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10 SUMMARY
This report presents and discusses the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Direct Haul of the City of
Sacramento Solid Waste to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill and recommends the following actions by the
Transportation and Community Development/Budget and Finance Committees:
A.

That the Joint Committee recommend that the City Council certify the Final Environmental
Impact Report.

B.

That the Joint Committee recommend that the City Council adopt the attached findings
regarding the environmental impacts and overriding con s iderations involved in the project.

C.

That the Joint Committee recommend that the City Council adopt the attached Project
Mitigation Monitoring Plan.

D.

That the Joint Committee recommend to the City Council approval of the Department of
Public Works, Solid Waste Division's, direct haul of municipal solid waste (MSW) to the Kiefer

Boulevard Landfill with residential curbside collection of recyclable materials. Yard and garden
waste will initially be disposed of at the L&D Landfill, pending scale-up of the composting
program at the existing Landfill.
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BACKGROUND
The City of Sacramento Solid Waste Division collects all of the residential and a portion of the commercial
solid waste within the City and disposes of that waste at the City of Sacramento 28th Street Landfill. At
the current fill rate of 261,566 tons of municipal solid waste (MSW) annually, the 28th Street Landfill is
estimated to reach it's permitted capacity in late 1992. In anticipation of this eventuality the Solid Waste
Division, of the Department of Public Works, as the lead agency for the direct haul project, initiated the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines (Public Resources Code,
Section 21,000, sg.g.). The purpose of this EIR was to gain environmental clearance for the proposed
project which is direct haul of the City's municipal solid waste to the Sacramento County Kiefer Boulevard
Landfill.
The proposed Direct Haul Project consists of six variations, all of which were studied as "the project". The
variations involve different combinations of direct haul, curbside collection of recyclables, composting at the
existing City Landfill, and hauling yard and garden refuse to the L&D Landfill. These variations are:
V-1
V-2
V-3
V-4
V-5
V-6

Direct haul of all City MSW to Sacramento County's Kiefer Boulevard landfill.
Direct haul of MSW to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill with residential curbside collection of
recyclable materials.
Direct haul of MSW to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill with composting of separately collected
yard and garden waste at the existing City Landfill.
Direct haul of MSW to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill with direct haul of yard and garden waste
to the privately owned and operated L&D Landfill on Fruitridge Road.
Direct haul of MSW to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill with residential curbside collection of
recyclable materials and composting of yard and garden waste at the existing Landfill.
Direct haul of waste to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill, yard and garden refuse to the L&D
Landfill.

At this time the Solid Waste Division has determined that a combination of variants 4 and 5, direct haul of
MSW to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill with residential curbside collection of recyclable materials, with yard
and garden waste initially going to the L & D landfill pending scale-up of the composting program at the
existing Landfill, with added mitigation measures such as shredding or baling at the City Landfill, and
pursuing the option of utilizing the Yolo County Landfill for some of the waste would best meet the City's
needs at this time. A residential curbside collection program of recyclable materials is currently being
implemented by the City. The program was subject to an accelerated separate environmental review process.
The Direct Haul EIR also identified one of the project alternatives, Alternative 11, as environmentally superior
to the proposed project. Alternative 11 entails the division of the waste stream among three different
landfills, with roughly one third diverted to Sacramento County's Kiefer Boulevard Landfill, one third to Yolo
County's Regional Landfill, and the remainder shredded or baled at the City's 28th Street Landfill.
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Alternative 11 is considered to be environmentally superior to the proposed project because the net
environmental impacts would be approximately fifty percent less than the those associated with the proposed
project. The reduced impacts on air quality and energy can be attributed to the reduced number of miles
traveled by solid waste vehicles. In addition, this alternative would reduce the impact on public services by
reducing the increase in the fill rate at the County's Kiefer Boulevard landfill. However, due to the
uncertainty involved with hauling City of Sacramento solid waste to the Yolo County landfill, Alternative 11
in its entirety is not feasible to implement at this time. However, staff proposes to actively pursue
negotiations with Yolo County to explore utilizing their landfill. The aforementioned actions are proposed as
mitigation measures to be adopted with the project.
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On December 14, 1989 the Solid Waste Division distributed an Initial Study, a Notice of Preparation and a
Notice of Scoping sessions for the Direct Haul EIR. The purpose of the public scoping sessions was to gain
input from, and address concerns of, the public and relevant agencies on the scope and content of the EIR.
Two public scoping sessions were held on January 16 and January 18, 1990.

