,
4.6-5, 4.6-7
4.9-1, 4.9-4,
4.10-1 4.10-2,
4.10-3, and
4.10-4.
Mitigation
Measures:
4.1-3, 4.1-4,
4.2-2, 4.2-5,
4.2-6, 4.2-7,
4.2-9, 4.3-1,
4.3-2, 4.3-4,
4.4-1, 4.4-2,
4.6-1, 4.6-2,
4.6-3, 4.6-4,
4.6-5, 4.6-7
4.9-1, 4.9-4,
4.10-1 4.10-2,
4.10-3, and
4.10-4.
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Discussion of Project Consistency with Applicable BCDC/Solano
County Suisun Marsh-Related Policies
implementation of the identified mitigation
measures. Impacts to habitat and wildlife
resources would be mitigated through habitat
preservation and enhancement of Secondary
Marsh lands owned by the Applicant. See
discussion of Comment 9-3, above, and the
Response to Comment 9-8 in the Responses
section below for clarifying information.
Power Generating Facility: SMPP—Natural
Gas Resources Policies 1 and 3 and Utilities,
Facilities and Transportation Policy 1; the
proposed power generating facility would be
consistent with the Natural Gas Resources
Policy 1 because the design and operation of
the power production facilities (i.e., natural gas
pipelines and micro-turbine generators) would
be required to comply with applicable Solano
County building permit requirements and
applicable fire code and industrial process
equipment standards. Pipeline construction
shall occur during the dry months of the year;
therefore, the proposed project would be
consistent with Natural Gas Resources Policy 3.
Power lines installed on the project site would
be required to be placed underground. If
power lines are constructed above ground, the
wires shall be placed at least six feet apart
(consistent with SMPP Utilities, Facilities and
Transportation Policy 1).
Sale of Power and Materials: The sale of Power
and Materials is not applicable to the SMPP or
LPP policies as these policies do not speak to
such actions.
Composting Operations: SMPP and LPP
policies do not preclude composting activities.
Composting is encouraged by state laws and
regulations implemented by the State
Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989.
Recycling: SMPP and LPP policies do not
preclude recycling activities. Recycling is
encouraged by state laws and regulations
implemented by the State Integrated Waste
Management Act of 1989.
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Consistency Analysis Matrix
BCDC Comment
Letter 9
(Included Above)

Applicable
BCDC/Solano County
Suisun Marsh-Related
Policies1

Page and/or Section
Where Addressed in
DEIR

Test Plots and Studies: SMPP and LPP policies
do not preclude Test Plots and Studies.
Handling, Composting, and Land Spreading of
Biosolids: SMPP and LPP policies do not
preclude the use of biosolids.
As noted above, changing management
practices for both solid wastes and recyclable
materials reflect an important shift in State law
to encourage recycling and diversion of
materials from landfill disposal, which fosters
additional recyclables processing and beneficial
re-use of former waste materials such as
concrete and biosolids.
Truck Washing Facility: LPP—Water Quality
Policy 4; the proposed truck washing facility
would be constructed adjacent to existing
utilities and would prevent waters from seeping
into the surrounding lands.
Visitor Center: SMPP and LPP policies do not
preclude the construction and use of a visitor
center.
Private Residence: A private residence is no
longer part of the proposed project and is
therefore not applicable.
Refueling Facilities: SMPP and LPP policies do
not preclude the refueling of vehicles within
existing or proposed landfill facilities. As
discussed in Impact 4.4-3, implementation of
the site’s landfill gas control system would
remove potential volatile organic contaminants
that could migrate to the groundwater.
Pumping of Additional Groundwater for NonAgricultural Uses: Groundwater usage is
limited to supplying water to two toilet facilities
and as an emergency fire suppression water
supply; the project would not increase the rate
of this groundwater usage.

9-5 (continued)
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Consistency Analysis Matrix
BCDC Comment
Letter 9
(Included Above)
9-6 – Impacts
4.1-1 and 4.1-2
should discuss
the loss of
agriculture in
the context of
the SMPA and
LPP
9-7 – Impacts to
Spring Branch
Creek: a. water
quality, b. landwater, c. water,
d. recreation,
and
e. biological
resources

9-7 (continued)

Applicable
BCDC/Solano County
Suisun Marsh-Related
Policies1
SMPP: Land
Use and Marsh
Management
Policy 10
LPP:
Agriculture
Policy 2

SMPP: Water
Supply and
Quality Policy
7
LPP: Water
Quality Policies
3 and 6;
and
Wildlife
Habitat
Management
and
Preservation
Policies 1
and 2

Page and/or Section
Where Addressed in
DEIR
Page 4.1-4,
Agriculture;
Page 4.1-15,
Agriculture
Section of the
LPP; and
Impact 4.1-2

Page 4.1-16,
Water Quality
Section of the
LPP; Page 4.41 and
Impact 4.4-1;
Mitigation
Measure 4.4-1;
Page 4.1-15,
Wildlife
Management
and Preservation
Section of the
LPP; Impacts
4.2-1, 4.2-2,
4.2-3, 4.2-4,
4.2-5, 4.2-6,
4.2-7, 4.2-8
and

4.2-9; and
Mitigation
Measures 4.22, 4.2-5, 4.2-6,
4.2-7 and
4.2-9.
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Discussion of Project Consistency with Applicable BCDC/Solano
County Suisun Marsh-Related Policies
See Response at Comment 9-2, above, for a
discussion of the DEIR’s consideration of
project-related impacts to agricultural land uses
and policies to preserve agricultural uses in the
Potrero Hills.
Note: Land Use Impact 4.1-1 (i.e., analysis of
potential nuisances and public health hazards)
is not germane to the discussion of agricultural
impacts presented in Comment 9-6.
The proposed project, with implementation of
identified mitigation measures, would affect
Spring Branch Creek, but would not affect
Marsh water quality, riparian resources, landwater relationships, recreational resources or
biological habitats.
a. b. and c.: The DEIR accurately defines
Spring Branch Creek as “an ephemeral surface
runoff channel” that is “devoid of riparian
vegetation” and has been relocated downstream
of the proposed expansion area.
The proposed project would relocate the
Spring Branch Creek channel segment within
the Phase II expansion area. Modification of
this creek segment would, per Mitigation
Measure 4.4-1 and CCR Title 27 regulations, be
required to be designed, constructed and
operated in a manner that preserves water
quality within and downstream of the project
area. Spring Branch Creek improvements
would serve to improve the downstream flow
condition.
d. In accordance with the applicable adopted
planning documents, the Project area and its
environs do not support recreational uses. The
Resource Conservation and Open Space Plan
portion of the Environmental Resources
Element of the Solano County General Plan
does not envision recreational uses of the
Spring Branch Creek area or any other area of
the PHLF site. Further, the five LPP
Recreation and Marsh Access policies define a
range of recreational opportunities (e.g., duck
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Consistency Analysis Matrix
BCDC Comment
Letter 9
(Included Above)

9-8 – Impacts to
vernal pool
crustaceans and
“permanent”
loss of wildlife
and habitats
from protected
secondary
Marsh areas.

Applicable
BCDC/Solano County
Suisun Marsh-Related
Policies1

SMPPEnvironment
Policies 1 and 2
LPP: Wildlife
Habitat
Management
and
Preservation
Policies 1
and 2
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Page and/or Section
Where Addressed in
DEIR

Page 4.1-15:
Wildlife
Management
and Preservation
Section of the
LPP;
Page 4.2-19;
Impact 4.2-2;
and Mitigation
Measure 4.2-2

2-75

Discussion of Project Consistency with Applicable BCDC/Solano
County Suisun Marsh-Related Policies
hunting, fishing, boat launching, nature study,
bird watching, picnicking, and hiking) that do
not occur in, and are not applicable to, the
Project area.
e. Construction activities within 500 feet from
Ponds 5 and 7, which provide California Tiger
Salamander (CTS) habitat, are being avoided
and preserved, respectively. Because the
proposed project is avoiding and preserving
these unique wildlife resources, the proposed
project is consistent with Wildlife Habitat
Management and Preservation Policy 1.
Therefore, the proposed project is preserving
the unique wildlife resource, wherever possible.
The DEIR notes that ponds on the project site
do not support any of the federally listed vernal
pool crustaceans described in Comment 9-8.
Due to the fact that these areas occur within the
proposed Critical Habitat area, as defined by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the fill of
these ponds would be considered a significant
impact (Impact 4.2-2).
Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 defines habitat
creation and preservation protocols and
compensation ratios (e.g., 3:1 preservation of
large pool/pond habitats, 1.5:1
construction/restoration of large pool/pond
habitats and 2:1 construction/restoration) to
mitigate this impact to a less-than-significant
level.
The applicant has provided clarifying
information on biological mitigation strategies,
including the proposal to mitigate this impact
within adjacent “Secondary” Marsh areas (see
the Response to Comment 9-8 in the Responses
section below). Accordingly, these resources
would be temporarily impacted but not
permanently lost. As noted below, during the
course of the EIR review process, the applicant
acquired the 83 +acre “Director’s Guild”
property near the Project site, which would
provide more than adequate acreage for
development of additional aquatic habitat. The
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Consistency Analysis Matrix
BCDC Comment
Letter 9
(Included Above)

9-9 – Impacts to
California Tiger
Salamander

Applicable
BCDC/Solano County
Suisun Marsh-Related
Policies1

Page and/or Section
Where Addressed in
DEIR

SMPP:
Environment
Policy 1
LPP: Wildlife
Habitat
Management
and
Preservation
Policy 1

Page 4.1-15,
Wildlife
Management
and Preservation
Section of the
LPP; Impact
4.2-5; and
Mitigation
Measure 4.2-5

LPP: Wildlife
Habitat
Management
and
Preservation
Policy 1

Page 4.2-4.213;
Impacts 4.2-5,
4.2-6 and 4.27; and
Mitigation
Measures
4.2-5, 4.2-6
and 4.2-7

9-9 (continued)

9-10 – Impacts
to forage habitat
for nesting
raptors
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Discussion of Project Consistency with Applicable BCDC/Solano
County Suisun Marsh-Related Policies
applicant has also obtained credits in the
proposed Elsie Gridley Mitigation Bank in
Solano County. The applicant must also
prepare a mitigation and monitoring plan that
details the creation and preservation of wetland
habitat, subject to the approval of the Corps,
RWQCB, and CDFG prior to implementation.
The mitigation measures implement
prescriptive and performance standards
established by USFWS and the CDFG pursuant
to State and Federal Endangered Species Acts
for the protection of species.
The proposed project is consistent with Wildlife
Habitat Management and Preservation Policy 1
as construction activities within 500 feet from
Ponds 5 and 7, which provide California Tiger
Salamander (CTS) habitat, are being avoided
and preserved, respectively. Therefore, the
proposed project is preserving the unique
wildlife resource, wherever possible.
Although, not all of the CTS habitat can be
preserved and/or enhanced within the
proposed project, mitigation sites for CTS
would be located within the known range of
CTS in adjacent lands owned by PHLF and, if
necessary, other areas of southern Solano
County
The applicant has provided clarifying
information on biological mitigation strategies,
including the proposal to mitigate CTS impacts
within adjacent “Secondary” Marsh areas (see
the Response to Comment 9-8 in the Responses
section below).
Impact 4.2-7 observes that “the proposed
expansion area provides high-quality forage
habitat for a variety of raptors”, but does not
cite the loss of this habitat as a significant
impact. The DEIR analysis of raptor foraging
habitat determined that this impact is less-thansignificant, due to the abundance of forage
habitat in the region.
Compensation for impacts to project-area
habitats would, as a collateral benefit to the
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Consistency Analysis Matrix
BCDC Comment
Letter 9
(Included Above)

Applicable
BCDC/Solano County
Suisun Marsh-Related
Policies1

Page and/or Section
Where Addressed in
DEIR

9-11 – Impacts
to wildlife forage
habitats

SMPP:
Environment
Policy 1
LPP: Wildlife
Habitat
Management
and
Preservation
Policy 1

Page 4.2-4.213;
Impacts 4.2-5,
4.2-6, 4.2-7
and 4.2-8; and
Mitigation
Measures
4.2-5, 4.2-6,
4.2-7 and 4.2-8

9-12 – Impacts
to sensitive
habitats and the
“permanent”
loss of sensitive
habitats from
protected
secondary
Marsh areas

SMPP:
Environment
Policies 1 and 2
LPP: Wildlife
Habitat
Management
and
Preservation
Policies1
and 2
No specific
policy
identified

Impact 4.2-9
and
Mitigation
Measure 4.2-9

9-13 – Potential
SMPA, SMMP
and LPP policy
inconsistency if
impact
mitigation
measures fail
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Table 1-1; Page
1-9, Section
1.6.1: Solid
Waste
Management
Laws and
Regulations;
Page 1-11,
Section 1.6.2:
Agencies with
Jurisdiction; and
Page 2-2:
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Discussion of Project Consistency with Applicable BCDC/Solano
County Suisun Marsh-Related Policies
primary focus of each measure, be provided in
accordance with Mitigation Measures 4.2-5, 4.26, 4.2-7 and 4.2-8.
The applicant has provided clarifying
information on biological mitigation strategies,
including the proposal to provide habitat
enhancement measures that will improve
forage habitat for nesting raptors within
adjacent “Secondary” Marsh areas (see the
Response to Comment 9-8 in the Responses
section below).
As noted in the discussion at Comment 9-10,
above, because of the abundance of comparable
foraging habitat in the vicinity, the DEIR
determined that impacts to foraging habitat are
considered to be less-than-significant.
Compensation for unavoidable impacts to
project-area habitats would, as a collateral
benefit to the primary focus of each measure,
be provided in accordance with Mitigation
Measures 4.2-5, 4.2-6, 4.2-7 and 4.2-8.
See discussions at Comment 9-8, above. The
applicant has provided clarifying information
on biological mitigation strategies, including
the proposal to mitigate impacts to sensitive
habitats within adjacent “Secondary” Marsh
areas (see the Response to Comment 9-8 in the
Responses section below). Accordingly, these
resources would be temporarily impacted but
not permanently lost.
The proposed project is subject to numerous
regulatory and monitoring processes that
ensure that project implementation achieves
performance standards defined by permit
conditions. Further, EIR mitigation
requirements would be achieved by the
implementation of the project mitigation
monitoring program, in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines § 15097.
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Consistency Analysis Matrix
BCDC Comment
Letter 9
(Included Above)

Applicable
BCDC/Solano County
Suisun Marsh-Related
Policies1

Page and/or Section
Where Addressed in
DEIR

Discussion of Project Consistency with Applicable BCDC/Solano
County Suisun Marsh-Related Policies

Discretionary
Actions and
Project
Approvals
9-14 – Future,
Post-Closure
Landfill Uses
9-15 – Request
for additional
information and
analysis
9-16 – CEQA
Alternatives
9-17 – Service
area
9-18 –
Cumulative
impacts
9-19 – Mapping

9-20 – Table 2-1

9-21 –
Hazardous
materials
9-22 –
Caretaker’s
residence

9-23 – Table 3-3

9-24 – Table 3-4

No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified

Not Applicable.

No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
LPP Utilities,
Facilities and
Transportation
Policy 9.b(5)

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

LPP Utilities, Facilities and Transportation
Policy 9.b(5) identifies that construction of
facilities should be designed so as to minimize
erosion and deposition of sedimentation into
adjacent waterbodies. The Applicant has
withdrawn the caretaker residence proposal
from project applications and the EIR project
description; therefore, this policy is not
applicable to the proposed project.
Not Applicable.

No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
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Consistency Analysis Matrix
BCDC Comment
Letter 9
(Included Above)
9-25 – Sludge
handling

9-26 – Biosolids

9-27 –
Alternative daily
cover
9-28 –
“Condensate byproducts”
9-29 –
Groundwater
drawdown and
salinity

9-30 – Leachate
control system
9-31 – Scally
Road
9-32 – Entrance
pond
9-33 – Exhibit 38
9-34 – Scally
Road vacation

Applicable
BCDC/Solano County
Suisun Marsh-Related
Policies1
identified
SMPP: Water
Supply and
Quality Policy
10
LPP: Water
Quality Policy
4

Page and/or Section
Where Addressed in
DEIR
Page 3-28,
Using Other
Methods of
Handling
Sludge; Impacts
4.4-2 and 4.43; and
Mitigation
Measures 4.4-2
and 4.4-3

No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
SMPP: Water
Supply and
Quality Policy
6
LPP: Water
Quality Policy
2

The proposed project is required, per CCR
Title 27 regulations and Mitigation Measures
4.4-2 and 4.4-3, to be designed to ensure
significant adverse impacts on water quality do
not occur as a result of the project. Therefore,
the proposed project would be consistent with
the referenced policies.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

The proposed project would be consistent with
these policies as 1 foot in the local area around
the well and the long-term pumping of the new
well would not affect adjacent ranch wells. The
groundwater consultant also concluded that no
salt water intrusion impact would occur.
Therefore, the proposed project is consistent
with these policies.
Not Applicable.

No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
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Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.
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Consistency Analysis Matrix
BCDC Comment
Letter 9
(Included Above)
9-35 – Possible,
subsequent
bioreactor and
mining projects

9-36 – All-soil
final cover
9-37 – Postclosure security
9-38 – Fencing

9-39 – Cell liner

9-40 – “Fugitive”
litter
9-41 – Traffic
data
9-42 – Waste
stream
9-43 – Earth fill

9-44 –
Recyclables and
Biosolids
9-45 – Fill and
water truck trips
9-46 – Flare
location graphic

Applicable
BCDC/Solano County
Suisun Marsh-Related
Policies1
SMPP
LPP

Page and/or Section
Where Addressed in
DEIR
N/A

Undetermined: See Response to Comment 935 in the Responses to Comments section
below. In the event that such project is
proposed, an application to modify the existing
Marsh Development Permit would need to be
submitted to Solano County. The County
would be required to evaluate the proposed
project’s consistency with the SMPP and LPP,
in response to this new project and in concert
with a subsequent CEQA analysis, for the
bioreactor and mining of the landfill.
Not Applicable.

No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
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Discussion of Project Consistency with Applicable BCDC/Solano
County Suisun Marsh-Related Policies

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.
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Consistency Analysis Matrix
BCDC Comment
Letter 9
(Included Above)
9-47 – Relocate
energy
generation
equipment
9-48 – Chemical
processing
system
9-49 – Chemical
escape or
human
exposure
9-50 –
Maintenance
assess road
9-51 –
Permitting chart
9-52 –
Composting and
groundwater
9-53 – Tonnage
limits
9-54 – Special
wastes
9-55 – Truck
safety
9-56 – Litter
control

Applicable
BCDC/Solano County
Suisun Marsh-Related
Policies1
identified
No specific
policy
identified

Page and/or Section
Where Addressed in
DEIR

Discussion of Project Consistency with Applicable BCDC/Solano
County Suisun Marsh-Related Policies

Not Applicable.

No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified

Not Applicable.

No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified

Not Applicable.
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Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.
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Consistency Analysis Matrix
BCDC Comment
Letter 9
(Included Above)
9-57 – Ongoing
programs:
dust, bird
hazing,
hazardous
materials,
disease vector
control,
migration of
liquids
9-58 – County
solid waste plan
consistency
9-59 – Water
tank graphic
9-60 – Claypan
habitat
9-61 – Biocide
usage
9-62 – Illegally
deposited
hazardous
wastes
9-63 – Noise

9-64 – 24-hour
operations’
impacts on
wildlife

Applicable
BCDC/Solano County
Suisun Marsh-Related
Policies1
No specific
policy
identified

Page and/or Section
Where Addressed in
DEIR

Not Applicable.

No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
No specific
policy
identified
SMPP:
Recreation and
Access Policy 6
LPP:
Recreation and
Marsh Access
Policy 5

Discussion of Project Consistency with Applicable BCDC/Solano
County Suisun Marsh-Related Policies

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Section 4.7;
Impacts 4.7-1,
4.7-2 and 4.73; and
Mitigation
Measures 4.71, 4.7-2 and
4.7-3

No specific
policy
identified
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SMPP Policy 6 (Recreation and Access) and LPP
Policy 5 (Recreation and Marsh Access) refer to
maintaining noise levels within acceptable
standards; however, the policies do not identify
specific noise level standards. The analysis in
the DEIR utilizes State of California and
County of Solano noise criteria for its
determination of noise impact significance.
Pursuant to CEQA, use of State and County
noise criteria, Community Noise Equivalent
Levels (CNELs), is an accepted and reliable
methodology for assessment of potential noise
impacts
Not Applicable.
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Consistency Analysis Matrix
BCDC Comment
Letter 9
(Included Above)
9-65 – LPP
consistency
analysis of
power plant and
power line
development

9-66 – Future
electricity
generation
information
9-67 – Visual
resources:
a: ridgeline
views and power
plant location;
b: undulating
ridgelines
c: views of trucks
and tractors;
d. views from
Grizzly Island
Road; and,
e. views of the
project area
from the south

Applicable
BCDC/Solano County
Suisun Marsh-Related
Policies1
SMPP: Utilities,
Facilities and
Transportation
Policy 1
LPP: Utilities,
Facilities and
Transportation
Policy 1
No specific
policy
identified
LPP: Open
Space for the
Preservation of
Natural and
Human
Resources

Page and/or Section
Where Addressed in
DEIR
Page 4.1-18;
Impact 4.1-3;
and Mitigation
Measure 4.1-3

The DEIR provides discussion of the
consistency of the power lines with these
policies. If undergrounding of utilities is not
feasible, the project would install utilities in
accordance with the SMPP and LPP policies., as
described in the discussion at Comment 9-5
above.
Not Applicable.

Impacts 4.10-1
and 4.10-3;
and Mitigation
Measures
4.10-1 and
4.10-3

9-67 (continued)
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Discussion of Project Consistency with Applicable BCDC/Solano
County Suisun Marsh-Related Policies

Impacts 4.10-1 and 4.10-3 of the DEIR discuss
that construction of the proposed project would
result in altered views and visual changes from
the north and northwest; the EIR analysis did
not conclude that there were potential
significant impacts to southern or eastern
viewsheds. Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 would
require that a soil-covered berm be constructed
on the northwestern and northern edge of the
active working face to shield the view toward
the active landfill working face. In addition,
Mitigation Measure 4.10-3 requires the
construction of an earthen berm along the
northern edge of the proposed water tanks.
Project design standards would ensure that the
power plant area would be shielded from view
by earthen berms.
Although SMPP Water-Related Industry Policy
8(g) establishes guidelines for water-related
industrial uses within and adjacent to the
Suisun Marsh, this policy provides visual design
standards for industrial development. The
proposed project would “be located and
designed to avoid visual intrusion on the
Suisun Marsh”; therefore, the proposed project
would be consistent with this policy.
Nighttime operations have been ongoing since
1989; the proposed project would add four
hours (1:00 a.m. to 5:00 a.m.) to the existing
operations schedule. No significant impacts to
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Consistency Analysis Matrix
BCDC Comment
Letter 9
(Included Above)

9-68 – Acronyms

Applicable
BCDC/Solano County
Suisun Marsh-Related
Policies1

Page and/or Section
Where Addressed in
DEIR

Discussion of Project Consistency with Applicable BCDC/Solano
County Suisun Marsh-Related Policies
wildlife associated with nighttime operations
have been identified.
Not Applicable.

No specific
policy
identified

1 Applicable policies include the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act (SMPA), the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan
(SMPP), and Solano County’s Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan Component (LPP).

9-5

The commentor states that the Draft EIR seems to understate the importance of the
SMPA and LPP policies. The Draft EIR includes a detailed discussion of LPP policies
pursuant to the SMPA in several sections of the document, notably Section 4.1, Land
Use. The discussion commencing on page 4.1-2 of the Draft EIR describes the SMPA,
SMPP and LPP and identifies the applicable LPP policies that are applicable to the
proposed project. The consistency of the proposed project with these policies is
presented in the impact discussion of the Land Use Section commencing on page 4.114 of the Draft EIR.
A discussion of the SMPA and LPP is also provided in Section 4.2, Biological Resources,
of the Draft EIR. This includes a discussion of the Marsh Development Permit
requirements, the SMPA, the LPP, and the incorporation of the LPP policies into the
County’s General Plan in the land use, resource conservation (including water quality
requirements) and open space, and scenic roadway elements.
The commentor further requests an explanation of how several elements of the project
would be compatible with the LPP policies. The LPP provides that future development
of the landfill should be permitted if it is shown that the construction and operation of
such facilities will not have significant adverse ecological or aesthetic impacts on the
Marsh. (LPP, p. 25, paragraph 4.) The Draft EIR identified impacts associated with all
of the project components and included mitigation measures to reduce impact
significance. The Draft EIR concluded that with implementation of the identified
mitigation measures, no significant and unavoidable impacts would be anticipated.
Therefore, none of the project elements is anticipated to result in significant adverse
ecological or aesthetic impacts and these elements would be consistent with the policies
of the LPP.
The majority of the project elements mentioned by the commentor also promote re-use
and recycling activities consistent with State and local policies. Composting operations
are a fundamental means to recycle green wastes and other wastes to develop compost
products, a policy and practice which is encouraged by state laws and regulations
implementing the State Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989. The recycling and
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re-use of biosolids as cover material is another example of recycling and re-use. In
addition, with respect to power generation, the project proposes to beneficially re-use
landfill gas generated in the landfill waste decomposition process for generating power
to meet both onsite and offsite demands. Also, landfill gas may be re-used as an LNG
substitute fuel source in the future. The recycling and re-use activities at a landfill allow
the co-use of infrastructure, personnel and equipment, which provides economies of
scale and physical and economic benefits that improve the climate for recycling for local
and regional communities.
9-6

The commentor states that the project would result in the loss of agricultural use in the
project area and that the Draft EIR should discuss this impact in light of the SMPA and
LPP policies. For a discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with the
agricultural policies of the LPP, the commentor is referred to page 4.1-15 of the Draft
EIR.
The following is presented in response to the commentor’s question regarding the
anticipated remaining schedule for the Phase I and II areas. The Phase I area is being
completed in a west to east filling pattern. The final capping of the remainder of the
50-acre southwest corner is anticipated to occur about 2007. The cattle grazing cannot
occur under existing County Use Permit until two years after the cap construction. A
portion of this 50-acre area would continue in use as an organics processing location
(composting, wood grinding, ADC storage) for a period of at least 10 years. The
duration of composting is controlled more by market economics and changes in the
County waste diversion and recycling plans, which may develop alternative processing
facilities elsewhere. The project applicant indicates that no changes in this schedule are
proposed at this time.
The remaining 140 acres of the Phase I area would be used as a landfill for much of the
45 year remaining term of landfilling if the proposed project is approved because the
Phase II filling involves overtopping the previously placed waste materials. Once the
final cap is placed on western portions of the Phase I area and they are no longed
needed for resource recovery operations, they would be seeded to grass. For the first 5
years after seeding, a layer of biosolids would be placed on the areas on a rotational
basis as a soil amendment. This is needed to add more organic humus material to the
clayey final cap soil to reduce the shrink/swell characteristics. The application of
amendments would also promote enhanced vegetative growth. Thereafter,
approximately every 3 years another layer of biosolids may be placed to maintain the
organic content of the soil and to add nutrients to further promote better ground cover
vegetation growth.
The restrictions placed on cattle grazing where biosolids are spread on other
agricultural parcels in Solano County would govern the schedule of such post closure
use at the landfill. In the landfill grazing areas, the ongoing landfill-oriented activities
would include 30-year post closure monitoring of the landfill surface for occurrence of
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poor vegetation growth, erosion conditions and settlement that interferes with the
drainage grades. The removal of the landfill gas through the gas recovery system
would continue. The wellheads and pipelines would need to be monitored and
maintained, with some possible replacement construction activities. Also, the
groundwater monitoring would continue. If the landfill gas conversion to vehicle fuel
facility is implemented, that operation would continue for a term extending to 20 years
after the last placement of wastes in the landfill. Thus, there would be periodic activity
in this portion of the landfill property for a significant term. The Phase II area would
have similar post closure activities possibly extending out to 2075.
As discussed in the EIR and the response to comments, the cattle grazing is an
acceptable post closure landfill use and continued use of the project area for grazing
would likely continue over time: the agricultural uses are not permanently lost, but are
delayed until the land is suitable and the timing appropriate. It should be noted that
the capped landfill grows much better vegetation than the native soils, due to the better
soil conditions, and thus the cattle grazing rate is increased. Previously the site has been
used for cattle grazing; however with the poor soils and meager water availability, the
grazing potential was low.
Existing vegetation and soils conditions (described in Section 4.2, Biological Resources
and Section 4.3, Earth Resources of the Draft EIR, respectively) are generally
unsuitable for non-grazing agricultural activities. The limited quantity and quality of
local groundwater resources (described in Section 4.4, Hydrology and Water Quality)
does not support irrigated agriculture. Existing water rights designate the water to be
used for stock watering or to pass on to the marsh, storm water runoff is insufficient for
ponding for irrigation purposes, and no irrigation canals or channels now serve this
area, and none have been proposed. The project area’s agricultural value, aside from
marginal grazing uses, is limited.
9-7

The commentor disagrees with the Local Protection Program (LPP) policy
interpretation included in the Draft EIR in relation to the removal of Spring Branch
Creek. The commentor specifically references Policy 3 in stating that the conclusion of
the Draft EIR that the proposed project would be consistent with the policies of the
Water Quality Section of the LPP is not supported by the language in this policy.
However, the Draft EIR’s consistency conclusion was based on an interpretation of the
introductory text of the Water Quality Section of the LPP as well as Policies 3 and 6.
The introductory text of the Water Quality Section identifies the two primary water
quality concerns associated with stream modifications. These include 1) avoiding
decreases in the quantity of water flowing into the marsh in order to prevent increased
salinity (due to salt water intrusion) at any given location, and 2) avoiding decreases in
the quality of water flowing into the Marsh. Decreases in the quantity of water are
caused by upstream storage facilities and diversions. The reference in Policy 3 to
disruptions or impediments to runoff and stream flow are interpreted to be referencing
upstream storage and diversion facilities, rather than the stream channelization
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proposed by the project. Stream channelization is not anticipated to adversely affect
the quality or quantity of water in the stream.
In addition, Policy 6 of the Water Quality section of the LPP specifically states that,
“Riparian vegetation in the immediate Suisun Marsh watershed should be preserved
due to its importance in the maintenance of water quality and its value as Marsh-related
wildlife habitat. Stream modification should only be permitted if it is proved necessary
to ensure the protection of life and existing structures from floods and only the
minimum amount of modification necessary should be allowed.” This policy specifically
addresses the importance of riparian vegetation in maintaining water quality and
further identifies limits on when stream modification should occur. The message
implicit in this policy is that modifications to streams containing riparian vegetation
should only be permitted in very limited circumstances. Also, the primary purpose of
this policy is to protect water quality. Because Spring Branch Creek does not include
any riparian vegetation and extensive water quality control measures would be
required with project implementation, its realignment would not conflict with these
policies.
The commentor further asks how the permanent alteration of Spring Branch Creek
could be consistent with Policy 1 of the Wildlife Habitat Management and Preservation
Section of the LPP, which states: “The diversity of habitats in the Suisun Marsh and
surrounding upland areas should be preserved and enhanced wherever possible to
maintain the unique wildlife resource”. Policy 1 encourages the preservation and
enhancement of habitat diversity within Suisun Marsh. However, this policy does not
preclude development that minimizes biological resource impacts through habitat
preservation, restoration and/or replacement. This is clearly articulated in Policy 4 of
the Utilities, Facilities and Transportation Section of the LPP which states in part that
“… future development of a new solid waste disposal site in the Potrero Hills should be
permitted if it can be shown that the construction and operations of such facilities will
not have significant adverse ecological or aesthetic impacts on the Marsh”. Because all
significant biological resource impacts identified in the Draft EIR would be reduced to
less-than-significant levels with implementation of the biological resource mitigation
measures (identified in Table 2-1 commencing on page 2-6 of the Draft EIR), the Draft
EIR concluded that the proposed project would not conflict with Policy 1 of the Wildlife
Habitat Management and Preservation Section of the LPP.
Based on the County’s interpretation of the LPP policies in the past (Jones & Stokes,
October 1995), the landfill operator was permitted to relocate the lower, downstream
reach of Spring Branch Creek (within the Phase I project area). This action, including
the creation of a trapezoidal channel that would ultimately be paved, was reviewed and
approved in accordance with the LPP (as implemented by the County by Use/Marsh
Development Permit), Sections 401 and 404(b)(1) of the federal Clean Water Act, as
well as Waste Discharge Requirements of the RWQCB. While the proposed project
includes the relocation of an upstream segment of Spring Branch Creek to a pipe,
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rather than an engineered maintained channel, this proposed activity is consistent with
the prior modification of the downstream, contiguous segment of the Creek.
The commentor states that the Draft EIR should discuss the impacts on the natural
habitat and wildlife dependent on the Creek from its loss. Spring Branch Creek is
designated by the U.S. Geological Survey as a “creek,” but lacks the hydrologic and
habitat characteristics generally associated with creek or stream designations. Spring
Branch Creek carries runoff sporadically during the wet season but is dry the rest of the
year. The majority of the drainage within the proposed project area consists of smooth
swales that have no visible bed or bank. The remaining areas of Spring Branch Creek
consist of incised, one-foot-deep erosion zones that link swale features. Surface runoff
flows through several ephemeral drainages, which are somewhat discontinuous within
the gently sloped hillsides and are better defined within the flatter, valley portion of the
site. Ephemeral drainages such as Spring Branch Creek generally convey water only
after a rainfall event and generally do not support long-term groundwater flows.
Trees and shrubs are absent from both the expansion area and Spring Branch Creek.
The site generally drains west through an open valley and toward the engineered
segment of Spring Branch Creek (described above), which eventually flows into Suisun
Slough. Due to these vegetative and hydrologic limitations, the EIR does not identify
any significant extant biological resources associated with Spring Branch Creek.
For a more detail discussion of the ecological characteristics of Spring Branch Creek,
the commentor is referred to the Assessment of Ecological Value of Spring Branch Creek in
and near Potrero Hills Landfill prepared by Swanson Hydrology + Geomorphology
(March 4, 2005) for the project applicant. This document is included as Appendix D to
this Final EIR. The conclusions of the Swanson Hydrology + Geomorphology report
are consistent with the conclusions of the Draft EIR regarding the ecological values of
Spring Branch Creek.
9-8

The commentor states that the most critical issue associated with the mitigation for
wetland loss is that habitat and wildlife values would be permanently lost from the
protected secondary management area of the Suisun Marsh. The commentor further
states that there is no demonstration that mitigation would be successful and no
discussion of experiences with this type of mitigation.
The biological mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR follow recognized
federal wetland and endangered species permitting guidance: attempt to avoid impacts,
minimize impacts, and provide habitat compensation as close to the area of impact with
in-kind replacement values and functions. Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 on page 4.2-19 of
the Draft EIR, identified to reduce impacts on vernal pool crustaceans, is not
speculative. Specific mitigation plan contingencies are typically included within the
monitoring and reporting protocols defined in the Section 7 Endangered Species
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, as required by Mitigation Measure
4.2-2. A combination of habitat protection, enhancement and creation would be used
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to accomplish impact mitigation. The ultimate habitat compensation ratios that would
be required by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service may be different that those required by the Draft EIR’s impact analysis.
Accordingly, non-CEQA mitigation levels, methods and locations would be determined
in consultation with the permitting agencies (i.e., U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service).
Following release of the Draft EIR, the project applicant identified a mitigation strategy
for achieving the performance standards included in Mitigation Measure 4.2-2. This
mitigation strategy includes the preservation and enhancement of adjacent wetland and
upland areas owned by the project applicant within the Suisun Marsh.
Two areas have been proposed as mitigation lands by the project applicant including
the Southern Hills parcel, a 428-acre parcel located directly south of the proposed
expansion area, and the 83-acre Director’s Guild property located east of the existing
Potrero Hills Lane mitigation site and the Solano Garbage Landfill (See Exhibit 1). The
Southern Hills parcel includes a documented California tiger salamander breeding
pond and is contiguous to the Pond 5 area, which is proposed to be preserved with a
500-foot buffer and currently provides high quality breeding habitat for California tiger
salamander (see Exhibit 4.2-1 on page 4.2-9 of the Draft EIR). The Director’s Guild
property offers additional habitat that can be used to mitigate project impacts in the
proposed expansion area. This site may be suitable for the relocation of salamanders
and for the creation of aquatic habitat that could be used as California tiger salamander
breeding habitat.
The project applicant has also retained credits at the Gridley Mitigation Bank to
provide additional compensation in the event that wetland and endangered species
permitting requires additional habitat creation or preservation.
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A total of 5.54 acres of existing wetlands have been delineated on the Southern Hills
parcel. The primary value of the Southern Hills parcel would be for the preservation
of upland habitat and the existing ponds (Ponds 5 and 7).
A total of 53.04 acres of seasonal wetlands have been delineated on the Director’s Guild
property that would provide additional preservation acreage. The Director’s Guild
property is considered highly valuable habitat for at least three listed species not found
within the expansion area including vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi),
Conservancy fairy shrimp (Branchinecta conservation), and Contra Costa goldfields
(Lasthenia conjugens). The value of this area is enhanced by its location immediately
adjacent to and upstream of the Potrero Hills Lane Mitigation Area (soon to be
conveyed to the California Wildlife Conservation Board) and Hill Slough Wildlife Area.
A total of 0.88 acre of aquatic habitat mitigation would be required for impacts to the
Spring Branch Creek channel. The existing ditch on the Director’s Guild property is
proposed by the project applicant to be reconfigured and enhanced to provide partial
mitigation for this impact. Alternately, the project applicant may mitigate this impact
through the purchase of preservation/enhancement of creek channel credits at the
Gridley Mitigation Bank.
California tiger salamander mitigation is proposed to be completed through the
preservation of aquatic habitat described above and the preservation and enhancement
of approximately 210 acres of adjacent terrestrial habitat. Project impacts to raptors,
including burrowing owls and other sensitive species is also proposed to be provided
within these areas.
The Director’s Guild property provides an opportunity to restore a large portion of the
vernal pool on the site that was filled during historic road construction. This area
would likely be used to provide additional mitigation required by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (wetland), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (federal endangered species),
and California Department of Fish and Game (state endangered species) permitting
process.
The project applicant has recently completed five years of wetland mitigation at the
adjacent Potrero Hills Lane site and has produced a fifth and final monitoring report
for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps File Number: 20527N). This report
summarizes the successful completion of required wetland and endangered species
mitigation by the project applicant.
The commentor questions what circumstances would render the creation of a 250-foot
buffer around the perimeter of wetlands infeasible. The location of the wetland directly
adjacent to the landfill footprint would make creation of a 250-foot buffer area around
the entire wetland infeasible.
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The commentor requests that an example of mitigation for impacts to the buffer area
be provided. As identified in Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 on page 4.2-19 of the Draft
EIR, buffer areas include the immediate natural contributing watershed to the
individual pool/swale/pond plus a minimum of 100 feet from the watershed boundary.
As an example for effects to 50% or less of the buffer area, if 2 acres of wetlands are
disturbed and 3 acres of buffer area of a 10-acre total watershed area are disturbed, a
total of 0.6 acre of vernal pool habitat preservation would be required for the impacts to
the 3-acre buffer area. This formula is represented as follows: ([3 acres of disturbed
buffer area divided by 10 acres total watershed area] times 2 acres of affected wetland
habitat).
As an example for areas with effects to greater than 50% of the watershed, if 2 acres of
wetlands are disturbed and 4 acres of buffer area of a 10 acre total watershed area are
disturbed, a total of 2.2 acres of vernal pool habitat preservation would be required for
the impacts to the 4-acre buffer area. This formula is represented as follows: (2 acres of
disturbed wetlands times 1.1).
9-9

The commentor states that the permanent loss of habitat values and the effectiveness of
any mitigation in light of the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act (SMPA) and LPP deserve
discussion in the Draft EIR. For a detailed discussion of these issues, please see
Responses to Comments 9-4 and 9-8.
In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.2-5 on page 4.2-21 of the Draft EIR requires that
mitigation for California Tiger Salamander include four key components that address
impacts to the species at various life stages: terrestrial habitat on the project site; aquatic
breeding and larval development; terrestrial habitat for off-site pools; and minimization
of adult mortality. The project applicant must develop and implement a detailed plan
in consultation with responsible state and federal agencies that identifies the specific
actions and performance standards identified in Mitigation Measure 4.2-5, prior to the
initiation of ground disturbing activities. As discussed in Response to Comment 9-8,
biological mitigation would occur both on the site and at offsite locations within the
local vicinity.
The mitigation measures identified for California Tiger Salamander are not speculative.
The mitigation measures require the implementation of detailed actions and identify
specific performance standards that are intended to ensure that the biological resource
preservation, avoidance and restoration goals of the mitigation measures are achieved.
It is well settled that where a mitigation measure incorporates or establishes
prescriptive or performance standards, the imposition of these requirements and the
lead agency’s commitment that the standards must be met is itself substantial evidence
that the impacts identified will be mitigated to a level of insignificance. That is precisely
the circumstance with the requirements set forth in Mitigation Measure 4.2-5. These
specific performance standards, protocols and implementation procedures are
consistent with and authorized pursuant to CEQA.
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9-10

The commentor states that the loss of raptor foraging habitat should be discussed. The
raptor foraging habitat on the site (including falcon and burrowing owl habitats) is
discussed on pages 4.2-13 and 4.2-14 of the Draft EIR. The loss of this foraging habitat
was determined to be less than significant due to the abundance of foraging habitat in
the region.