•

A Draft EIR was prepared by the Solid Waste Division and its consultant, and was circulated to the City
Council, relevant agencies, all interested parties and the general public for review. Notice of Completion was
given on August 24, 1990 to the Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse. The general public
was noticed by mail and by publication in the Sacramento Union on August 26, 1990 inviting comments on
the Draft EIR. A 45-day comment period began on August 24, 1990 and ended on October 10, 1990. This
is the typical comment period specified in the Guidelines. In addition, the City of Sacramento Solid Waste
Division conducted a public hearing on September 21, 1990 to receive comments on the Draft EIR.
After the close of the comment period, all verbal and written comments received by the Solid Waste Division
regarding the project were responded to by the environmental consultant, and both the comments and
responses are incorporated into the Final EIR. The compilation of comments and responses and the draft EIR
constitutes the Final EIR.
The following significant, unavoidable impacts were identified and cannot be mitigated to less than significant
levels:
Air Quality - Sacramento is one of many urban areas that failed to attain the federal ambient air
quality standards by the 1987 deadline. The 1982 Sacramento Air Quality Plan, designed to help
Sacramento meet the federal standards, was recently disapproved by the EPA. The Sacramento Area
Council of Governments is now preparing a revised plan to improve local air quality.Vehicle emissions
are the major source of pollution associated with the proposed project. The Draft EIR estimates that
Direct Haul Project of all the City's waste to Kiefer Boulevard Landfill would increase regional
emissions of hydrocarbons by between 40.1 and 62.1 pounds per day in 1992, and between 45.5
and 70.6 pounds per day in 2010, which represents about 0.02 percent of current emissions. Due
to the region's non-attainment status, and the need to reduce regional emissions, this impact is
considered to be significant.
Public Services, Solid Waste Disposal - The proposed project would reduce the life of the Kiefer
Boulevard Landfill by 15%. Should the residential curbside recycling program and the yard waste
composting program be less effective than anticipated, the impact on the life of Kiefer Boulevard
Landfill would be greater. This impact must be considered significant given the already limited landfill
capacity in Sacramento County.
Energy - The collection vehicles operated by the City of Sacramento Solid Waste Division used an
average of 809 gallons of diesel fuel per day in 1990. If the project is implemented this fuel usage
is expected to increase to between 1370 and 2117 gallons per day in 1992. This additional
consumption of diesel fuel is considered to be a significant impact.

•
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FINANCIAL DATA
In an October 16, 1990, report to the Joint Committee, the Solid Waste Division identified the potential
disposal and transportation cost impacts of the direct haul of solid waste to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill
(variation #1) and the division of the waste stream among the City, Sacramento County, and Yolo County
landfills (variation #11).
Subsequent to the October 16, 1990 report, the Solid Waste and Street Division staffs have projected the
1991-92 cost of the combined variations #4 and #5 as $9.5 million in 1991-92. As noted in the October
16, 1990 report, direct haul of all City MSW to the County landfill could cost between $10.3 million and
$11.6 million, while the cost of splitting the City's MSW between the City, Sacramento County, and Yolo
County landfills might only be $5.3 million to $5.6 million.
The accuracy of the aforementioned disposal costs are limited by the uncertainty and lack of control of the
future landfill tipping fees that we may have to pay Yolo and/or Sacramento counties. City staff will make
a detailed analysis of these costs before either option is implemented.
POLICY MATTERS
Direct Haul of City-Collected Solid Waste to the County Landfill

Faced with the imminent closure of the City's landfill, an environmentally approved means of disposing of
the City's MSW was needed. Although division of the City's MSW stream between the City's 28th Street
Landfill, the Yolo County Landfill and the Sacramento County Landfill was found to be the environmentally
superior alternative, it remains to be determined whether disposal of City waste in the Yolo County landfill
is acceptable to the Yolo County Board of Supervisors. The proposed project has been previously approved
by the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors through the County Solid Waste Management Plan process.
After environmental review of the project is complete, implementation of the proposed project could start
immediately with the diversion of some of the southern residential collection routes to the County's landfill,
as well as immediate diversion of the City's yard and garden waste to L & D Landfill.
Due to the uncertainty involving hauling City of Sacramento MSW to Yolo County, it is not feasible for
Alternative 11 to be implemented in its entirety at this time. Aspects of alternative 11 are included as
mitigation measures to impacts of the proposed project. These mitigation measures, such as baling at the
City landfill, are proposed to be implemented at a later date as funds become available, or as they become
feasible.
Alternatives to Direct Haul of Municioal Solid Waste