9-11

The commentor states that the impacts on all wildlife not just special status wildlife
should be discussed in the Draft EIR. However, common wildlife species were not
anticipated to be adversely affected by project implementation due to the abundance of
foraging habitat in the region. The impacts associated with the loss of foraging habitat
on special status species was specifically discussed in Impact 4.2-8 on page 4.2-27 of the
Draft EIR. In addition, the Draft EIR concluded that with implementation of the
identified mitigation measures, significant impacts on biological resources would not be
anticipated.
The commentor’s assertion that the secondary marsh area was “set aside” for wildlife
foraging is not supported by regulation or law.

9-12

Please see Responses to Comments 3-1, 9-8 and 9-9.

9-13

The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not address the consequences of the
failure of mitigation measures or of protective measures such as controls on leachate
and erosion. For a detailed discussion of the site’s surface and groundwater
monitoring, drainage and erosion control programs, sediment control plans, storm
water pollution prevention plans, and leachate control programs, the commentor is
referred to Section 4.4, Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft EIR. Please also see
Response to Comment 3-2 for a discussion of the required monitoring necessary for the
identified wetland and endangered species mitigation measures.

9-14

The commentor questions what future uses might be precluded at the site. The
possible uses that might be precluded need to be framed in the context of the
acceptable uses allowed in the Secondary Marsh zone. Uses such as placing farm
residences on top of the landfill would normally not be proposed and hence probably
would be precluded. Placement of structures such as barns could occur if special
engineered technical measures are taken to protect the landfill cap and prevent landfill
gas entry into the structure. Placement of corrals where concentrated movement of
livestock would occur would require the placement of a thickened landfill cap under
the corral area. Placement of wind-farm towers and turbines on the surface of the
completed landfill probably would be economically precluded by the additional
foundation requirements and frequent maintenance adjustments needed to maintain
the verticality of the units, unless lower profile units were used. The postclosure
monitoring and maintenance program of the completed landfill includes observation of
the impacts of cattle grazing (e.g. grooved cattle trails) and firebreaks on the landfill
cap.
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9-15

The commentor states that single-day surveys were conducted to “identify habitats
suitable for special status species and to observe those species (emphasis added). The
identification of potential impacts to sensitive species is based on the identification of
species that could occur within the project area, identification of potential habitat for
sensitive species and, if potential habitat is present, the identification of sensitive species
occurrence. In the event that habitat surveys do not identify the presence of potential
habitat for sensitive species, observation surveys are not warranted.
The commentor further states that the Draft EIR lacks information concerning the
impact to wildlife from noise, litter and lighting. The noise levels associated with
current site operations would not be expected to substantially increase with project
implementation. Although the proposed operations would occur 24-hours per day
with project implantation, they currently occur 20-hours per day at the site. Also, the
dominant noise source in the area is military planes that fly directly over the site at all
hours of the day from Travis Air Force Base. For a discussion of the impacts of litter on
wildlife, the commentor is referred to Impact 4.10-4 on page 4.10-17 of the Draft EIR.
Similar to noise, the effects of night lighting on wildlife are expected to be negligible.
Lighting is currently used at the site during nighttime operations and this would
continue with project implementation.

9-16

The commentor states that the Draft EIR should provide some information that allows
the County to consider its options for achieving its required long-term disposal capacity
at other sites. The commentor further states that the Draft EIR should evaluate
whether recycling and composting could be accomplished elsewhere.
The EIR summarizes the California Environmental Quality Act requirements for
evaluating alternatives, noting that the alternatives must be feasible and citing the rule
of reason applicable to the alternatives analysis. The rule of reason requires that the
EIR set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The
alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail
only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project.
Under the mandates of the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, the County and
cities within the County have mandated obligations to achieve source reduction and
recycling objectives, with the standard to divert 50% of solid wastes from going to
landfills. These requirements can be met in a variety of ways, both through the public
sector’s direct actions as well as the actions of private parties such as the project
applicant. In the case of many, if not most counties in the state, the achievement of
state mandated requirements has been effected through the actions of private solid
waste management companies. In Solano County, private parties have borne the risk
and obligations of owning and managing solid waste facilities, in addition to providing
for the collection and handling of solid waste and recyclable materials. As an applicant,
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Potrero Hills Landfill, Inc. has an ability to realize its objectives on the landfill property
it owns, and has proposed a project which includes substantial resource recovery and
recycling activities to be conducted at the project site. These activities are an integral
part of the County’s solid waste management program. The EIR could not identify
another location owned or controlled by the applicant that would meet the applicant’s
objectives to provide long-term disposal capacity and enhanced resource recovery
activities at the project location.
With respect to the commentor’s suggestion that a balance be struck between the goals
of protecting the marsh and the state’s goals for recycling and reuse of materials, it
should be noted that the EIR evaluated the impacts to the Marsh and determined that
with implementation of the identified mitigation measures, no adverse impacts to the
Marsh would occur as a result of project implementation. At the same time, the
objectives of the project include enabling the County to meet the statutory and
regulatory objectives of the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, indicating that
with no adverse impacts to the marsh, the goals and requirements of state law to
maximize recycling and re-use opportunities can be met with implementation of the
project. The proposed project presents the opportunity for integrated waste
management activities of recycling, re-use and landfill disposal to all take place at the
same location where waste management activities are already occurring. No feasible
alternative location or locations owned or controlled by the applicant were identified
that would meet the goals and objectives of the project. CEQA does not require that an
applicant be required to obtain other sites for the proposed use for purposes of seeking
entitlements at a specific location such as that for the proposed expansion and related
activities.
The commentor states that the assumption that the No Project Alternative may require
vehicles to travel additional distances is speculative. The Draft EIR states that under a
No Project Alternative scenario, increased haul distances would generate increased air
emissions. This is not considered speculative; it is simply an acknowledgement of the
effects of using internal combustion engine-powered vehicles to transport solid waste
elsewhere over greater haul distances. The commentor’s suggestion that the haul
distance could decrease if coastal and foothill counties were to develop landfills is,
however, speculative. Development of landfill capacity in California can take from 4 to
10 years, given the application of CEQA to the permitting process and the myriad of
state and federal entitlements applicable to a landfill project. These types of projects are
capital intensive and involve considerable investment risk. The notion that other
counties could or would feasibly develop new or additional landfills is purely
speculative. CEQA counsels against speculation, since that defeats the purpose of the
EIR being an informative document for the public and decision-makers. The other
landfill facility along the Interstate 80 corridor mentioned by the commentor is owned
and operated by a competitor of the project applicant. Although an EIR has been
initiated for operational changes at this landfill, this alternative site currently lacks
permitted capacity to accept the solid waste from the proposed project. Moreover, there
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is no contractual relationship between the project applicant, its customers, and any
other landfill that would allow for a site-specific review of impacts. Existing customers
of the Potrero Hills Landfill would have to seek out and make new disposal
arrangements that made economic sense and those opportunities may require longer
distance transport as the EIR notes.
The commentor states that a potential alternative would be to retain the landfill
operation but remove all the other functions offsite. However, the project applicant
does not currently own an alternative site that could accommodate the functions
identified by the commentor. Also, relocating some of these functions would be
infeasible because they could not be replicated at an alternative site. For example, the
landfill gas to energy component can only occur at the landfill location, because landfill
gas is the fuel source (LFG) for the generation of power. In addition, the Draft EIR
concludes that no adverse impacts would remain after mitigation which would preclude
the activities proposed at the project site. Finally, there are inherent benefits to the use
of a facility such as the project site to house integrated and interrelated waste
management activities at one location. From a land use and regulatory oversight
perspective, a singular location for these activities is the most efficient outcome.
The commentor appears to be suggesting that the County potentially legislate or
otherwise seek to prohibit the flow of solid waste between regions and counties of the
state, thus restricting volumes available for disposition at the project site, which raises
serious commerce clause problems for the County. The United States Supreme Court
in the Carbone case made clear that solid waste is an article of commerce, and that
restrictions on the free movement of commerce runs afoul of the commerce clause of
the federal constitution. Prohibitions and barriers to the movement of solid waste are
disfavored, and represent an approach that is inconsistent with state, regional and local
integrated waste management planning. The County lacks the police power to regulate
a service area for the project site as suggested by the commentor.
9-17

The commentor states that the document should discuss whether a future increase in
service area is possible, how an increase in service area could affect the site’s lifespan
and whether an alterative that slowed the rate of filling and eliminated the need for the
expansion would be feasible. The service area of the site has been developed based on
the ability of the site operator to compete for waste disposal services with other waste
disposal options in the region. No specific regulatory restrictions are in place that limit
the site’s service area size. The primary limitation on the size of the site’s service area is
the cost of transporting the waste to the site. The further the waste stream is from the
site, the greater the transportation costs tend to be. Therefore, although the tipping
fee at the site may be lower than at other disposal sites, the additional expense of
transporting the waste to the site may make a closer disposal option more economically
attractive. In general, if the Potrero Hills Landfill can effectively acquire new waste
disposal contracts, the additional waste delivered to the site would reduce the landfill’s
service life. However, if the landfill loses waste disposal contracts to other facilities, the
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service life would be increased. Table 3-3 on page 3-9 of the Draft EIR identifies a
reasonable projection of tonnage increases over time at an escalation rate of 1%
annually.
An alternative that slowed the rate of filling to maintain a 15-year landfill service life
was identified as infeasible, primarily because it would require that some existing
contracts between the site operator and waste haulers be cancelled. This would be
required because, based on the current acceptance rate, the site’s remaining service life
is estimated to be between 8 and 9 years. The County does not have the authority to
cancel these contracts.
9-18

The commentor states that the cumulative impacts associated with a potential future
expansion of the landfill need to be discussed. However, the proposed project does not
include any plans for a Phase III expansion and the potential for such an expansion
once the Phase II area reaches its capacity in approximately 2050 is speculative. The
state of waste management processes in approximately 45 years when the Phase II area
is estimated to reach its capacity can not reasonably be predicted nor can the future
decisions of the site operator be determined at this time. Even if a potential Phase III
expansion scenario was identified, it would not be reasonable to assume that an
accurate characterization of the cumulative environmental and development conditions
within Solano County in 45 years could be developed. Therefore, speculating on the
potential cumulative impacts associated with a potential Phase III expansion would not
provide useful information to the decision makers or the public.
The commentor states that the cumulative impacts of the proposed Phase II expansion,
in addition to Phase I, should be examined. The impacts associated with the proposed
expansion in operations at the site are described in detail in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR.
In addition, the cumulative impacts of combining the proposed project with other
development within the region are described in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR. Regarding
the time in which this area would not be available for agricultural use or as wildlife
habitat and buffer for the Marsh, it should be noted that for many years the eastern
portion of the Phase II area would not be used for landfilling. Once that area is used,
part of the western portion of the landfill would be available for agricultural (grazing)
activities.
Although future mining activities at the site could be facilitated by the proposed project,
it is not currently a project proposal and it would require additional CEQA compliance
and County approval in order to proceed. Based on the speculative nature of potential
future mining operations at the site, it would not be considered a probable future
project and a cumulative assessment of its impacts is not necessary.

9-19

The commentor requests that additional information be provided on the site’s exhibits.
Four new exhibits have been developed to provide the information the commentor
requests. These exhibits are included in Chapter 3 of this report.
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9-20

The commentor requests clarification regarding the impact conclusions in Table 2-1.
For Impact 4.1-1, the potential land use incompatibility associated with development of
the landfill is associated with nuisances and public health hazards (e.g., increased odors,
vectors and litter) that could be experienced by adjacent property owners. Therefore,
the implementation of public health, air quality and noise mitigation measures are
necessary to minimize the potential for land use conflicts. These mitigation measures
have been identified in the other sections of the Draft EIR that individually focus on
these issues (e.g., Section 4.6, Public Safety; Section 4.7, Noise; and Section 4.9, Air
Quality). With the implementation of these mitigation measures, the potential for land
use conflicts would be eliminated. Therefore, separate mitigation measures to address
land use compatibility were not necessary and Impact 4.1-1 was identified as a lessthan-significant impact. The same conclusion is true for Impact 4.1-2. For more
information regarding the specific rational for the impact conclusions, the commentor
is referred to the detailed discussion included in Section 4.1, Land Use of the Draft
EIR.

9-21

The commentor requests that conflicting information regarding hazardous materials be
clarified. The terms “hazardous wastes or hazardous materials” used in the Draft EIR
relate to the official State and Federal definitions for such materials. The biosolids may
pose “hazards” or “risks” that must be considered when identifying and characterizing
the wastes before receiving them and when determining the handling methods. But,
the biosolids are not hazardous wastes or materials.
The study on human health to which the commentor refers is intended to evaluate the
risks or hazards that may be created as part of the alternative daily cover demonstration
project. For a detailed description of this demonstration project, the commentor is
referred to page 3-29 of the Draft EIR. Implementation of the demonstration project
could result in risks associated with the generation of gases or leachates. The
demonstration project is intended to identify the best means of controlling these risks.
However, the alternative daily cover materials are not hazardous wastes or materials.
The landfill is prohibited by hazardous waste control laws and regulations from
receiving hazardous materials.

9-22

The commentor requests information regarding a residence on the site. A landfill
caretaker residence was identified as a project component in the Notice of Preparation.
However, this residence has been withdrawn from the project by the project applicant.

9-23

The commentor questions how the tonnage received at the site could increase without a
corresponding increase in vehicle traffic. The currently permitted limit for vehicle
traffic is 1,000 one-way trips per day, which is equivalent to 500 vehicles per day. The
currently permitted waste limit is 3,400 tons per day. In 2003 the daily average
tonnage landfilled was 1,921 tons per day and vehicle trips averaged between 600 and
700 daily. Thus between 300 and 400 new trips could occur (averaging between 150
and 200 new loads of waste) each day before the vehicle limit is reached. However, at
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an average of 20 tons per load, only approximately 75 new loads (150 one-way trips)
could be accepted before the permitted tonnage limit is reached. Combining the
existing average vehicle trips (700) with the new trips (150) would result in
approximately 850 vehicle trips generated at the site. In effect, the permitted tonnage
limit would contain vehicle trips below the permitted vehicle limit. Therefore, vehicle
trips would not increase above the permitted 1,000 vehicle trips per day even with the
increase in waste tonnage accepted at the site.
9-24

The commentor raises questions regarding the earth fill quantities identified in the
Draft EIR and questions whether earth fill will need to be imported to the site. Table 34 on page 3-22 lists the earth fill quantities necessary for the life of the Phase I and II
projects. The proposed soil fills are equal to the proposed cuts (excavations) in order to
balance soil use on the site. No soil importation would be necessary with project
implementation.

9-25

The commentor states that the Draft EIR lacks information regarding a study to handle
sludge on the site. The proposed project includes three methods for handling sludge
on the site including adding seasonal ponding of sludge for solar drying, monofilling
(i.e., disposing separately to avoid mixing with other wastes) of sludge for later
recovery, and spreading of sludge on the landfill slopes as a soil amendment. The
monofilling of sludge would be part of an alternative daily cover (ADC) stockpiling
demonstration project where the commingling of various waste-derived materials
would be studied. The commentor is assumed to be commenting on this
demonstration project study. For detailed information regarding the ADC
demonstration project, the commentor is referred to page 3-29 of the Draft EIR.
Additional information is included in the Joint Technical Document that was submitted
to the County and California Integrated Waste Management Board in February 2002.
The California Integrated Waste Management Board requires that a small-scale, sitespecific study or demonstration project be conducted for new management procedures
proposed for a landfill. The intent of the demonstration project is to characterize the
ADC stockpiling and removal process and to specifically evaluate possible risks of air
emissions, public health hazards, odors, and leachate generation associated with the use
of ADC materials. The demonstration project is limited to a small area (i.e., one acre)
in order to minimize potential adverse impacts. Environmental conditions would be
monitored during ADC materials placement, storage, excavation, and daily cover
application through a multi-year monitoring program. If test materials are found to be
unsuitable for cover during the demonstration project, they would be landfilled and
their future use as ADC would be precluded. Based on the small scale of the proposed
demonstration project, the required coordination with regulatory agencies, and the
implementation of a multi-year monitoring program, no conflicts with the policies of
the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act or Local Protection Program would be anticipated.

9-26

Please see Response to Comment 9-25.
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9-27

Please see Response to Comment 9-25.

9-28

The commentor asks the meaning of the term “condensate by-products”. Landfill gas
removed from the landfill contains some entrained moisture. The condensate byproduct from the liquefied gas project includes the water fraction, which contains some
of the trace organic constituents also found in the gas. The gas processing system is
designed to separate out the methane and carbon dioxide components from the other
minor percentage of other organic substances. These substances would be generated in
non-hazardous concentrations and are typically contained in the existing condensate
that is now removed at the landfill and discharged to the leachate control system.

9-29

The commentor requests that additional information be provided regarding the
proposal to draw groundwater from the well northeast of the proposed power plant
location. The new groundwater well installed in 2002 is a shallow replacement well
approximately 70 feet deep. The expected small production rate of the well is about 15
gallons per minute. Studies were made by a groundwater consultant hired by the
project applicant of the possible water level draw-down effects of the well on the aquifer
in the local area. According to the project applicant, the conclusions of the groundwater
consultant were that the water levels might be lowered about 1 foot in the local area
around the well and the long-term pumping of the new well would not affect the other
ranch wells in the vicinity. No salt water intrusion impact would occur inasmuch as the
brackish water in the Union Creek estuary and the underlying highly saline
groundwater body is located approximately 1 mile to the west and the existing natural
ground water flow direction would not be affected.

9-30

The commentor requests that the risks associated with the unlined portion of the Phase
I area be discussed. The unlined portion of the Phase I area is underlain by 600 feet of
claystone shale that does not readily transmit or convey water. Groundwater
movement in these materials is in the inches per year range. Underdrains in the base
of the landfill channel the leachate to removal points. The design of this portion of the
landfill minimizes water (leachate) ponded on the base of the landfill and thus reduces
the opportunity for leachate to reach the ground water. No impacts to groundwater
have been determined to have been caused by leachate discharge from the landfill
during the monitoring conducted since the landfill began operation. The base of the
landfill is lower than the adjacent surface drainage channels, and hence the leachate
would not flow up into these water bodies. In the 16 years of monitoring of the
leachate quality, no hazardous waste levels of constituents have been observed. The
leachate that is collected is injected into the upper portions of the lined area of Phase I
and becomes bound up in the landfill mass or is converted to methane and carbon
dioxide by the organisms involved in the waste decomposition. The leachate
conveyance system is a double-lined piping system that provides a contingency against
leakage.
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9-31

The commentor asks what the uses of Scally Road are as part of Phase II and after
closure. No changes are proposed in the use of Scally Road. Currently, landfill
personnel periodically use Scally Road to access the landfill maintenance road that
crosses up and over the north range of the hills to reach the valley area of the site. The
power plant would be accessed from the end of Scally Road or personnel could access
the plant from the landfill side of the hills. The periodic use of this existing roadway is
not anticipated to have any adverse effects on local residents, agricultural uses or
wildlife habitats adjacent to the road.

9-32

The commentor questions whether the entrance pond is a proposed or existing feature.
The entrance pond is an existing facility that was created about 1989. It serves as a
siltation basin and represents approximately a 0.15 acre pond and wetlands created by
the landfill company on its own volition.

9-33

The commentor asks for clarification regarding the northside stormwater control
facility. The northside stormwater control facility is identified as the North
Sedimentation Basin identified directly north of the Phase II expansion on Exhibit 3-3
on page 3-5 of the Draft EIR. This proposed basin is a siltation control basin similar to
the other 7 existing basins in use at the site for that purpose.

9-34

The commentor questions the purpose and effect of vacating Scally Road. The purpose
is to abandon the concept of extending the road southward because the
landowner/project applicant does not contemplate needing such a road in its current
location. The road would be clearly visible from the north and might conflict with the
policies of the Suisun Marsh Protection Act and Local Protection Plan. If the road is
not vacated, there would likely be no effect on the landfill development. Theoretically
the road could be accommodated across the landfill, however the present landfill design
does not contemplate the location of the road on the landfill area and the road
alignment would need to be slightly relocated in the valley area to be of reasonable
grades.

9-35

Both the bioreactor and the mining of the landfill are future conceptual projects only
and are not part of the project. Please see Responses to Comments 5-7 and 6-9 for
more information regarding this issue.

9-36

The commentor requests that the performance goals and minimum regulatory
requirements for an all-soil alternative final cover be stated. The CIWMB- and
RWQCB-administered regulations define the minimum regulatory requirements for
the final cover on a landfill. These include provision of a stable cover, free of
contaminants, compacted to prevent rainwater entry into the fill materials, and to
preclude gas escape through the cover into the atmosphere. Engineered alternative
final covers are allowed under both the California 27 CCR and federal Subtitle D
regulations. The purpose of allowing an engineered alternative final cover is to ensure
that a competent design involving a site-specific analysis can be applied. Federal
Section 258.60 (b) states that the Director of an approved State agency may approve an
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alternative final cover design that includes both an infiltration barrier layer that
achieves an equivalent reduction in infiltration as the infiltration control layer specified
in the code, together with an erosion layer that provides equivalent protection from
wind and water erosion as the erosion layer specified in the code.
The performance goals of the Potrero Hills Landfill studies are to demonstrate that an
engineered alternative final cover using the monofill soil layer concept design is
appropriate for the landfill due to (1) the moderate climatic conditions, (2) an abundant
supply of on-site clayey soils, (3) reliability of design, (4) ease of construction, and (5)
lower maintenance costs.
9-37

The commentor asks when the landfill security fence would be removed. The landfill’s
postclosure plan identifies the security fence as remaining in place for the 30-year
postclosure period. This would be a field fence constructed of barbed wire strung on
metal posts intended to control the boundaries of the cattle grazing areas similar to the
surrounding agricultural parcels in the secondary marsh. The litter fences constructed
of woven wire designed to catch paper and plastic materials would be removed when
the landfill disposal operation is completed. The field fences would allow small animals
to pass through the fence alignment.

9-38

The commentor requests that the fences be identified on an exhibit. Drawing JTD 10.1
included at the end of Chapter 3 of this Final EIR identifies the location of fences and
roads on the site. The fencing is identified as being either interim to serve the landfill
during the site operation, or permanent fencing. The locations of the interim fences
are approximate in as much as many of them would be moved eastward as the landfill
operations are moved. A graphic scale is included in the exhibit for determining the
length of the fences. Please also see Response to Comment 9-37.

9-39

The commentor requests that the specific purpose and effectiveness of the cell liner be
described. The cell liner is required by State and Federal environmental control
regulations to preclude leakage of waste derived by-products out of the base of the
landfill. Thus the purpose of the liner is to safeguard the ground water and surface
water resources. The liner is a system of components that work together to prevent the
movement of liquids and gases through the barrier on the base of the landfill, and
provide a drainage system collection and removal opportunity for liquids and gases that
accumulate or occupy the porous drain materials on the landfill base. The drainage
layer is overtopped with other layers of material to prevent the wastes from entering
the drain materials or clogging them with soil entry. The drainage system is designed
to accommodate twice the expected volume of leachate that would be generated in the
specific site. At the project site, the geosynthetic membrane portion of the barrier layer
is a high density polyethylene (HDPE) sheet of 80-mil thickness, which is 33 percent
greater than the State and Federal minimum standard 60-mil liner.

9-40

The commentor states that the effectiveness of the litter control measures and the risk
of increasing fugitive litter if the landfill were to be raised in height should be
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evaluated. For a detailed discussion of the potential litter impacts associated with
project implementation, the commentor is referred to Impact 4.10-4 on page 4.10-17 of
the Draft EIR.
9-41

The commentor questions whether there is any more current tonnage and traffic data.
Based on a review of site records for 2003, the project applicant found that the tonnage
and traffic data included in the Draft EIR did not substantially change.

9-42

The commentor raises questions regarding the waste projections identified in the Draft
EIR. The proposed project does not include an increase in the permitted waste
disposal of 3,400 tons per day. The projections in Table 3-3 (after 2001) are calculated
by escalating the previous annual waste amount by 1% with some exceptions for the
added wastes planned to be received when existing out of area landfills close. The
3,400-ton-per-day limit would be exceeded in this example in 2032. The calculation is
continued into the following years to match the term of the remaining capacity of the
landfill if those waste volumes materialized. The Solid Waste Facilities Permit would
need to be revised in the future if the landfill exceeded its permitted limit, which would
require additional CEQA review.

9-43

Please see Response to Comment 9-24.

9-44

The commentor questions whether Table 3-5 includes biosolids. Table 3-5 identifies
estimated future quantities of recyclables received at the landfill and does not include
biosolids. Currently biosolids are not composted at the site and the table was not
intended to account for the biosolids used as ADC materials or to specify other ADC
materials used at the site.

9-45

The commentor questions whether Table 3-6 includes imported earth fill and water
truck traffic. For information regarding earth fill traffic, the commentor is referred to
Response to Comment 9-24. Table 3-6 contains footnote #5 that indicates the amount
of the water truck traffic. The citation number was inadvertently omitted from the
table. It should have been located at the top of the 4th column next to “Vehicle Round
Trips”.

9-46

The commentor states that the existing flare is not identified on Exhibit 3-8. The
existing flare is identified on Exhibit 3-5 on page 3-17 of the Draft EIR and on JTD
Figure 4.3-2A included in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.

9-47

The commentor requests that the potential to relocate the proposed energy generation
equipment outside of the Suisun Marsh boundaries be discussed. The landfill gas is a
low-BTU (British Thermal Unit) combustible gas that cannot be economically piped
more than about 1 mile. Thus, it would not be feasible to pipe the raw gas outside of
the Suisun Marsh. Also, in order to convert it into a high-BTU gas similar to natural
gas, the CO2 and impurities would have to be removed in a processing plant that would
need to be located at the landfill. No natural gas lines are present in the area that could
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accommodate the delivery of processed gas and neither construction of new natural gas
lines or truck transport would be practical. The only feasible energy generating
scenarios involve locating the facilities near the landfill.
9-48

The commentor requests that the use and handling of chemicals associated with the
fuel production facility be discussed. The facility would be comprised of a commercial
cryogenic gas treatment system. This is a closed chemical process that removes the
impurities and the carbon dioxide from the landfill gas. It also pressurizes the gas into
compressed liquid form. This is a physical/chemical process that involves no addition of
treatment or processing chemicals. Standard tank trucks would truck the liquefied gas
product from the site to the fueling station. The residual materials removed from the
landfill gas would contain the trace inorganic and organic chemical substances
originally contained in the gas, and this condensate would be returned to the landfill in
the leachate management system.

9-49

The commentor requests that the potential for chemical exposure be discussed. As
stated in Response to Comment 9-48, no chemicals would be used in the fuel
production facility, and no chemicals would be used in the electricity generation facility,
other than normal maintenance products. Specific safeguards would exist for
wastewater products such as landfill gas condensate and landfill leachate including the
required design of pipelines to include a double-containment system and
implementation of monitoring and maintenance programs. The air emissions from the
flare or power generation equipment would be required to comply with environmental
regulatory standards and specific conditions identified in the site’s air quality permits.
ADC materials such as the biosolids and the alum water treatment residue are
contained within the landfill mound as that daily cover material is subsequently covered
with new wastes and soil cover. The powdery materials solidification process would be
covered to protect it from rainfall, or the batch processing would not occur during the
wet weather. No water quality contaminants above the allowable limits have been
observed in the groundwater and surface water monitoring programs, with the
exception of the landfill gas that was temporarily dissolved in the groundwater and
subsequently controlled through more-effective containment of the gas. For more
information on this issue, please see the discussion of groundwater quality on page 4.46 of the Draft EIR.

9-50

The commentor requests that the maintenance access road be identified on an exhibit
and states that its visual impacts should be discussed. Exhibit 3-3 identifies the
Maintenance Entrance Road located near the North Sedimentation Basin directly north
of the Phase II expansion area. This existing road enters the property from the end of
Scally Road. The existing road crosses over the northern ridge of hills and enters the
Phase II expansion area. The construction of the North Sedimentation Basin would
require this road to be diverted around the basin. Exhibit 3-3 also identifies the access
road from the power plant site that would intersect with the Maintenance Entrance
Road. These roads are intended to provide maintenance access to the northeastern
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portion of the property including the pond and the power plant. For a discussion of
the visual impacts associated with changes to these roads associated with project
implementation, please refer to page 4.10-5 of the Draft EIR.
9-51

The commentor requests that a chart be provided that identifies the project permits.
Table 1-1 provides a summary of the permits that are now held by the facility operator,
the revisions needed, and those to be acquired if the proposed project is approved.

9-52

The commentor questions whether the lack of sufficient ground water supply for
composting is an existing condition or based on the proposed composting needs. This
is an existing operational limitation.

9-53

The commentor questions why the County should apply tonnage limits only to
materials buried in the landfill. Two different functions occur at the site: (1) landfilling
of wastes, and (2) recovering resources in the form of salvaged materials and energy
such as landfill gas. The project applicant has indicated that the 3,400-ton-per-day
waste acceptance limit was originally determined based on the wastes to be received for
landfilling. When the County adopted this limit in the 1996 permitting action, the
materials covered by the tonnage limit were not specifically identified and recovered
materials were later determined, under subsequently-developed CIWMB policies, to be
included within the limit. The project applicant has proposed that the limit govern
landfilled materials only in order to maintain the existing resource recovery activities at
the site and encourage expanded resource recovery activities.
Without this change, the site operator would likely curtail their acceptance of
recoverable resources as the tonnage limit is approached in later years in order to
continue to accept waste to be landfilled. The processing capacity or market for
beneficially used materials would, therefore, be reduced. In reality, market forces limit
the amount of resource recovery that can occur at the site due to its location and
competition with other facilities. The amount of beneficially used materials at the site is
limited due to the needs at the landfill for Alternative Daily Cover (ADC) and erosion
control mulch and soil amendments. The water availability (or lack of it) curtails the
ultimate amount of composting that can economically occur at the site. According to
the project applicant, only about 400 to 500 tons of resource recovery activities would
likely occur at the site. Thus the total tonnage amount of wastes to be landfilled and
materials recovered is expected to be about 3,900 tons per day.

9-54

The commentor requests that “special wastes” be defined. Special wastes are not the
same as general municipal solid wastes (MSW) and hence they are designated in various
state regulations as special wastes. They may require special handling because of
moisture content, dust potential, odors, etc, but they do not include hazardous wastes.
Hazardous wastes are specifically defined by State and Federal laws, and in California,
are under the purview of the State Department of Toxic Substances.
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9-55

The commentor asks for a description of truck overturns along Potrero Hills Lane.
According to the project applicant, only one truck accident has occurred in the
wetlands adjacent to Potrero Hills Lane since the road was constructed in 1985 (a
period of 19 years). The accident was reported to be a single unattended parked truck
that slowly moved from its parking spot down the bank. No damage to the truck was
reported and no visible contaminants were observed spilling from the truck into the
wetlands. Several accidents have occurred at the old landfill at the turn off of Kildeer
Road. However, these accidents did not occur within wetland areas and no long-term
impacts to grasslands are evident along Potrero Hills Lane.

9-56

The commentor questions what the landfill operator’s experience is with resolving
nuisances on adjacent residents or properties. The following is the landfill operator’s
response to this question: The landfill has not been a source of noise nuisances. Odor
control has been fraught with difficulties during the wet weather season. Operational
controls have been improved to prevent odors from leaving the site. The litter control
efforts were expanded in 2002-2003 after the recycling shipping operation became a
major source of litter. More efforts are underway to more fully enclose the recycling
center. The Revised Litter Management Plan for the recycling center is included as
Appendix C to this report. Additional litter fences are being employed around the
active face of the landfill. Potrero Hills Landfill, Inc. is still seeking long-term
commitments from neighboring landowner June Guidotti to be allowed reasonable
access to her property to retrieve the litter similar to the cooperation she offered in
earlier years.

9-57

The commentor requests a description of the landfill’s experience and success in
mitigating risks at the site. The following is the landfill operator’s response to this
question. Regarding Comment (a) concerning the containment of dust, no citations
have been issued by the County or the BAAQMD regarding the need for dust control.
Water trucks are maintained on the site and reclaimed water is delivered from the
Fairfield-Suisun wastewater treatment facility to augment the water contained in the
site storage ponds. The roads are watered several times each day when dry weather
conditions prevail.
With respect to Comment (b), the deterrence of birds is a regular program
administered by the landfill personnel. Harassment techniques with pyrotechnical
devices such as popper shells or screamer shells provide the most effective control. The
use of a falcon program to deter seagulls visiting the landfill commenced at the site in
2005. For more information on this issue, please see Response to Comment 2-4.
Regarding Comment (c), containment of hazardous materials, chemicals, leachate or
other potentially dangerous materials on site, the Response to Comment 9-21 indicates
that the landfill has been in compliance with the control of these materials.
With respect to Comment (d), no nuisance vectors have resulted from the landfill and
composting operations. The seasonal appearance of the black and white striped wing
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fly otitidae has been erroneously blamed on the landfill; it is a naturally occurring
species in Solano County. It is also called "picture-winged" fly and is common to the
region, lives on decaying organic matter and commonly seeks shelter in homes in the
fall. It is a non-biting fly.
Regarding Comment (e), the prevention of migration of liquids beyond the boundary
of the existing Phase I landfill footprint into soil, surface water and groundwater has
been successful. The Response to Comment 5-3 describes the successful prevention of
landfill gas entry into the groundwater at the southwest corner of the Phase I area.
9-58

The commentor questions whether the County’s Solid Waste Management Plan
identifies the expansion of the proposed landfill. The proposed expansion is described
in detail in the Solano County Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan Siting Element
(ESA, November 1995) and the expansion area is specifically identified in Figure VI-1
on page VI-5 of this Plan.

9-59

The commentor requests that the location of new water tanks be identified on an
exhibit and included in the visual impact analysis. The location of the new water tanks
is identified on Exhibit 3-10 on page 3-40 of the Draft EIR. For a discussion of the
visual impacts associated with these water tanks, the commentor is referred to page
4.10-16 of the Draft EIR.

9-60

The commentor requests that the northern claypan vernal pool be identified on a map.
The wetland delineation verified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers identified this
area as a seasonal wetland, rather than a northern claypan vernal pool.

9-61

The commentor requests that the potential impacts of control measures on wildlife be
discussed. The use of a falcon, noise devices and pyrotechnics in gull control is focused
at the landfill’s working face when gulls are circling. The noise control and pyrotechnic
measures are intended to disperse the gulls but do not actually harm them and have
little effect on other birds outside of the working face area. The falcon is controlled by
a falconer whose job is to focus the falcon’s efforts on dispersing the gulls away from the
working face. The falcon’s effects on other species in the area are negligible. The site
operator reports that they do not use pesticides or rodenticides in the landfill operation
and composting activity because they are not necessary.

9-62

The commentor requests that the risks to human and environmental health from
hazardous wastes that enter the site undetected in the waste stream be described.
According to the site operator, no hazardous wastes have been knowingly received at
the site and no notification to the State Department of Toxic Substances Control has
been necessary in the past 16 years of operation.
According to the landfill operator, the load checks that are periodically conducted at
the site indicate that hazardous wastes are not being delivered to the landfill. The
materials that contain some hazardous constituents are observed to be primarily small

Potrero Hills Landfill Expansion Project Final EIR
County of Solano

2-107

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues

quantities of residual paint left in containers and other small-sized containers of
cleaning fluids and other household chemical products. The leachate monitoring
program has not detected any hazardous chemical constituent levels during the
operation of the landfill.
9-63

The commentor requests that the impacts of noise be discussed and also how these
impacts would be consistent with the SMPA and LPP policies. For a detailed discussion
of the proposed project’s noise impacts, the commentor is referred to Section 4.7, Noise
of the Draft EIR. For a detailed discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with
the LPP policies, the commentor is referred to Section 4.1, Land Use of the Draft EIR
and to Response to Comment 9-4.

9-64

The commentor requests that the impacts of 24-hour operation be discussed. For a
detailed discussion of the impacts of 24-hour operations, the commentor is referred to
Section 4.6, Public Safety; Section 4.7, Noise; Section 4.9, Air Quality; and Section 4.10,
Visual Resources of the Draft EIR. The commentor is referred to Response to
Comment 9-55 for a discussion of the truck accidents along Potrero Hills Lane over the
life of the existing landfill operations. Nighttime operations have occurred at the
landfill since 1989 and the extension of the nighttime hours by 4 hours (between 1 am
and 5 am) is not anticipated to substantially change the project’s effects on the
environment. The proposed project does not include any increase in the number of
vehicles permitted to enter the facility and spreading the arrival of these vehicles over
24 hours rather than 20 hours would not likely increase the potential for accidents
along the site access road.
The commentor’s statement that the existing Potrero Hills Lane access road is within
the Primary Management Area of the Marsh is incorrect. The old Emmington Road
alignment forms the eastern edge of the Primary Management Area in this portion of
the Marsh. It should be noted that Exhibit 4.1-1 on page 4.2-3 of the Draft EIR
incorrectly identifies the boundary of the Primary Management Area. This exhibit has
been revised and is included in Chapter 3 of this report.

9-65

The commentor requests that the upsizing of the power lines and development of a
power plant in agricultural areas in light of the LPP policies be discussed. For a
discussion of the consistency of the power lines with the LPP policies, the commentor is
referred to page 4.1-18 of the Draft EIR.
No changes to the power line poles are proposed within the 8,000-foot length of
existing PG&E service network that now extends from Bransforde Road to the
proposed connection point. The existing line continues on to serve the local
residences. The poles are of sufficient height and strength to carry the new power
lines. The existing conductor wires would need to be thicker (approx. 3/8 inch in place
of 1/8 inch thickness) and the new wire cables would be placed on new wider cross-arms
for raptor protection. One new segment of power line (400 feet length) would extend
from the power plant to the existing power line.
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The proposed power plant would be an adjunct to the landfill operation.
Environmental regulations require the landfill gas to be captured and appropriately
managed. The current flare system complies with applicable environmental
regulations, but wastes the energy value contained in the gas. The currently available
volume of landfill gas that could be converted to electricity would meet the yearly
power needs for approximately 2,500 homes. At the future maximum 10 megawatt
plant size, it could meet the electrical power demands of approximately 30,000 homes.
This energy resource can only be captured if the landfill gas is processed near the
landfill because the gas cannot feasibly be transported to an offsite facility. The
operation of the power plant as an energy recovery component of the landfill
operations would not conflict with the policies of the Local Protection Plan.
9-66

The commentor asks for more information regarding the proposed power plant design.
The design concept of the power plant is to develop it in modules. The enginegenerator sets of the 1,100 horsepower size require a box enclosure approximately 12feet wide x 30-feet long x 10-feet high. Multiple units are placed next to each other.
They alternately could be placed in a pre-engineered metal structure with a ridgeline
height of 30 feet. The outline of the power plant identified on Exhibit 3-9 on page 3-35
of the Draft EIR represents the plant area required for the 10-megawatt, ultimate-sized
facility. Within the plant area, the tallest feature is the intertie power pole (40 ft), which
is the same height as the existing power poles.