The City is currently reviewing proposals from three finalists for alternatives to direct haul. The proposals
under consideration involve a materials recovery and transfer station with additional services such as yard
waste composting, household hazardous waste drop off centers, processing of materials collected in the
residential curbside recycling program, etc. This process is requiring the determination of several policy
issues which were brought before Joint Committee on May 14, 1991. Because the outcome of this proposal
review process is uncertain, and because the time required to design and construct any new solid waste
facilities could exceed the remaining life of the City's landfill, it is important that the City have current CEQA
clearance for directly hauling its waste to existing landfills at this time.
MBE/WBE
The recommended action has no MBE/WBE impacts.
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RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the Joint Committee recommend the City Council adopt the attached proposed Resolution
which will:
1.

Certify the Final Environmental Impact Report.

2.

Adopt the attached findings regarding the environmental impacts and overriding considerations
involved in the project.

3.

Adopt the attached Project Mitigation Monitoring Plan.

4.

Approve of the Department of Public Works, Solid Waste Division's combination of variations #4 and
#5, direct haul of MSW to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill with residential curbside collection of
recyclable materials, initial hauling of yard and garden waste to L & D Landfill with eventual scale-up
of composting yard and garden waste at the temporary site of the existing Landfill.
Respectfully submitted,

Solia Waste Divisio

Approved:

Recommendation Approved:

2e4R-Gk
JACK CRIST
Deputy City Manager

IN H. J HNSO
Director of Public W7 ks

Contact Person:
DAVID A. PELSER, SOLID WASTE DIVISION MANAGER
449-2043

May 21, 1991
All Districts

SABRINA M. THOMPSON, DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY
449-5346
Attachments:

A.
B.
C.

Draft and Final EIR on Direct Haul of City Collected Solid Waste to the County
Landfill
October 16, 1990, Staff Report on Project Disposal And Transportation Cost
Impacts
Proposed Resolution Including Attached "Findings of Fact/Statement of
Overriding Considerations" and "Mitigation Monitoring Plan"

RESOLUTION Pg().
. ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
ON DATE OF

A RESOLUTION CERTIFYING THE EIR AND ADOPTING
FINDINGS REGARDING THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
AND OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS INVOLVED IN
APPROVING THE DIRECT HAUL OF CITY COLLECTED
SOLID WASTE TO THE COUNTY LANDFILL

WHEREAS, the City Council has considered the Draft and Final
Environmental Impact Reports (EIR) for the Direct Haul of the City
Collected Solid Waste to the Sacramento County Kiefer Boulevard
Landfill (the Project) in a duly noticed public hearing held in
September 1990,
BE IT, THEREFORE, RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SACRAMENTO:

The 'above-referenced EIR is certified as having been
1.
prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), and as adequately documenting the environmental effects
which may occur as a result of implementing the Project.
2.
The attached documents entitled "Findings of Fact/
Statement of Overriding Considerations" and "Mitigation Monitoring
Plan" are hereby adopted and incorporated by this reference as
though fully set forth herein.
The Direct Haul of City collected Solid Waste to the
3.
Sacramento County Kiefer Boulevard Landfill Project is found to be
"de minimis" in its impact on fish and wildlife resources.
4.
combined
haul of
curbside
will be
upscaled

The City Council hereby approves the project in the
forms of variant 4 and 5 studied in the EIR, i.e., Direct
MSW to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill with residential
collection of recyclable materials. Yard and garden waste
hauled to L & D landfill until implementation of the
composting program at the existing Landfill.

FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY
RESOLUTION NO.:
DATE ADOPTED:

c,

5. The City Clerk is hereby directed to obtain from the City
Solid Waste Division Manager an affidavit documenting the proper
filing and posting with the County of a CEQA notice of
determination. The Solid Waste Division Manager shall provide the
City Clerk copies of said affidavit within ten (10) days of the
date of approval of this Resolution.