9-67

The commentor raises several questions in Comment (a) regarding the ridgeline view
mockups. With respect to the ridgeline view mock-ups (1) the proposed power plant is
not included in the view because it would be screened from this viewpoint by an
earthen berm; (2) the power plant berm is not shown because at the photo scale it
would be indistinguishable from the surrounding topography and based on its rounded
topography (Exhibit 3-9 on page of the Draft EIR), it would not create a noticeable
altered landform shape; (3) the proposed power line was not shown because it is so
small that it would be unnoticeable (the existing power lines to the residences are barely
visible from the highway); (4) the new PG&E line does not involve new poles in a
different alignment – the existing electrical cable would be replaced with a thicker cable
which would be unnoticeable from the highway; (5) the brown strips on the photo
represent the ultimate added height of the Phase II landfill – the screening berms
would not extend higher than the brown band location and would generally blend into
the color of the landfill mass and adjacent hills (note that the berm would only be in
place for a small section of the silhouette at any one time when that specific area was
being filled); (6) the existing road that would be upgraded for the maintenance road is
barely visible in the photo through the eucalyptus tree grove – the improved road
would be a negligible visual change and hence it was not added to the photo.
With respect to Comment (b) regarding the undulating ridgeline, upon close
examination of the Exhibits 4.10-1 and 4.10-2, it can be seen that two separate ridges
would continue to be noticeable from the highway. On Exhibit 4.10-2, the white line is
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used to illustrate the first ridge line location where the landfill ridge would be seen
beyond it. The brown bands used to denote the landfill ridge are approximations. By
looking at Exhibit 3-6 on page 3-19 of the Draft EIR showing the proposed final
contours of the completed Phase II landfill, it can be seen that the landfill surface
would be a long tapered mound with an upper plateau top ridgeline that runs from the
west at about elevation 190 feet MSL to elevation 345 feet MSL located approximately
3,600 feet to the east, and then it tapers back down to elevation 300 feet MSL. The
north slope of the landfill is an undulating surface that is intended to mimic the native
hills. A strict truncated pyramid, engineered shape has been avoided in the landfill
design.
With respect to Comment (c) regarding the trucks and tractors visible at the highest
elevations, the intent of the screening berms identified in Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 of
the Draft EIR is to prevent views of the trucks, tractors and the waste disposal
operations from commonly used off-site areas.
Comment (d) requests an evaluation of visual impacts from Grizzly Island Road.
Photographs were developed during the EIR preparation showing the view from this
area, but the over 2 mile distance between the viewing location at the road and the
western edge of the landfill renders the landfill operation to be almost
indistinguishable. The photo mock-up was not included because it wouldn’t add any
significant information to the report.
Comment (e) requests confirmation regarding whether areas to the south of the
Potrero Hills southern ridgeline would experience a visual impact. The average height
of the southern ridgeline is higher than the proposed final elevation of the Phase II
expansion. Therefore, areas located south of the project site would not experience any
adverse visual impacts.
9-68

The commentor identifies several acronyms that should be added to the Draft EIR. As
indicated in Chapter 3 of this document, the following acronyms have been added to
the list of acronyms on page vi through page viii of the Draft EIR:
BCDC
SMPA
SMPP
LPP

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
Suisun Marsh Preservation Act
Suisun Marsh Protection Plan
Local Protection Plan

In addition, the reference to LRCS to which the commentor refers should be LCRS or
leachate control and recovery system.
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Letter

10

Response

Ricardo Serrano, MS, REHS, Program Manager,
Senior Environmental Health Specialist
Solano County Local Enforcement Agency
January 5, 2004

10-1

The commentor states that the increase in garbage associated with the proposed project
would increase nuisance problems at the site. For a discussion of potential nuisance
impacts associated with the proposed project, the commentor is referred to Section 4.1,
Land Use; Section 4.7, Noise; and Section 4.9, Air Quality of the Draft EIR.

10-2

The commentor describes the increased revenue expected by the County with
implementation of the proposed project. No substantive comments are raised on the
Draft EIR; therefore, no additional response is necessary.

10-3

The commentor states that the latest Litter Management Plan for the site would
mitigate the windblown litter from night operations. This comment is noted. The
Revised Litter Management Plan for the recycling center is included as Appendix C to
this report.

10-4

The commentor asks what biosolids handling mechanisms/protocols would be used to
minimize offsite odors. The location of biosolids handling depends on what is to be
done with the materials. ADC generally is handled at the active face, or stockpiled
nearby. Spreading of the biosolids on the outside slopes would occur away from the
northern edge of the site and sensitive receptors. The proposed location of the
southern composting area south of the creek was provided to the LEA in a memo from
the project applicant in 2003. Additional odor control information will be required to
be provided to the LEA as part of revised Mitigation Measure 4.9-4. For information
regarding odor issues at the site, the commentor is referred to Response to Comment
1-4.

10-5

The commentor requests that the location of the alternative daily cover demonstration
project be identified. The project would be located on top of a dormant portion of the
landfill that would be undisturbed by more filling for a 2-year period. This would
generally be on top of the Subtitle D portion of the landfill. The specific location is to
be selected by the site operator working in conjunction with the LEA, CIWMB,
RWQCB and BAAQMD as the work plan is finalized.

10-6

The commentor states that there is the potential for some negative impacts from odors
and dust from the processing/mixing of high moisture and dry materials in the quarry
area, which is located within the closest proximity to sensitive receptors. The
commentor is referred to Mitigation Measure 4.9-4 on page 4.9-23 of the Draft EIR,
which requires that the mixing and storage of high-moisture content materials
combined with dry powdery materials only occur in the center or southern portions of
the site.
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10-7

The commentor raises questions regarding the bioreactor landfill concept. Please see
Response to Comment 5-7.
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Letter

11

Response

11-1

Julian Meisler, Conservation Planner
Solano Land Trust
January 29, 2004

The commentor raises concerns regarding the proposed project’s impacts on California
tiger salamander and vernal pool crustacean habitat. For a detailed discussion of the
proposed project’s impacts on these species and their habitat, the commentor is
referred to Impact 4.2-2 on page 4.2-19 and Impact 4.2-5 on page 4.2-21 of the Draft
EIR.
The commentor also raises concerns regarding the realignment and channelization of
Spring Branch Creek. The channelization design incorporates engineered energy
dissipaters and channel erosion control measures to prevent stream velocity erosion
conditions. These controls are proposed to be located at the downstream discharge end
of the culvert at the time the first stage of the culvert is constructed. Also, the
ephemeral flows in Spring Branch Creek currently pass through 3 stock ponds and
travel down about 2 miles of undisturbed, vegetated stream channel before the water
passing by the landfill reaches the west side of Grizzly Island Road in the Rush Ranch
area. See Response to Comment 3-3 for more information on stream water
monitoring.

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues

2-118

Potrero Hills Landfill Expansion Project Final EIR
County of Solano

12

12-1

12-2

12-3

Potrero Hills Landfill Expansion Project Final EIR
County of Solano

2-119

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues

12-3
cont'd

12-4

12-5

12-6

12-7

12-8

12-9

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues

2-120

Potrero Hills Landfill Expansion Project Final EIR
County of Solano

12-10

12-11

Potrero Hills Landfill Expansion Project Final EIR
County of Solano

2-121

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues

Letter

12

Response

Steven Chappell, Executive Director
Suisun Resource Conservation District
January 29, 2004

12-1

The commentor states their opposition to the proposed project based on its location
within the secondary management area of the Suisun Marsh. Please see Chapter 5 of
the Draft EIR for a discussion of alternatives considered for the proposed project
including an alternative location alternative. Please also see Response to Comment 9-16
for a discussion of alternative site locations.

12-2

The commentor raises concerns regarding litter generation. In 2003 the project
applicant submitted litter management plans to the Solano County LEA for both the
recycling center and the active landfill operation. The Revised Litter Management Plan
for the recycling center is included as Appendix C to this report. These plans are
currently being reviewed by the County and the LEA. The recycling center is being
equipped with improved enclosure fencing and windbreaks and additional fences are
being used around the landfill area. Also, the feasibility of installing taller fences is
being investigated by the project applicant. Please also see Responses to Comments 940 and 9-56.

12-3

The commentor states that illegal dumping of trash on Grizzly Island Road is
exacerbated by proximity of the landfill to the Marsh. Illegal dumping is an issue
facing all communities and rural areas. Illegal dumping tends to occur in remote areas
where detection can be more difficult, such as along Grizzly Island Road. However,
illegal dumping occurs throughout the County.
Currently, the landfill operator is required to pick up materials along Kildeer Road and
Potrero Hills Lane, which are used as the direct site access. These requirements were
initiated to control litter that may blow off the vehicles traveling to the site, and were
not directed at responding to illegally dumped materials. On other roads in the area,
the landfill operator notifies the Sheriffs Department when illegal dumping occurs.
The landfill operator and the Solano Garbage Co. also voluntarily provide for cleanup
of litter off Highway 12 near the landfill. The appropriateness of providing financial
assistance for cleaning up trash dumped on Grizzly Island Road is at the discretion of
the Solano County Board of Supervisors.

12-4

The commentor raises several issues regarding the visual impacts associated with
project implementation. Although the commentor states that the 345-foot fill height of
the proposed Phase II mound would tower over the 250-foot northern ridgeline, the
visual effect of this height difference would be minimized by the separation between
these peak elevations and the lower elevation of viewers to the north. Specifically, the
northern ridgeline would substantially block the view of the higher landfill mound
located behind it based on the line-of-sight angle. Viewers located closer to the
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northern hills would see even less of the landfill mound. The intent of Exhibit 4.10-4 is
to represent the line of sight of a viewer traveling along Highway 12.
The Draft EIR concluded that with implementation of the visual resource mitigation
measures identified in Section 4.10, Visual Resources, the visual impacts associated with
project implementation would not degrade the aesthetic value of the Marsh and
Potrero Hills open space. Lower filling height alternatives were examined, however the
proposed project does not create significant aesthetic environmental impacts following
the implementation of mitigation measures and smaller landfill alternatives would not
as effectively meet the project objective of providing long-term disposal capacity.
12-5

The commentor suggests that an alternative location for the power plant south of the
northern ridgeline be analyzed. The commentor is referred to the discussion of an
alternative power plant location on page 3-32 and identified on Exhibit 3-8 of the Draft
EIR. This alternative power plant location is situated within the Valley and is screened
from offsite views by the surrounding topography.

12-6

The commentor requests information regarding the height of power plant structures.
For information on the design concept of the power plant, the commentor is referred
to Response to Comment 9-66. The engine-generator sets can be placed in box
enclosures approximately 12 feet wide x 30 feet long x 10 feet high. They alternately
could be placed in a pre-engineered metal structure with a ridgeline height of 30 feet.
The power plant is not a large or tall facility like the peaking stations located in
Fairfield or on Lambie Road. Within the plant area, the tallest feature is the intertie
power pole (40 ft), which is the same height as the existing power poles. The top of the
pole would be at approximately 130 feet above mean sea level as compared to the 200foot elevation ridgeline to the south. The equipment used in the gas processing plant
would be less than 20 feet tall and the storage tanks are about 15 feet high. This facility
would be placed between the western soil stockpile berm and the landfill, both of which
would be of greater height.

12-7

The commentor recommends that the potential for water contamination from biosolids
be further investigated in the EIR. The RWQCB has required the monitoring of the
ground water and surface water at the site ever since the landfill commenced
operations in 1987. The potential for water contamination has been found to be low.
Please see Responses to Comments 5-2 and 5-3 for additional information on this issue.
With respect to the elimination of the percolation or leaching of water in the biosolids
drying ponds, the RWQCB requires that these ponds include base liners that meet the
State minimum standards. The soils in the valley area of the landfill can be readily
compacted to be very impermeable and a geosynthetic liner and drainage zone would
be required. The composting areas are proposed to be on top of the landfill and in the
southern area adjacent to the south property line. This later location is a soil stockpile
area used to store clay materials. The composting area would be located on the base of
the excavated stockpile. This base soil has been compacted through the surcharging
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effect of the heavy 75-foot deep stockpile. A drainage layer would immediately
underlie the composting area and the drainage would flow to Siltation Control Basin
No. 3. When the composting area is in use, the water in that basin would be monitored
during the storm flow period.
With respect to the land application of biosolids, the project applicant has revised the
project description to eliminate the land application of biosolids on the unused landfill
footprint area. To reflect this change, the first four sentences of the last paragraph on
page 3-28 of the Draft EIR are hereby revised as follows:
New methods of handling sludge include adding seasonal ponding of sludge for
solar drying, monofilling (i.e., disposing separately to avoid mixing with other
wastes) of sludge for later recovery, and land spreading of sludge on the landfill
slopes as a soil amendment. The mixing of biosolids with onsite soils would
create more fertile landfill final cover material out of the low-productivity native
clay soils. The drying and land spreading on the landfill slopes would be
required to follow accepted practices as regulated by the county and RWQCB.
Per State Water Resources Control Board Water Quality Order No. 2000-10DWQ, individual Waste Discharge Requirements would be necessary for land
application of biosolids on the landfill slopes within the Secondary
Management Area of the Suisun Marsh.
In addition, the last sentence of the first paragraph on page 3-29 of the Draft EIR is
hereby deleted as follows:
The biosolids to be land applied and spread on the unused landfill footprint
area as part of the proposed project would be delivered directly to those
locations by wastewater treatment plant sludge-hauling vehicles.
12-8

The commentor requests that the water quality testing interval for the Phase II
expansion be identified. The testing frequency for Phase II is anticipated to remain at
the existing biannual and monthly frequencies. In the 16 years of site operation,
during which time biosolids have been handled on site, no impacts to water quality
have been observed in the monthly surface water testing program. Drainage from the
active areas of the landfill first must pass through silt control basins that are required to
be periodically pumped before exiting the site. Hence, if a catastrophic event was to
occur, special testing could be conducted before the next pumping.

12-9

The commentor requests that additional information be provided regarding postclosure monitoring. The landfill Postclosure Monitoring and Maintenance Plan must
be approved at the time the RWQCB Waste Discharge Requirements are amended and
when the LEA and CIWMB establish the revised Solid Waste Facilities Permit. The
required components of the Plan include (a) a description of the facility and its
environs; (b) a detailed plan for the monitoring of the aspects of the completed landfill
such as vegetation growing on the cover surface, erosion conditions, leachate control,
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landfill gas control, ground water monitoring, settlement of the landfill surface as it
affects the drainage grading, and the effect of subsequent uses of the landfill on the
control systems; (c) a detailed plan for the maintenance of the landfill to respond to the
conditions observed in the postclosure monitoring program; (d) scheduled review and
updating of the Plan, and (e) preparation of a cost estimate for conducting the longterm monitoring and maintenance activities. With respect to the term of the
postclosure program, if a threat to water quality, public health or the environment
exists at the end of the initially established postclosure monitoring period (e.g. after 30
years in 2080), the RWQCB and CIWMB have the regulatory authority to extend the
monitoring time period.
12-10 Please see Response to Comment 9-18.
12-11 The commentor suggests that a mitigation fund be established for the Suisun Marsh.
No direct significant impacts to the Marsh from this project have been identified that
appear to justify the creation of a new mitigation fund for the Marsh. The
establishment of a mitigation fund would be at the discretion of the Solano County
Board of Supervisors.
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Letter

13

Response

13-1

Steven Chappell, Executive Director
Suisun Resource Conservation District
December 8, 2003

The commentor requests that the Draft EIR be sent to all 74 of the landowners in the
vicinity of the proposed project and that the review period for the Draft EIR be
extended by 30 days from the date of mailing. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15087
requires that a Notice of Availability of a Draft EIR shall be mailed to the last known
name and address of all organizations and individual who have previously requested
such notice in writing and shall also be given by at least one of the following
procedures: 1) publication in a newspaper of general circulation in the area affected by
the proposed project; 2) posting on and off of the site in the area where the project is
located; and 3) direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous to
the parcel or parcels on which the project is located. The Notice of Availability was sent
to all organizations and individual who previously requested such notice in writing. In
addition, to ensure the public was informed about the availability of the Draft EIR, the
County provided notice by all three of the procedures identified in Section 15087. The
Notice of Availability was mailed to the property owners contiguous to the project site,
it was published in the local paper, and it was posted at the scale house at the project
entrance. The Draft EIR was also available at local libraries and was posted on the
County’s website. Not all of the property owners identified by the commentor were
sent the Notice of Availability because they were not all considered contiguous property
owners. The 45-day public review period mandated by CEQA was identified on the
Notice of Availability. Based on requests from the public for additional review, the
comment period was extended by the County to 66 days.
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14

Response

Jeremiah A. Frost, Capt. U.S. Air Force, Chief, Plans and Programs
60th Civil Engineering Squadron Environmental Flight
Travis Air Force Base
January 14, 2004

14-1

The commentor requests clarification regarding the Solano County Airport Land Use
Commission’s (ALUC) role in the proposed project. The ALUC is responsible for
reviewing the proposed project for consistency with the Land Use Compatibility Plan
and recommending mitigation measures, if appropriate, to ensure public health and
safety is maintained. The Draft EIR was sent to the ALUC as part of this review
process.

14-2

The commentor questions what effect the expansion to 24-hours per day would have
on bird populations due to the longer exposure of the working face. The proposed 24hour operation is not anticipated to increase bird populations at the site. With a 24hour operation, the top and sides of the waste disposal working face are covered with
soil or alternative daily cover on a frequent basis as it extends horizontally, limiting the
amount of time waste is exposed to birds. Also, waste is continually deposited at the
front portion of the working face, limiting scavenging opportunities for birds.

14-3

The commentor states that a specific location for the California tiger salamander is not
defined. Mitigation Measure 4.2-5 on page 4.2-21 of the Draft EIR requires that the
mitigation site be located within the known range of the California tiger salamander in
southern Solano County (i.e., roughly between the Potrero Hills area and the Jepson
Prairie area to the south). Please see Response to Comment 9-8.
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Letter

15

Bonnici, Cherri
January 6, 2004

Response

15-1

The commentor requests the denial of the proposed project. This comment is noted.
The commentor states that the Draft EIR is not in compliance with applicable laws.
However, the commentor does not provide any evidence to support this claim;
therefore, no additional response regarding this issue is necessary. The commentor
states that an unbiased outside party needs to oversee the expansion because Solano
County has a conflict of interest. The commentor’s opinion regarding the County’s
interests in the project are noted.

15-2

The commentor states that the proposed project should be denied due to the project’s
incompatibility with the County’s zoning regulations and the nuisances (i.e., odors,
litter, and flies) created by the facility. The commentor further states that the landfill is
responsible for solving the litter problem at the source. For a discussion of the land use
compatibility, odor, litter and vector impacts associated with the proposed project, the
commentor is referred to Section 4.1, Land Use; Section 4.6, Public Safety; Section 4.7,
Noise; and Section 4.9, Air Quality of the Draft EIR.

15-3

The commentor identifies concerns regarding odors associated with biosolids at the site.
For a discussion of odor control issues associated with the proposed project, the
commentor is referred to Response to Comment 1-4 and Mitigation Measure 4.9-4 on
page 4.9-23 of the Draft EIR.
The commentor also suggests the use of a pyrolysis plant (a form of processing that
chemically decomposes organic materials by heat in the absence of oxygen) as an
alternative to biosolids handling at the site. The construction and operation of a
pyrolysis plant or incinerator on the landfill site could create adverse environmental
impacts including pollutant emissions that are substantially more adverse than
anticipated with the proposed biosolids handling at the site. Also, due to the inherent
difficulty associated with permitting the operation of such a processing plant within the
Bay Area, it is questionable whether such a facility would provide a feasible alternative
to the proposed project’s biosolids handling activities. Because of the speculative
nature of such a facility and the difficulty in determining the potential environmental
impacts without conducting a detailed engineering analysis, it is not considered a viable
alternative to the proposed project.

15-4

The commentor requests that documentation submitted by the commentor’s mother on
the proposed project be included in the EIR. The documentation to which the
commentor refers is included as Appendix E to this Final EIR.

15-5

The commentor states that the landfill or Solano County needs to give the Suisun Fire
Protection District a nickel for every ton of garbage. The commentor’s opinion
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regarding funding the Suisun Fire Protection District is noted. No substantive
comments are made on the contents of the Draft EIR, therefore, no additional response
is necessary.
15-6

The commentor requests that a separate EIR be prepared to address the effects of
biosolids and sludge on humans and wetlands. The commentor does not raise any
substantive issues on the Draft EIR; therefore, no additional response is necessary.
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Letter

16

Guidotti, June
January 25, 2004

Response

16-1

The commentor states that the construction of the bypass lanes do not conform with the
Solano County Local Protection Component policies and identifies several applicable
policies from the Local Protection Plan. The bypass lanes include the construction of
an additional set of lanes along an approximate 400-foot length adjacent to the existing
Potrero Hills Lane roadway in order to provide an alternative access route in the event
that traffic is disrupted at the main entrance. The conceptual alignment is identified on
Exhibit 3-10 on page 3-40 of the Draft EIR.
The construction of these bypass lanes would not conflict with the Local Protection Plan
and would not conflict with the three policies identified by the commentor. For the
first policy, the bypass lanes would not form barriers to movement of terrestrial wildlife
due to their short length and their location directly adjacent to an existing roadway.
Therefore, the construction of these bypass lanes would not be prohibited. The second
policy states that the seasonal marshes and upland grasslands deserve special attention.
However, this policy does not prohibit the construction of bypass lanes within the
secondary management area of the Suisun Marsh. The third policy suggests that
historic marshes should be returned to wetland status. However, because the bypass
lanes would be constructed in grasslands, this policy would not be applicable.
The commentor also identifies correspondence from the County dated December 28,
1990 addressed to Larry Burch that references the access road to the site. Because the
site access road has been constructed and is not a part of this project, no additional
response regarding this issue is necessary.

16-2

The commentor claims that Caltrans is widening Scally Road off of State Route 12, that
the landfill needs approval to use Scally Road for other than agricultural purposes, and
that Charles Lamoree, attorney at the Solano Transportation Authority, can state the
law on vested rights on Scally Road. The Draft EIR concluded that with the 1996
improvements to the State Route 12 / Scally Road intersection, adequate truck turning
radii is available at the intersection of State Route 12 at Scally Road for landfill vehicles.
The Draft EIR also concluded that the landfill access roads are of sufficient width to
allow safe passage of large trucks. If Scally Road is widened at State Route 12 in the
future, the widening would be required to continue to provide safe truck turning
movements at this intersection. The portion of Scally Road used to access the site is a
public road and its use is not restricted to agricultural purposes. The comment
regarding Mr. Charles Lamoree is noted.

16-3

The commentor summarizes a variety of regulations that generally seem to apply to the
siting of new or expanded thermal electric generating plants within the Suisun Marsh.
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No substantive comments are provided on the Draft EIR; therefore, no additional
response is necessary.
16-4

The commentor lists a number of documents that should be added to the Draft EIR.
However, the commentor does not identify the relevance of the listed documents to the
proposed project or the Draft EIR. Therefore, these documents have not be included
in this document. The commentor further requests that additional conditions be added
before approval of the Planning Commission approving the Potrero Hills Sanitary
Landfill Permits. The addition of these conditions is at the discretion of the Solano
County Planning Commission in their deliberations on the proposed project. Based on
the impact conclusions of the Draft EIR, as identified in the Executive Summary table
commencing on page 2-5, the addition of these conditions would not be necessary to
reduce the significance of any impacts anticipated with project implementation.

16-5

The commentor states that the Final EIR needs to address potential impacts upon
surface water, groundwater, and water flowing to the Suisun Marsh. For a detailed
discussion of these issues, the commentor is referred to Section 4.4, Hydrology and
Water Quality, of the Draft EIR.

16-6

The commentor questions why the Solano Water Authority gives the landfill Solano
Irrigation District water. The Solano Water Authority does not provide potable water
to the project site. A major source of water used at the site is the reclaimed wastewater
delivered by tank trailers from the Fairfield-Suisun Wastewater District treatment plant.
This reclaimed wastewater is available for appropriate uses throughout the County.

16-7

The commentor indicates that the road accessing the site is not designated for refusehauling vehicles. The landfill is accessed from State Route 12 (State Route 12 / Rio
Vista Road) via Scally Road, Kildeer Road, and Potrero Hills Lane. These access roads
are two-lane, paved, all-weather roads that, based on standard traffic engineering
criteria, are of sufficient width to allow safe passage of large trucks. Field observations
conducted by Fehr & Peers Associates in preparing the traffic analysis for the Draft EIR
indicate that good pavement conditions exist along State Route 12 and adequate truck
turning radii is available at the intersection of State Route 12 at Scally Road.
Improvements were completed to the State Route 12 / Scally Road intersection in 1996
in order to accommodate landfill truck traffic. Potrero Hills Lane was also constructed
at this time extending from Kildeer Road across the old Solano Garbage Company
landfill and continuing southward to the landfill entrance. The environmental impacts
associated with these landfill access improvements were evaluated in the previous EIR
prepared for the site (Jones & Stokes, October 1995).

16-8

The commentor presents a bulleted list of topics including public utilities and services,
odors, and litter. These issues are addressed in Section 4.5, Utilities and Public
Services; Section 4.9, Air Quality; and Section 4.10, Visual Resources of the Draft EIR.
The commentor also identifies New Condition #20 Biosolids Study to be conducted
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from U.C. Davis. However, no additional information is provided regarding this issue;
therefore, no additional response is possible.
16-9

The commentor questions when a public hearing will be held on the Draft EIR. The
Solano County Planning Commission will hold a public hearing to consider certifying
the Final EIR following its completion. The date for this hearing has not yet been set.
A notice identifying the date, time and location of the public hearing will be sent to all
interested parties that have requested to be notified for this project at the time this
Final EIR is made available for public review. In addition, a copy of this notice will be
published in the local newspaper and the Planning Commission’s agenda for the
hearing will be posted on the County’s web site and at the County Clerk’s office.
The 21 pages of documentation following the commentor’s letter were enclosures
attached to the commentor’s January 25, 2004 letter. The information included in
these enclosures was considered as is reflected in Responses to Comments 16-1 through
16-9.
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Letter

17

Guidotti, June
January 2, 2004

Response

17-1

The commentor requests that Solano County deny the proposed project because the
County has a conflict of interest and because the gas power plant is not environmentally
safe. The commentor also requests that an unbiased party review the Draft EIR. These
comments are noted. The commentor further states that all public services and utilities
and visual resources in the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act need to be followed. For a
discussion of the projects consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, the
commentor is referred to Section 4.1, Land Use of the Draft EIR.

17-2

The commentor questions how the landfill is going to control litter at the source. For a
detailed discussion of litter issues, the commentor is referred to Response to Comment
9-56. For a detailed discussion of the potential litter impacts associated with project
implementation, the commentor is referred to the litter generation discussion on page
4.10-1 and to Impact 4.10-4 on page 4.10-17 of the Draft EIR. The commentor also
raises the issue of odors. For a discussion of odor control issues associated with the
proposed project, the commentor is referred to Response to Comment 1-4 and
Mitigation Measure 4.9-4 on page 4.9-23 of the Draft EIR.
The commentor states that according to Marsh Management Policy 11 and LPP
Agriculture Policy 3, the litter problem at the landfill is a reason that the County should
deny the landfill’s permit. For a discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with
the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act and the Local Protection Program, the commentor
is referred to Section 4.1, Land Use of the Draft EIR.

17-3

The commentor states that part of the Marsh policy is that there are to be no new roads
in the Marsh and that there is to be one all weather road in the Marsh. The applicable
policy in the Local Protection Program is Policy 1(e) of the Utilities, Facilities and
Transportation Section, which states that, “New roadways (highways, primary and
secondary roads) and rail lines that form barriers to movement of terrestrial wildlife
should not be constructed in the Suisun Marsh or in adjacent uplands necessary to
protect the Marsh except where such roadways and rail lines are necessary in the
secondary management area for the operation of water-related industry within that
area designated for such use in the Protection Plan for Collinsville.” The proposed
bypass lane would not form a barrier to the movement of terrestrial wildlife due to its
short length and location parallel to the existing site access road. Therefore, this policy
would not be applicable to the proposed project.
The commentor raises concerns regarding the granting of an easement for the
construction of Scally Road and Emmington Road in order to provide the original
access route to the site. The commentor states that these roads are unsafe and are not
up to County standards because they are flooding farmland. The traffic analysis
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conducted for the project did not identify any safety impacts that would occur with
project implementation on these roadways and the proposed project does not include
any changes to Scally Road or Emmington Road. The construction of the original
access road to the site is outside of the scope of this EIR. Therefore, no additional
response is necessary.
17-4

The commentor raises issues regarding the consistency of the bypass lane and vacating
the extension of Scally Road with the Marsh laws. However, the commentor seems to
have confused the construction of a proposed bypass lane on Potrero Hills Lane (as
identified on Exhibit 3-10 on page 3-40 of the Draft EIR) with vacating the Scally Road
extension alignment (as identified on Exhibit 3-11 on page 3-42 of the Draft EIR). The
proposed project would not include any construction of the identified Scally Road
extension alignment.
The commentor identifies specific documents that should be included in the EIR. The
documents to which the commentor refers are included in Appendix E to this
document.
The commentor also summarizes several regulations. However, no specific comment
on the Draft EIR is identified; therefore, no additional response is necessary.

17-5

The commentor states that the proposed project is not compatible with preservation of
the Marsh in light of the information from the Resource Conservation & Open Space
Plan summarized in Comment 17-4. The commentor further states that the
construction and operation of a gas facility will have a significant adverse ecological and
aesthetic impact on the Marsh, is not compatible with Marsh preservation, and is not
water related. For a discussion of the proposed project’s ecological and aesthetic
impacts, the commentor is referred to Section 4.2, Biological Resources and Section
4.10, Visual Resources of the Draft EIR. As stated in these sections, following
implementation of the identified mitigation measures, the proposed project’s impacts
on ecological and aesthetic resources would be considered less than significant. For a
discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act
and the Local Protection Program, the commentor is referred to Section 4.1, Land Use
of the Draft EIR. No specific requirement exists within the Local Protection Program
that project components be water related.

17-6

The commentor raises issues regarding the use of biosolids at the site. For more
information on this issue, the commentor is referred to Section 4.6, Public Safety of the
Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 5-10 and 7-2.

17-7

The commentor request that specific letters be added to the Final EIR. These letters
are included in Appendix E of this document.

17-8

The commentor request that a specific email be added to the Final EIR. This email is
included in Appendix E of this document.
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17-9

The commentor states that water can not be trucked to the landfill because it will not be
used for long-term agricultural purposes. The commentor further indicates that the
proposed project is not consistent with the Marsh Preservation Laws, the LLPP and the
site’s agricultural zoning designation. For a detailed discussion of the project’s
consistency with the Local Protection Program (LPP) policies, the commentor is
referred to Section 4.1, Land Use of the Draft EIR. Page 4.1-15 of the Draft EIR
specifically addresses the project’s consistency with the Wildlife Habitat Management
and Preservation Section and the Agricultural Section of the LPP.

17-10 The commentor states that with the solar drying of biosolids in ponds, wind would
spread the biosolids to the grass that the cattle and sheep eat and then would enter the
food chain from their milk and go to the breast milk of women. However, the
commentor provides no evidence to substantiate her claim that biosolids would be
spread onto land used for cattle and sheep grazing and that the biosolids would be
consumed by cattle and sheep. It should be noted that the biosolids to be handled at
the site are digested wastewater sludge. The pathogenic bacteria and coliform bacteria
levels would be anticipated to be the same as those present for field spreading of the
same materials elsewhere in the County (and the state). The wind-blown dispersion of
biosolids from solar drying ponds is expected to be negligible to non-existent.
The commentor further indicates that the smell from biosolids at the site burns the
inside of her nose and lungs and gives her an instant headache. She states that the
odors are a public nuisance and a health and safety hazard to the public and workers at
the landfill. For a discussion of odor control issues associated with the proposed
project, the commentor is referred to Response to Comment 1-4 and Mitigation
Measure 4.9-4 on page 4.9-23 of the Draft EIR.
The commentor references a letter from Steven Chappell dated April 14, 2003 that
states that Water Quality Order No. 2000-10-DWQ establishes that the land application
for biosolids within the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan Boundaries is not permissible.
The letter to which the commentor refers is included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.
However, Mr. Chappell’s statement is incorrect. Water Quality Order No. 2000-10DWQ establishes General Waste Discharge Requirements for the discharge of biosolids
used as a soil amendment. As stated in this General Order, it assists in streamlining the
regulatory process for such discharges but it may not be appropriate for all sites using
biosolids due to particular site-specific conditions or locations. The Suisun Marsh is
specifically identified as a site to which the General Order would not be applicable.
However, the General Order states that sites such as the Suisun Marsh are not
precluded from being issued individual Waste Discharge Requirements for the land
application of biosolids. It should be noted, however, that the project description has
been revised in order to eliminate the land application of biosolids on the unused
landfill footprint area as a project component. For more detail regarding this issue, the
commentor is referred to Response to Comment 12-7.
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The commentor states that if the County had not change the General Plan, a pyrolysis
plant would be up and running, and the County would be using the ash from a wasteto-energy plant (which she has proposed putting in to burn municipal waste), which
would eliminate the problem of biosolids. Due to the speculative nature of the
commentor’s proposed projects, it can not be determined at this time what effects the
construction and operation of a pyrolysis plant or a waste-to-energy plant would have
on the handling of biosolids at the landfill. Therefore, no additional response is
necessary. Please also see Response to Comment 15-3.
17-11 The commentor states that the project needs to be denied because of the impacts on
waters of the United States and sensitive aquatic habitats, and because the project is not
water related. The commentor’s opinion regarding the actions that should be taken by
responsible agencies is noted.
17-12 The commentor states that the County needs to deny the project because of the
proposed increase in nighttime deliveries and because of the effects on nesting birds
and the dust that is put on them. The commentor further implies that the Marsh laws
prohibit nighttime deliveries to the site. The commentor’s opinion regarding the
actions that should be taken by the County on this project is noted. Regarding the
current facility’s nighttime operations, the Suisun Marsh Act and Local Protection
Program do not include any prohibition on the nighttime operation of the landfill.
Furthermore, the site’s Solid Waste Facility Permit specifically permits operations to
occur for 20 hours per day.
17-13 The commentor states that there should be no nighttime lighting because the Marsh
needs to rest. Please see Response to Comment 9-15.
17-14 The commentor states that the Bay Area Air Quality Management District should deny
the project applicant their permit revisions because gas-fueled power production is not
environmentally safe. For a discussion of the potential public health and safety impacts
associated with operation of the power production facilities at the site, the commentor is
referred to Impact 4.6-1 on page 4.6-14 of the Draft EIR.
17-15 The commentor states that a fuel production and distribution facility would not be
consistent with the zoning and land use policies in the Local Protection Program,
specifically Agricultural Policy 3. For a discussion of the proposed project’s consistency
with the agricultural policies of the LPP, the commentor is referred to page 4.1-15 of
the Draft EIR.
17-16 The commentor states that the installation of a portable visitor center trailer is not
consistent with long-term agricultural use and it needs to be denied. For a discussion of
the proposed project’s consistency with the agricultural policies of the LPP, the
commentor is referred to page 4.1-15 of the Draft EIR.
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17-17 The commentor requests that the grading permit for the existing access road be
provided in the Final EIR. For existing County permits for the site, the commentor is
referred to the County Department of Resource Management. The commentor
further requests that the existing site access road be taken out. This comment is noted.
17-18 The commentor states that County Road No. 279 is abandoned and is for agricultural
use only, not for Potrero Hills garbage trucks. This comment does not seem to relate to
vacating the extension of Scally Road, as the commentor indicates; therefore, no
additional response is necessary.
17-19 The commentor raises concerns regarding upsizing the PG&E power lines. For a
detailed discussion of the consistency of the PG&E power line upgrade with the Local
Protection Program policies, the commentor is referred to Impact 4.1-3 on page 4.1-18
of the Draft EIR.
17-20 The commentor states that the flare equipment/environmental office building is not
needed because the Marsh laws do not allow burning in the canyon. However, there is
no specific restriction in the Suisun Marsh Act or the LPP that prohibits the installation
of environmental control equipment or ancillary landfill buildings.
17-21 The commentor states that the proposed public education and training building needs
to be denied because Travis Air Force Base states that only so many people are allowed
on the property at one time. However, the County is not aware of any such restrictions
and the commentor provides no evidence to support this statement. Therefore, no
additional response is necessary.
17-22 The commentor identifies specific days that the landfill should remain closed. This
comment is noted. No substantive comment is raised on the Draft EIR, therefore, no
additional response is necessary.
17-23 The commentor states that composting needs to stop because odor is a public nuisance.
For a discussion of odor control issues associated with the proposed project, the
commentor is referred to Response to Comment 1-4 and Mitigation Measure 4.9-4 on
page 4.9-23 of the Draft EIR. The commentor further states that green material can be
burned and that the County needs to change the General Plan back. However, the
landfill is not permitted to burn green material at the site. Also, the commentor does
not specifically state what changes to the General Plan are suggested; therefore, no
additional response is necessary.
17-24 The commentor states that the future development of Potrero Hills should not be
permitted because it has been shown that the disposal site has significant adverse
ecological and aesthetic impacts on the Marsh. The commentor further states that litter
alone is reason enough the permit should be denied. For a discussion of the proposed
project’s ecological and aesthetic impacts, the commentor is referred to Section 4.2,
Biological Resources and Section 4.10, Visual Resources of the Draft EIR. As stated in
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these sections, following implementation of the identified mitigation measures, the
proposed project’s impacts on ecological and aesthetic resources would be considered
less than significant.
17-25 The commentor questions how the landfill project will be kept within traffic and
tonnage limits. The Solid Waste Facilities permit identifies the specific vehicle and
tonnage limits for the project site. The Local Enforcement Agency has the authority to
enforce these limits and can issue a cease and desist order if the permit limits are
exceeded.
The commentor states that the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual is outdated. However,
use of the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual provided the most reliable assessment of the
local traffic conditions when the traffic analysis was conducted in March 2003.
The commentor further identifies a variety of regulations. However, the commentor
does not raise any specific questions regarding these regulations or explain their
applicability to the proposed project. Therefore, no additional response can be
provided.
17-26 The commentor raises the question about how water for fire suppression will be
provided at the site. For a discussion of the site’s fire hazards and ongoing fire control
programs, the commentor is referred to page 4.6-5 of the Draft EIR. For a discussion
of the proposed project’s water demands included fire suppression demands, the
commentor is referred to Impact 4.5-1 on page 4.5-3 of the Draft EIR.
The commentor raises various issues including a proposed Potrero Hills Water Storage
Tank, requirements that the proposed project be water related, and the inability of the
proposed project to receive Solano Irrigation District Water. Based on documentation
submitted by the commentor (Letter from Whalen Toy, Water Resources Control
Engineer, State Water Resources Control Board, to June Guidotti, dated April 29,
2003), there is no current proposal to install a water storage tank within the Potrero
Hills. For a discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with the Suisun Marsh
Preservation Act and the Local Protection Program, the commentor is referred to
Section 4.1, Land Use of the Draft EIR. No specific requirement exists within the
Local Protection Program that project components be water related. The Solano
Irrigation District does not provide potable water to the project site. A major source of
water used at the site is the reclaimed wastewater delivered by tank trailers from the
Fairfield-Suisun Wastewater District treatment plant. This reclaimed wastewater is
available for appropriate uses throughout the County.
17-27 The commentor states that the future development of Potrero Hills should not be
permitted because it has significant adverse ecological and aesthetic impacts on the
Marsh. For a discussion of the proposed project’s ecological and aesthetic impacts, the
commentor is referred to Section 4.2, Biological Resources and Section 4.10, Visual
Resources of the Draft EIR. As stated in these sections, following implementation of the
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identified mitigation measures, the proposed project’s impacts on ecological and
aesthetic resources would be considered less than significant.
The commentor suggests that the use of alternative waste processing techniques would
eliminate the need for the proposed project. However, the alternative processes the
commentor identifies are unproven technologies that are not currently used in the
United States and are processes that have an inherent ammonia toxicity problem, as
identified in the information provided by the commentor. Therefore, these alternative
technologies are considered speculative and would not be considered feasible options to
the proposed project.
17-28 The commentor requests that the Solano County General Plan be changed in order to
accommodate a waste-to-energy pyrolysis plant proposed by the commentor. This
comment is noted.
17-29 Please see Responses to Comments 17-26, 21-5 and 21-24.
17-30 The commentor identifies the general conditions in granting a Marsh Development
Permit. These findings would need to be made if the proposed project is approved by
Solano County. However, a decision has not yet been made on the proposed project.
17-31 The commentor states that Travis Air Force Base needs to submit a letter on the Draft
EIR. Travis Air Force Base representatives reviewed the Draft EIR and submitted
comments via electronic mail to the County on January 14, 2004. The commentor is
referred to Comment Letter #14 from the Travis Air Force Base.
17-32 The commentor states that the potential groundwater impacts need to be changed to
significant. The commentor’s opinion regarding the significance level of the
groundwater impacts associated with project implementation are noted. The
commentor further questions how surrounding landowners will get water. The
proposed project would have no effect on the water supplies of surrounding
landowners or their ability to get water.
17-33 The commentor states that the Suisun Fire Protection District should be given a nickel
for every ton to compensate the District for fires at the site. This commentor’s
suggestion for providing additional funding for the fire district is noted.
17-34 Please see Response to Comment 9-57.
17-35 The commentor states that the County is driving their garbage trucks onto Scally Road,
which is illegal because this road is for agricultural use only. The portion of Scally
Road used to access the landfill is a public roadway that does not have any specific
restrictions regarding its use. The commentor requests that submitted documentation
be included in the Final EIR. The documents to which the commentor refers are
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included in Appendix E of this document. For a discussion of traffic accidents along
the site access road, the commentor is referred to Response to Comment 9-55.
17-36 Please see Responses to Comments 17-26 and 17-34.
17-37 The commentor requests that submitted documentation be included in the Final EIR
and questions why the submitted documentation was not included in the Draft EIR. In
deciding which documents to include in the Draft EIR, the County determined that the
Notice of Preparation comment letters that identified the issues that should be
addressed in the Draft EIR were appropriate for inclusion. Because the documents
submitted by the commentor have varying relevance to the proposed project and do
not specifically identify issues that should be evaluated in the Draft EIR, there inclusion
was determined by the County to not be appropriate. The County also determined
that due to the large volume of documents submitted by the commentor, their inclusion
in the Draft EIR could have made the document less accessible to the general public
because of the shear size of the resulting document. However, based on the
commentor’s specific requests, the documents to which the commentor refers are
included in Appendix E of this Final EIR.
17-38 Please see Responses to Comments 15-3, 17-10 and 17-24.
17-39 The commentor states that Solano County would be in violation of the Marsh law
because the landfill is not water related. The policy to which the commentor refers is
also included in the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Program, as identified in the first
full paragraph on page 4.1-6 of the Draft EIR. This policy addresses the extension of
urban utilities and public services into the Suisun Marsh. As identified on page 4.1-5,
this policy is a planning guideline. As a planning guideline, it does not specifically
prohibit connecting to an existing power line within the Secondary Management Area
of the Marsh, as proposed by the project. Also, other policies need to be taken into
consideration when reviewing the project’s consistency with the Local Protection
Program., such as Policy 4 on page 4.1-6 of the Draft EIR, which states that future
development of a new solid waste disposal site in the Potrero Hills should be permitted
if it can be shown that the construction and operation of such facilities will not have
significant adverse ecological or aesthetic impacts on the Marsh. For a discussion of the
proposed project’s consistency with this policy, the commentor is referred to page 4.117 of the Draft EIR. For a more detailed discussion of the proposed project’s
consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act and the policies of the Local
Protection Program, the commentor is referred to Section 4.1, Land Use of the Draft
EIR. No specific requirement exists within the Local Protection Program that project
components be water related.
17-40 The commentor states that the proposed project should be denied because it is
inconsistent with the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan. For a discussion of the proposed
project’s consistency with the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan, the Suisun Marsh
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Preservation Act and the Local Protection Program, the commentor is referred to
Section 4.1, Land Use of the Draft EIR.
17-41 The commentor states that the proposed project is located within the 100-year
floodplain. However, the proposed project is located outside of the 100-year floodplain
and has limited flooding potential because of its natural drainage characteristic and the
engineering features associated with the existing landfill operations.
The commentor asks how the identified Scally Road extension alignment would be
vacated by the County. If vacated by the County, the identified Scally Road extension
alignment would be removed from the General Plan circulation plan map and from
applicable parcel maps.
The commentor states that after the County changed the General Plan they became
inconsistent with the General Plan and asks why this was allowed. It is unclear what
change in the General Plan the commentor is referencing; therefore, no response is
possible.
17-42 Please see Responses to Comments 9-56 and 17-2.
17-43 Please see Response to Comment 17-7.
17-44 Please see Response to Comment 17-17.
17-45 The commentor summarizes information from the Land Protection Plan for the Suisun
Marsh and concludes that a Pyrolysis Plant can be put on her property. No substantive
comments are raised on the Draft EIR; therefore, no additional response is necessary.
17-46 The commentor states that she believes that Solano Garbage Company is obtaining
current permits based on the identification of her property in the Suisun Marsh
Preservation Act. The existing landfill and the proposed project do not include any
portion of the commentor’s property.
17-47 The commentor states that the landfill’s existing gate is on her property and that the
landfill does not have permission to use it. Potrero Hills Lane is a public road that does
not have any access restrictions.
17-48 The commentor states that Potrero Hills Lane is not up to County Codes and needs to
be taken out. This commentor’s request that Potrero Hills Lane be removed is noted.
The commentor further states that an alternative road alignment needs to be used.
The commentor identifies this alternative alignment as the Brocco-Guidotti easement,
which presumably crosses the commentor’s property. However, no additional
information is provided on this alternative alignment; therefore, no additional response
can be provided.
17-49 Please see Response to Comment 17-7.
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Letter

18

Holbrook, Victor
January 15, 2004

Response

18-1

The commentor states his opposition to the proposed project and states that the out-oftown trucks hauling waste to the site regularly run red lights at the intersection of
Pennsylvania Avenue and State Route 12. The commentor’s opposition to the
proposed project is noted. For a discussion of the proposed project’s traffic impacts,
the commentor is referred to Section 4.8, Transportation, of the Draft EIR. The traffic
analysis included in the Draft EIR concluded that the additional project trips associated
with project implementation would not be expected to generate a level of traffic that
would increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles or pedestrians.

18-2

The commentor states that the increase in biosolids accepted at the project site is a big
long-term risk. For a discussion of the potential impacts associated with the handling of
biosolids at the project site, the commentor is referred to Section 4.6, Public Safety of
the Draft EIR.
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Letter

19

McGee, Lorraine
February 7, 2004

Response

19-1

The commentor states her opposition to the proposed project due to the unique
character of the Suisun Marsh. The commentor states that mitigation in no way
replaces this area or the fresh water that Spring Branch Creek provides to the Marsh.
For a discussion of the biological resource impacts anticipated with project
implementation, the commentor is referred to Section 4.2, Biological Resources, of the
Draft EIR. Regarding freshwater flows from Spring Branch Creek into the Marsh, the
volume of discharge is not anticipated to substantially change with project
implementation. Although the creek would be diverted around the landfill mound,
precipitation within the Potrero Hills drainage area that is not captured within the
landfill’s detention basins would continue to flow into Spring Branch Creek,
discharging from the property’s southwestern boundary into the stock water pond
constructed offsite by the project applicant in 1995. For a detailed discussion of this
issue, the commentor is referred to Impact 4.4-1 on page 4.4-14 of the Draft EIR.

19-2

The commentor implies that an unlimited quantity of biosolids could be delivered to
the site. However, the site’s Solid Waste Facilities Permit limits the total number of
vehicles that can access the site to 500 per day including all waste deliveries, employee
trips, and site visitors. The commentor states that the acceptance of biosolids associated
with the proposed project would allow the landfill operator to import sewage sludge to
the site. However, the landfill currently accepts sewage sludge at the site and the
landfill operator is permitted to accept biosolids from out-of-County sources. The
proposed project would not change these conditions. For a discussion of the impacts
associated with the acceptance and handling of biosolids at the landfill, the commentor
is referred to Impact 4.6-7 on page 4.6-21 of the Draft EIR. The commentor raises
additional issues such as blowing trash on local roadways, runoff of leachate, increased
traffic associated with biosolids acceptance, and extending landfill operations to 24
hours per day, which reduces the application of alternative daily cover to twice per day.
For a detailed discussion of these issues, the commentor is referred to Section 4.3,
Hydrology and Water Quality; Section 4.6, Public Safety; Section 4.8, Transportation;
and Section 4.10, Visual Resources of the Draft EIR.

19-3

The commentor questions what will be next considering that Republic Services, Inc.
owns 1,400 acres in the area of the landfill. The project does not include any expansion
beyond what has been proposed. Any future expansion beyond the currently proposed
expansion, which is expected to reach its capacity in approximately 2040, is purely
speculative at this time. Any future expansion of the facility would be subject to
appropriate CEQA review and Use Permit revision.

19-4

The commentor states that there is no guarantee that trash and biosolids generated
within the County will continue to be placed in the landfill. She further summarizes the
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environmental impacts she anticipates with project implementation. No substantive
comment is provided on the Draft EIR; therefore, no additional response is necessary.
19-5

The commentor identifies what she considers the priority issues for the Solano County
Board of Supervisors. No substantive comment is provided on the Draft EIR;
therefore, no additional response is necessary.
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Letter

20

Response

Stefanelli, Leonard, Managing Partner
Volanti Investment Associates
January 23, 2004

20-1

The commentor summarizes his relationship to the proposed project, his solid waste
experience, and his support for the proposed project. No substantive comment is
provided on the Draft EIR; therefore, no additional response is necessary.

20-2

The commentor concurs with the analysis included on page 4.1-4 of the Draft EIR;
therefore, no additional response is necessary.

20-3

The commentor states his opinion regarding endangered species and concludes that
the habitat mitigation program is adequate. No substantive comment is provided on
the Draft EIR; therefore, no additional response is necessary.

20-4

The commentor concludes that the project site is ideal for the proposed project. No
substantive comment is provided on the Draft EIR; therefore, no additional response is
necessary.

20-5

The commentor disagrees with the conclusion of the Draft EIR regarding slope
stability. For more information regarding slope stability, the commentor is referred to
Impacts 4.3-1 and 4.3-2 commencing on page 4.3-6 of the Draft EIR.

20-6

The commentor states that there has been no appreciable increase in erosion on the
property with site development and concludes that all future operations will result in
minimal erosion. For a discussion the potential erosion impacts anticipated with site
development, the commentor is referred to Section 4.3, Earth Resources, of the Draft
EIR.

20-7

The commentor summarizes the surface water drainage characteristics of the project
site. No substantive comment is provided on the Draft EIR; therefore, no additional
response is necessary.

20-8

The commentor concludes that groundwater would not be contaminated even if a 7.5
or greater earthquake occurred at the site. No substantive comment is provided on the
Draft EIR; therefore, no additional response is necessary.

20-9

The commentor summarizes his understanding of how water would be supplied to the
proposed project. No substantive comment is provided on the Draft EIR; therefore, no
additional response is necessary.

20-10 The commentor describes the site’s landfill gas collection systems and the proposed
power facilities that are a component of the proposed project. No substantive comment
is provided on the Draft EIR; therefore, no additional response is necessary.

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues

2-216

Potrero Hills Landfill Expansion Project Final EIR
County of Solano

20-11 The commentor discusses the site’s composting operations and concludes that it will
have no negative environmental impacts. No substantive comment is provided on the
Draft EIR; therefore, no additional response is necessary.
20-12 The commentor concludes that there will be no appreciable increase in vector control
problems. No substantive comment is provided on the Draft EIR; therefore, no
additional response is necessary.
20-13 The commentor concludes that no negative noise impacts would occur with project
implementation. No substantive comment is provided on the Draft EIR; therefore, no
additional response is necessary.
20-14 The commentor states that the air quality mitigation measures are sufficient to alleviate
potential problems associated with project implementation. No substantive comment is
provided on the Draft EIR; therefore, no additional response is necessary.
20-15 The commentor disagrees with the conclusion in the Draft EIR that visual impacts
would be significant. For the justification of the visual resource impact conclusions in
the Draft EIR, the commentor is referred to Section 4.9, Visual Resources.
20-16 The commentor concludes that night lighting at the site would not be noticed from any
residential homes and states that the mitigation measures offered are more than
adequate. No substantive comment is provided on the Draft EIR; therefore, no
additional response is necessary.
20-17 The commentor discusses offsite litter issues associated with landfill activities and
concludes that any significant increase in windborne litter associated with project
implementation will be minimal. No substantive comment is provided on the Draft
EIR; therefore, no additional response is necessary.
20-18 The commentor states that no significant cultural resources have been identified on the
site and that the mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR ensure that if any
resources are identified on the site, they will be resolved in a professional and
environmentally appropriate manner. No substantive comment is provided on the
Draft EIR; therefore, no additional response is necessary.
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Response

Solano County Planning Commission
Public Hearing Re: Draft EIR Potrero Hills Landfill
January 29, 2004

21-1

Please see Response to Comment 17-8.

21-2

Please see Response to Comment 17-8.

21-3

The commentor states that the installation of a by-pass road would not be consistent
with the Local Protection Program policies and that it is not a water related use. Policy
1(e) of the Utilities, Facilities and Transportation Section of the Local Protection
Program states that, “New roadways (highways, primary and secondary roads) and rail
lines that form barriers to movement of terrestrial wildlife should not be constructed in
the Suisun Marsh or in adjacent uplands necessary to protect the Marsh except where
such roadways and rail lines are necessary in the secondary management area for the
operation of water-related industry within that area designated for such use in the
Protection Plan for Collinsville.” The proposed bypass lane would not form a barrier to
the movement of terrestrial wildlife due to its short length and location parallel to the
existing site access road. Therefore, this policy would not apply to the bypass road.
The letter to which the commentor refers in stating that fill associated with the
construction of the bypass road would function as a barrier to wildlife movement is
dated December 28th, 1990 and is unrelated to the construction of the bypass lane.
Regarding the issue of the grading permit for the existing site access road, the
commentor is referred to Response to Comment 17-17.

21-4

The commentor states that according to California Code, a power plant can not be
constructed unless it is vested. The commentor further states that she has vested a
power plant with Public Works. Any projects that may be proposed by the commentor
in the future are outside of the scope of this EIR.
The commentor raises concerns about submitted papers that were not included in the
Draft EIR. The papers to which the commentor refers are included in Appendix E of
this document.
The commentor states that the County is driving their garbage trucks onto Scally Road,
which is illegal because this road is for agricultural use only. The portion of Scally
Road used to access the landfill is a public roadway that does not have any specific
restrictions regarding its use.
The commentor raises issues regarding the future alignment of Highway 12 including
the installation of a bypass or bridge. Any future expansion of State Route 12 is outside
of the scope of this EIR.
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The commentor raises issues regarding the safety of the site access road and the need
for a bridge on this roadway. The proposed project does not include the construction
of a bridge on the site access road and the traffic analysis conducted for the project did
not identify any safety impacts that would occur with project implementation on this
roadway. Therefore, no additional response is necessary.
The commentor raises a concern regarding the construction of a bypass in the
secondary management area and states that no new roads can be built in the marsh
unless they are water related. Please see Response to Comment 21-3.
The commentor further states that the County needs to put a waste-to-energy plant in
and change the General Plan back. However, the County is not responsible for
constructing waste-to-energy facilities. Also, the commentor does not clarify what the
General Plan needs to be changed back to; therefore, no additional response is
necessary.
The commentor identifies several conditions for the proposed project. These
conditions are noted.
21-5

The commentor questions why Solano County Authority gives Solano Irrigation District
water to the landfill while the commentor and people in Dixon do not have access to
this water. The Solano Water Authority does not provide potable water to the project
site. A major source of water used at the site is the reclaimed wastewater delivered by
tank trailers from the Fairfield-Suisun Wastewater District treatment plant. This
reclaimed wastewater is available for appropriate uses throughout the County.
Furthermore, the commentor states later in the public hearing that she denied
accepting Solano Irrigation District water in order to ensure that the landfill did not
also receive the water. Please see Comment 21-24.

21-6

The commentor seems to imply that the County has taken an easement through the
commentor’s property in order to provide access to the landfill. Access to the landfill is
currently provided from State Route 12 on public roads including Scally Road, Kilder
Lane and Potrero Hills Lane. An easement was not taken through the commentor’s
property to provide the current site access and would not be required with project
implementation.

21-7

The commentor questions what would be done regarding odor from biosolids. For a
discussion of odor control issues associated with the proposed project, the commentor is
referred to Response to Comment 1-4 and Mitigation Measure 4.9-4 on page 4.9-23 of
the Draft EIR.

21-8

The commentor raises concerns about litter. For a detailed discussion of litter issues,
the commentor is referred to Response to Comment 9-56. For a detailed discussion of
the potential litter impacts associated with project implementation, the commentor is
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referred to the litter generation discussion on page 4.10-1 and to Impact 4.10-4 on
page 4.10-17 of the Draft EIR.
21-9

The commentor references new condition No. 20 and states that a bio study should be
conducted by U.C. Davis, or somebody biased. The commentor further states that the
County has a conflict of interest. No substantive comments were raised on the Draft
EIR; therefore, no additional response is necessary.

21-10 The commentor asked when the next meeting for the project will be held. This
question was answered by Chairman Moore during the public hearing.
21-11 Please see Response to Comment 17-8.
21-12 Please see Response to Comment 17-8.
21-13 The commentor states that the landfill is a public nuisance in regards to the litter and
odor. For a discussion of odor control issues associated with the proposed project, the
commentor is referred to Response to Comment 1-4 and Mitigation Measure 4.9-4 on
page 4.9-23 of the Draft EIR. For a detailed discussion of litter issues, the commentor is
referred to Response to Comment 9-56. For a detailed discussion of the potential litter
impacts associated with project implementation, the commentor is referred to the litter
generation discussion on page 4.10-1 and to Impact 4.10-4 on page 4.10-17 of the Draft
EIR.
21-14 The commentor questions the location of the bypass road. For a map identifying the
location of the bypass road, the commentor is referred to Exhibit 3-10 on page 3-40 of
the Draft EIR.
21-15 The commentor questions the need for additional lighting at the site and whether the
lighting would be portable or on perimeter poles. The additional lighting is necessary
to ensure safe access to the working face for waste-hauling trucks during nighttime
hours and lighting of other operational activities (e.g., composting operations). The
lighting would be provided by portable trailers/generators with extendable lighting
poles.
21-16 The commentor raises a concern regarding the effects of increased night lighting on
wildlife. The current landfill operations occur for 20 hours per day and include
lighting at the active face of the landfill. With project implementation, the operating
hours would be extended to 24 hours and restrictions on the number of lights used at
the site would be removed. Because lighting is already used for the majority of the
nighttime hours, the proposed increase of four-hours of lighting per night would not
be expected to adversely affect local wildlife. Also, the additional lighting would be
limited to the operational areas of the landfill, would be shielded, and would be
directed downward to reduce offsite scatter. This focused use of lighting at the site
would not be expected to substantially alter the nocturnal patterns of local wildlife.
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21-17 The commentor asks whether there are any assurances for Solano County entities that
they will have access to the landfill for long-term disposal. The site operator currently
has contracts with the waste haulers within the County to provide waste disposal
services at the landfill. The site operator would presumably continue to provide waste
disposal services to the Solano County waste haulers as long as the site operator and the
waste haulers mutually agree to the terms of future contracts. However, there is no
specific guarantee that the site operator would continue to provide waste disposal
services to the County once the existing contracts expire.
21-18 The commentor states that it should be noted that mitigation would be required to
mitigate the first two land use impacts identified on the first page of Table 2-1 (page 25). In response to this comment, the text in the Mitigation Measures column for
Impacts 4.1-1 and 4.1-2 on page 2-5 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
No mitigation is necessary for this impact. Mitigation measures identified
throughout the Draft EIR shall be implemented to reduce this impact to a lessthan-significant level.
21-19 The commentor questions what the definition of temporary is in relation to the
potential disruption of electrical service. If electrical service is disrupted at all with the
upsizing of the PG&E power line, it would likely be for less than several hours.
21-20 The commentor raises a question regarding two exhibits in the traffic section of the
Draft EIR. The commentor’s question was answered during the public hearing;
therefore, no additional response is necessary.
21-21 The commentor states that the error rate of 10% in weighing material that is delivered
to the site seems high. However, an error rate of 10% is not unusual for a large-scale
landfill operation due to the mix of commercial waste haulers and self-haulers.
21-22 The commentor questions what constitutes the 75 tons of commingled recyclable
materials that come in and leave the site daily. The recycling operations include the
acceptance of recyclables from the recycling route collection trucks and the salvaging of
recoverable materials from the waste stream within the public unloading area. These
materials are reloaded onto transfer trailers for back-hauling to a regional
transfer/processing station, where the materials are processed and marketed. For a
description of the recyclable materials received at the landfill and the estimated future
annual tonnage of these materials, the commentor is referred to Table 3-5 on page 3-24
of the Draft EIR.
21-23 The commentor questions what happens to the magazines and envelopes that are going
into the recycling bins. Mixed paper that is recovered in bins at the recycling area near
the site entrance is transported offsite to a regional transfer/processing station, where
the materials are processed and marketed.
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21-24 The commentor questions why the landfill would have access to Solano Irrigation
District water while Mrs. Guidotti would not be able to use this water. The Solano
Water Authority does not provide potable water to the project site. A major source of
water used at the site is the reclaimed wastewater delivered by tank trailers from the
Fairfield-Suisun Wastewater District treatment plant. This reclaimed wastewater is
available for appropriate uses throughout the County. Regarding the use of Solano
Irrigation District water, Mrs. Guidotti’s statement during the public hearing following
the commentor’s question indicates that she could have received this water but that she
denied it in order to ensure that the landfill did not also receive the water.
21-25 The commentor questions why the landfill would have the option of generating
electricity from waste material when Mrs. Guidotti would be denied this option. The
energy facilities proposed at the site would be part of the landfill gas control systems.
The decision to approve these facilities and the rest of the project components is at the
discretion of the Solano County Planning Commission unless it gets appealed to the
Solano County Board of Supervisors. To receive a final decision by the Planning
Commission or the Board of Supervisor, the project applicant will have been required
to complete the County’s environmental review process, which includes a
determination regarding whether the proposed project is consistent with the County’s
General Plan land use and zoning policies. If Mrs. Guidotti wished to propose a project
on her property, she would similarly be subject to the County’s review process.
21-26 The commentor questions the number of vehicles associated with the proposed project
that would go through the Interstate 680 and 80 interchange. The project’s
contribution of vehicles to this interchange would be negligible, representing less than 3
vehicle trips per hour during peak periods.
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Response

22-1

Anthony C. Tezla, Airport Planner
Mead & Hunt
May 14, 2004

The commentor states that due to the project’s proximity to Travis Air Force Base and
the potential for bird strike hazards, an acceptable bird management strategy is
required. For detailed information regarding the site’s bird strike management
program, please see Response to Comment 2-4. The commentor requests that the site’s
current bird deterrent program be described in more detail. The deterrence of birds is
a regular program administered by the landfill personnel. Harassment techniques with
pyrotechnical devices such as popper shells or screamer shells provide the most
effective control. Seagulls are present at the site during wet weather; however,
according to the landfill operator, they rarely reach unreasonable densities.
The commentor implies that operations at the landfill only occur at night and questions
whether limiting operations to nighttime hours has a positive effect on reducing bird
hazards. The landfill operates both during the day and at night, typically operating 20
hours per day. Therefore, it cannot be determined whether limiting operations to
nighttime hours only would have an effect on bird populations.
The commentor questions the Draft EIR conclusion that the landfill has operated
compatibly with Travis Air Force Base operations since 1985. This conclusion was
based on a lack of reported conflicts between the ongoing solid waste disposal
operations at the site and Travis Air Force Base flight operations over this time period.
The commentor questions the use of the term “airport” in Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR.
As used in the first paragraph on page 4.6-9 of the Draft EIR, the term is intended to
describe the applicability of state and federal regulations to public-use airports.
In response to the commentor’s final comment regarding the jurisdiction of FAA over
Travis Air Force Base, the third complete sentence in the first paragraph on page 4.6-9
of the Draft EIR is hereby deleted as follows:
Coordination with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is not needed
because of FAA’s lack of jurisdiction over Travis AFB.

22-2

The commentor requests clarification regarding the expansion of night lighting at the
site. Nighttime lighting is currently restricted to two portable lights that are currently
used at the working face. The lighting units are equipped with flood lamps attached to
poles that can position the lamps from 8 to 15 feet above ground level. The area
lighted is generally a pattern extending forward of the lights to a distance of about 300
feet, and laterally the lit area extends out at an angle of approximately 60 degrees to
each side of the lighting unit for a distance of approximately 200 feet. The lighting
units are shielded downward to minimize offsite light scatter. Lights currently are
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mounted on the sides of the scalehouse, office building, employee building, and the
equipment building. The additional lights are requested by the project applicant to
provide safe working conditions in the operations areas. Up to seven construction light
plants would be used: four for the landfill active area, two in the compositing area and
one in the solidification mixing area. Pole mounted street lights would be mounted
around the sides of the Recyclables Transloading Facility.
22-3

The commentor states that the Draft EIR should conclude that any dust/smoke
generation at the site will not significantly reduce the in-flight visibility in the vicinity of
the Travis Air Force Base. Based on the dust control mitigation measures identified in
Section 4.9, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR and the ongoing fire control programs at the
landfill, as described on Section 4.6, Public Safety, of the Draft EIR, the proposed
project would not be expected to have any adverse effects on in-flight visibility in the
Travis Air Force Base vicinity.
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Response

23-1

Pat Negroni, Survey and Land Development Supervisor
Solano County Public Works
July 6, 2004

The commentor states that the Draft EIR should address the impact of the landfill
operations on the cost of maintenance of Kildeer Road and the paved portion of Scally
Road and propose an appropriate mitigation measure. Because the proposed project
would not substantially increase the permitted volume of traffic generated from the site,
no significant adverse roadway maintenance impacts were identified in the Draft EIR.
In addition, as part of the mitigations for the development of Potrero Hills Lane as a
replacement road for Emmington Road in 1997-98, the landfill operator paid for the
repaving of Kildeer Road and Scally Road, including bringing those roads to a higher
design standards. The landfill operator also financed the widening of State Highway 12
to provide the deceleration and acceleration lanes at the Scally Road intersection.
The landfill operator is already participating in a County fiscal assistance program on
the basis that a fee is paid for every ton of waste that is buried in the landfill. This is the
business license tax that was adopted by Solano County in October 1994. In 2002, the
landfill operator paid approximately $2.5 million to the County under this program;
the total fee paid in 2003 was about $2.7 million. For the 1st six months of 2004, the
landfill operator’s fees totaled almost $1.6 million, indicating the fee mechanism may
generate an amount over $3.2 million for the County in 2004. The B&J Landfill near
Vacaville and Dixon also participates in this County landfill business tax program. The
current fee amount is $3.94 per ton, which is adjusted annually based upon a consumer
price index (CPI) contained in the ordinance that establishes the tax.
The business license tax was enacted as a cost recovery device to augment the County
general fund. Thus, the tax can provide a financing method for County road
maintenance, including road repair. The County has full discretion in the manner in
which to expend the monies.

23-2

The commentor states that the Draft EIR should address the impact of illegal dumping
of trash onto County roads and propose appropriate mitigation measures, such as
allowing the County to dispose of refuse collected along County roads at no cost to the
County and reimbursing the County for the cost of collecting trash from County roads
located within ten miles of the landfill. Illegal dumping is an issue facing all
communities and rural areas. Illegal dumping tends to occur in remote areas where
detection can be more difficult. However, illegal dumping occurs throughout the
County. The landfill operator is currently required to pick up materials along Kildeer
Road and Potrero Hills Lane, which are used as the direct site access. These
requirements were initiated to control litter that may blow off the vehicles traveling to
the site and were not directed at responding to illegally dumped materials. On other
roads in the area, the landfill operator notifies the Sheriffs Department when illegal
dumping occurs. The landfill operator and the Solano Garbage Co. also voluntarily
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provide for cleanup of litter off Highway 12 near the landfill. The appropriateness of
providing financial assistance for cleaning up trash dumped in other areas of the
County is at the discretion of the Solano County Board of Supervisors.
23-3

The commentor states that the Draft EIR should provide an explanation and
justification for the vacation of the southerly portion of Scally Road. As explained on
page 3-41 of the Draft EIR, if this roadway was extended, it would wind up and over
the north ridge line, cross Potrero Hills Valley, and continue toward the top of the
southern ridgeline. This alignment would pass directly through the proposed
expansion of the landfill footprint. The project applicant has requested that the
County vacate this portion of the road in order to accommodate the proposed landfill
expansion.

23-4

The commentor requests that a discrepancy in the Draft EIR in the number of daily
trips to the landfill site between existing and future conditions be resolved. The traffic
in Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR includes the analysis of three scenarios: existing
conditions, existing (permitted) conditions, and existing (permitted) conditions plus
project traffic. The discrepancy to which the commentor refers is the addition of the
permitted trips to the existing conditions. No revisions are necessary to the traffic
analysis included in the Draft EIR.
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CORRECTIONS AND REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

This section contains text changes to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR)
subsequent to its publication and public review. The changes are presented in the order in
which they appear in the Draft EIR and are identified by Draft EIR page number. Text
deletions are shown in strikeout (strikeout) and text additions are shown in bold underline
(bold underline).
The following acronyms are hereby added to the list of acronyms on page vi through page viii
of the Draft EIR:
BCDC
SMPA
SMPP
LPP

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
Suisun Marsh Preservation Act
Suisun Marsh Protection Plan
Local Protection Plan

The following text is hereby inserted into the Status column for the Air Pollution Control
Permits included in Table 1-1 on page 1-7 of the Draft EIR.
A Title V permit application was submitted and the permit was issued by the
BAAQMD on August 15, 2003. The submittal of an application for a revision to the
Authority to Construct, the Permit to Operate, and the Title V permit is forthcoming.
The following text is hereby inserted at the end of the fourth full paragraph on page 1-10 of
the Draft EIR.
Any changes in operations that may affect air quality would require revisions to the
site’s Title V permit as well as the Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate
issued by the BAAQMD.
The first four sentences of the last paragraph on page 3-28 of the Draft EIR are hereby revised
as follows:
New methods of handling sludge include adding seasonal ponding of sludge for solar
drying, monofilling (i.e., disposing separately to avoid mixing with other wastes) of
sludge for later recovery, and land spreading of sludge on the landfill slopes as a soil
amendment. The mixing of biosolids with onsite soils would create more fertile landfill
final cover material out of the low-productivity native clay soils. The drying and land
spreading on the landfill slopes would be required to follow accepted practices as
regulated by the county and RWQCB. Per State Water Resources Control Board
Water Quality Order No. 2000-10-DWQ, individual Waste Discharge Requirements
would be necessary for land application of biosolids on the landfill slopes within the
Secondary Management Area of the Suisun Marsh.
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The last sentence of the first paragraph on page 3-29 of the Draft EIR is hereby deleted as
follows:
The biosolids to be land applied and spread on the unused landfill footprint area as
part of the proposed project would be delivered directly to those locations by
wastewater treatment plant sludge-hauling vehicles.
The text in the Mitigation Measures column for Impacts 4.1-1 and 4.1-2 on page 2-5, under
the heading Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 on page 4.1-14, and under the heading Mitigation
Measure 4.1-2 on page 4.1-18 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
No mitigation is necessary for this impact. Mitigation measures identified throughout
the Draft EIR shall be implemented to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level.
The third complete sentence in the first paragraph on page 4.6-9 of the Draft EIR is hereby
deleted as follows:
Coordination with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is not needed because of
FAA’s lack of jurisdiction over Travis AFB.
Mitigation Measure 4.6-4 on pages 2-33 and 4.6-19 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as
follows:
The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 4.6-3. The project
applicant (PHLF) shall develop and implement a program for coordination among
the applicant, the County Department of Resource Management and Travis Air Force
Base (TAFB) to exchange information on conditions associated with the presence of
ambient bird population associated with PHLF, and to identify the process for
developing and implementing bird control strategies.
The program will require each entity to assign a liaison and will 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. PHLF shall employ the services of a qualified individual to perform the duties of
“Bird Coordinator” for the PHLF.
b. PHLF shall develop a log that will be used to document current conditions
associated with bird activity within and adjacent to PHLF. A preliminary
document shall be prepared for review by the County Department of Resource
Management and TAFB and will be finalized by PHLF pending input from these
entities. The document shall include:
•

The project area (i.e., the boundaries of areas controlled by PHLF and TAFB)
and its relationship to surrounding land uses.
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•

Project area land uses that may attract birds or provide permanent and
seasonal habitats.

•

General bird use characteristics of the project area.

•

Protocols for tracking bird species, behavior and occurrence within the project
area.

c. PHLF shall develop and implement a Bird Control Program (BCP) that includes
supplemental measures to be implemented dependent upon ambient bird behavior
observed and reported by the County Department of Resource Management,
TAFB, or PHLF. At a minimum, the BCP shall include the following provisions:
•

Maintenance of the landfill active face to smallest practical size.

•

Falconry services of a qualified firm or individual shall be obtained and
compensated by the PHLF to implement the BCP. Falconry services shall be
retained on the basis of BCP 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.

•

Any request to change or discontinue falconry services must be with the
concurrence of Travis AFB and Solano County Department of Resource
Management, after appropriate coordination, and only after a successful test
and trial period agreed to in advance by both Travis AFB and Solano County
Department of Resource Management.

•

Protocols for coordination among PHLF, the County Department of Resource
Management, and TAFB to exchange information and conditions associated
with the presence and nuisance of the ambient bird population associated with
the PHLF and to identify the process for developing bird control strategies as
may be necessary;

•

Protocols for establishing an ongoing monitoring and reporting program for
use in identifying bird use activities and pest behavior;

•

Protocols for developing and implementing strategies to address observed pest
behavior; and

•

Protocols for monitoring and reporting the implementation and effectiveness
of control strategies. Such protocols should include input from TAFB aircrews
using methods agreed to and approved by the TAFB liaison.

d. PHLF 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 TAFB that may have been identified and
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reported. The Bird Coordinator shall produce these quarterly reports with
concurrence of TAFB and forward 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 TAFB and/or the County
through the coordination protocols, PHLF staff shall conduct focused studies of these
subjects and develop additional control strategies as necessary. These control
strategies will be presented by 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.
The text of Mitigation Measure 4.6-5 on pages 2-33 and 4.6-20 of the Draft EIR is hereby
revised as follows:
To ensure that the proposed increased nighttime lighting does not interfere with
operations at Travis Air Force Base, lights used during nighttime landfill operations will
be placed in an irregular pattern in order not to appear to be a runway. The project
applicant shall notify Travis Air Force Base prior to any change in the way lighting is
used for nighttime operations. In addition, only seven construction light plants will
be used at the site. These would likely include four for the landfill active area, two in
the composting area and one in the solidification mixing area.
The sixth sentence in the second paragraph under Impact 4.6-7 on page 4.6-21 of the Draft
EIR is hereby deleted as follows:
The biosolids to be land applied and spread on the unused landfill footprint area would
be delivered directly to those locations by wastewater treatment plant sludge-hauling
vehicles.
The third sentence of Mitigation Measure 4.6-7 on pages 2-34 and 4.6-21 of the Draft EIR is
hereby revised as follows:
For the land application of biosolids on the landfill slopes as soil amendment, the
project applicant shall comply with EPA regulations identified under Standards for the
Use or Disposal of Sewage Sludge (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part
503, known as the Part 503 regulations) and California State Water Resources Control
Board General Order for General Waste Discharge Requirements for the Discharge of
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Biosolids to Land for Use in Agricultural, Silvicultural, Horticultural, and Land
Reclamation Activities in California.
The following revisions are hereby made to Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 on page 4.9-17 of the
Draft EIR.
<

Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxic) chemical suppressants to
exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.)

<

All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively utilized for
construction purposes, shall be effectively stabilized for dust emissions using water,
chemical stabilizer/suppressant, or vegetative cover.

<

Cover all trucks hauling loose materials or require all trucks to maintain at least two
feet of freeboard.

<

When materials are transported off site, all material shall be covered or effectively
wetted to limit visible dust emissions or at least 6 inches of freeboard space from the top
of the container shall be maintained.

<

Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all
unpaved access roads and parking areas.

<

Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads and parking areas.

<

Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible loose materials are carried onto
adjacent public streets.

<

Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour.

<

Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public
roadways.

<

Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

The last paragraph on page 4.9-22 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
Adding biosolids to the composting operation and using other methods of handling
sludge could increase odors if the compost windrow piles became too wet and stagnant
(anaerobic conditions will create offensive odors), the seasonal sludge-drying ponds are
not properly managed, or land the application of biosolids on the landfill slopes as soil
amendment is excessive.
The second paragraph of Mitigation Measure 4.9-4 on pages 2-38 and 4.9-23 of the Draft EIR
is hereby revised as follows:
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In addition, the project applicant shall modify the Odor Impact Minimization Plan
submitted to the Local Enforcement Agency in April 2003 to include odor control
measures for the 24-hour operation of the working face, the land application of
biosolids on the landfill slopes as soil amendment and the use of seasonal sludgedrying ponds. Odor control measures for the working face could include increasing
the frequency of cover application, as necessary to control objectionable odors. Odor
control measures for the sludge handling processes would include the use of either a
vapor phase counteractant system during sludge processing operations or the use of
topical applicants as an odor neutralizer at the close of sludge spreading or borrowing
operations. The vapor phase counteractant system would consist of an automated
pumping system that delivers a mixture of concentrated odor counteractant to 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 The topical applicant would consist of a potassium solution applied
to wet sludge as a topical odor neutralizer.
The following additional mitigation measures are hereby added to Mitigation Measure 4.9-4
on pages 2-38 and 4.9-23 of the Draft EIR.
The project applicant shall also implement the following odor complaint response
protocol:
ODOR 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
Resource Management Department will be notified as soon as an odor
complaint is received at 707/421-6765. An investigation will be conducted and
an Odor Complaint Report will follow within 24 hours of receipt of initial
complaint.

3.

After business hours, odor complaints will be forwarded as soon as they are
received by landfill personnel to the Sheriff's Dispatch at (707) 421-7090. 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 http://www.solanocounty.com/biosolids

5.

As soon as practicable, Solano County Department of Resource Management
personnel will visit the complainant site to verify the nuisance nature of the
complaint and determine if it is a short term, long term, or consistent
problem.

6.

Odor complaints investigation will be conducted as follows:
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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 Solano County Resource Management
Department within 24 hours of receiving the complaint.

b.

If detectable at the complainant’s site or off-site, determine the source.

c.

Determine if source and nature of odor is short term or long term
duration.

d.

If short term, abate the source of odors and complete investigation by
submitting Odor Complaint Report to Solano County Department of
Resource Management within 24 hours of receiving the complaint.
Continue to monitor and abate off-site odors.

e.

If odors reoccur and become a long-term consistent problem,
determine extent and nature of off site odors. If odor source is related
to weather or operations, abate the problem by taking appropriate
adjustments to storage, process control, and facility improvements will
be made to resolve the problem. Submit Odor Complaint Report to
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 abate off-site odors.

7.

If odors reoccur and become a long-term consistent problem, as determined
by Solano County LEA personnel, an odor abatement system will be
employed. The system would consist of the use of topical applicants as an
odor neutralizer during sludge spreading or barrowing operations. The
topical applicant would consist of a potassium permanganate solution applied
to wet sludge as a topical odor neutralizer.

8.

If odor problems persist after the implementation of those above odor control
measures, the LEA may request that the receipt of the incoming sludge be
discontinued and the existing, on-site source of the odor is land filled and
covered with soil. Upon odor remediation, the site may resume sludge receipt
and drying operations.

RESPONSE TO CITIZEN COMPLAINTS
1.

Site receives complaint either verbally (phone call) or in written form.

2.

During regular business hours (8:00 AM to 5:00 PM), odor complaints will be
forwarded to the Solano County Department of Resource Management as soon
as they are received at 707/421-6765. The submittal will note that an
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investigation will be conducted and an Odor Complaint Report will follow
within 24 hours of receipt of initial complaint.
3.

After business hours, odor complaints will be forwarded as soon as they are
received by landfill personnel to the Sheriff's Dispatch at (707) 421-7090. 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 http://www.solanocounty.com/biosolids

5.

As soon as practicable, Solano County Department of Resource Management
personnel will visit the complainant site to verify the nuisance nature of the
complaint and determine if it is a short term, long term, or consistent
problem.

6.

Odor complaints and odor investigation will be conducted as follows:

7.

a.

Determine if odor is detectable by site personnel at complaint location.
If not detectable, or is only detectable on site, complete investigation
by submitting Odor Complaint Report to Solano County Department of
Resource Management within 24 hours of receiving the complaint.

b.

If detectable at the complainant’s site or off-site, determine the source

c.

Determine if source and nature of odor is short term or long term
duration.

d.

If short term, abate the source of odors and complete investigation by
submitting Odor Complaint Report to Solano County Department of
Resource Management within 24 hours of receiving the complaint.
Continue to monitor and abate off-site odors.

e.

If long term, determine extent and nature of off site odors. If odor
source is related to weather or operations abate the problem by taking
appropriate adjustments to storage, process control, and facility
improvements will be made to resolve the problem. Submit Odor
Complaint Report to 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.

If odor problems persist after implementation of listed control measures and
exhaustion of other feasible control measures, the LEA may request that the
acceptance of the odor source be discontinued and the existing, on-site
sources of odor be land filled, covered with soil, mixed with woodchips or
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sawdust, or otherwise mitigated. Upon odor remediation, the site may resume
normal operations.
The following tables included on page 4.9-16 of the Draft EIR are hereby revised as follows:
Table 4.9-3
Summary of Existing Daily Emissions
PM-10
lbs/day

NOx
lbs/day

ROG
lbs/day

Landfill Equipment Exhaust

20.0

213

72.0

Transportation Emissions
Haul Trucks
Autos/Light Trucks

4.3
8

170.2
183.3

6.0
11.7

Landfill Gas
MSW/Material Handling

0
140

0
0

146 2.35
0

Travel-Unpaved Roads

36.9

0

0

11
0

15
0

30
25

221

581

290.7 147

Source of Emissions

Fugitive Emissions

Emissions from Energy Recovery
(Assumes 90% Control)
Emissions from Composting
TOTAL
Source: Air Permitting Specialists, 2003

Table 4.9-4
Summary of Existing Plus Project Daily Emissions
PM-10
lbs/day

NOx
lbs/day

ROG
lbs/day

Landfill Equipment Exhaust

20.0

213

72.0

Transportation Emissions
Haul Trucks
Autos/Light Trucks

4.3
8

170.2
183.3

6.0
11.7

Landfill Gas
MSW/Material Handling

0
140

0
0

397 7.08
0

Travel-Unpaved Roads

36.9

0

0

10
0

63
0

6
178

219.2

629.5

670.7 280.8

Source of Emissions

Fugitive Emissions

Emissions from Energy Recovery
(Assumes 90% Control)
Emissions from Composting
TOTAL
Source: Air Permitting Specialists, 2003
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The text of Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 on pages 2-40 and 4.10-15 of the Draft EIR is hereby
revised as follows:
To ensure that the proposed increased nighttime lighting does not cause adverse glare
for residents, lights used during nighttime landfill operations will not be colored, and
will be shielded and directed downward to reduce glare. In addition, only seven
construction light plants will be used at the site. These would likely include four for
the landfill active area, two in the composting area and one in the solidification
mixing area.
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