•

MAYOR

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY
RESOLUTION NO.:
DATE ADOPTED:

T

FINDINGS OF FACT/STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
FOR THE DIRECT HAUL OF CITY COLLECTED SOLID WASTE
TO THE SACRAMENTO COUNTY KIEFER BLVD LANDFILL

A. INTRODUCTION

The City of Sacramento Solid Waste Division collects all of the
residential and a portion of the commercial solid waste within the
City and currently disposes of that waste at the City of Sacramento
28th Street Landfill. At the current fill rate of 261,566 tons of
municipal solid waste (MSW) annually, the 28th Street Landfill is
estimated to reach its permitted capacity in late 1992. The Solid
Waste Division proposed the following project as part of a
comprehensive response to anticipated closure of the City landfill.
The proposed Direct Haul Project consists of six variations, all of
which were studied thoroughly in the EIR as "the project". The
variations involve different combinations of direct haul, curbside
collection of recyclables, composting at the existing City
Landfill, and hauling yard and garden refuse to the L&D Landfill.
These variations are:
V-1 Direct haul of all City MSW to Sacramento County's Kiefer
Boulevard landfill.
V-2 Direct haul of MSW to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill with
residential curbside collection of recyclable materials.
V-3 Direct haul of MSW to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill with
composting of separately collected yard and garden waste
at the existing City Landfill.
V-4 Direct haul of MSW to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill with
direct haul of yard and garden waste to the privately
owned and operated L&D Landfill on Fruitridge Road.
V-5 Direct haul of MSW to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill with
residential curbside collection of recyclable materials
and composting of yard and garden waste at the existing
Landfill.
V-6 Direct haul of waste to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill,
yard and garden refuse to the L&D Landfill.
The Public Works Department, Solid Waste Division has determined
that the solid waste program most likely to serve the City's needs
in meeting AB 939 goals at this time is a combination of variants
4 & 5, direct haul of the municipally collected solid waste to the
Kiefer Boulevard Landfill with residential curbside collection of
recyclable materials. Yard and garden waste will be initially
hauled to the L&D Landfill, with eventual upscaling of the
composting operation at the existing City Landfill for a temporary
period.
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The EIR identified alternative 11, division of the waste stream
between the County Landfill, Yolo County Landfill, and City
Landfills with shredding or balefill of material at the City
Landfill as the most environmentally superior alternative. As the
disposal of City waste at the Yolo County landfill is uncertain at
this time, the alternative is determined infeasible due to fact
that another agency has jurisdiction over the Yolo County Landfill.
However, the implementation of the shredding or balefilling at the
City Landfill is added as an adopted mitigation measure to the
adopted project, variant 5.

•

A residential curbside collection program of recyclable materials,
is currently being implemented by the Solid Waste Division of the
Department of Public Works. The program was subject to a separate
environmental review process. The adopted project includes curbside
collection of recyclables.
The Environmental Impact Report evaluates the potentially
significant adverse impacts which could result from the adoption of
the project or various alternatives to the project. Because the
EIR indicates that the implementation of the Project could result
in certain unavoidable adverse environmental impacts, the City is
required under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and
State and City Guidelines adopted pursuant thereto, to make certain
findings with respect to these impacts. The required findings
appear in the following sections of this document.

•

B. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS.

Following are the potentially significant impacts identified in the
EIR for the project, direct haul of the municipally collected solid
waste to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill with residential curbside
collection of recyclable materials. Yard and garden waste will be
initially hauled to the L&D Landfill, with eventual upscaling of
the composting operation at the existing City Landfill for a
temporary period. Where feasible mitigation measures mitigate the
potential significant effect to a level of insignificance, the
measures follow the impacts. For those impacts, the City Council
finds that changes or alteration have been required in, or
incorporated into, the project that avoid or substantially lessen
the effect of the impact. This finding is based on substantial
evidence both set forth below and set forth in the EIR incorporated
herein by reference. Where mitigation measures are suggested in the
EIR , but found infeasible by Council, the mitigation measures as
well as reasons supporting their infeasibility follow the impacts.
Where significant impacts have not been fully mitigated or reduced
to a less than significant level, the project has been approved
based on the overriding considerations set forth in Section D of
these Findings.

•
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1.

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

(4.2)

Impact:
The additional landfill traffic could cause damage and
additional wear to roadway pavement conditions. This is a
potentially significant impact.
2.

AIR QUALITY

(4.3)

Impact:
The project could increase regional emissions of reactive
hydrocarbons by up to 62.1 pounds per day in 1992 and 70.6
pounds per day in 2010, which represents more than 0.02
percent of current emissions. Because of the region's nonattainment status and the need to reduce regional hydrocarbon
emissions below current levels, this is considered to be a
significant impact.
Mitigation Measure:
The following mitigation measures were suggested in the EIR to
reduce the air quality impacts, but not to reduce them
substantially, or to a level of insignificance. However,
these mitigation measures are rejected as infeasible as
specific economic, social, or other considerations, as noted
below, make the mitigation measures infeasible.
(a) The incorporation of a transfer station into the project
would reduce the number of vehicle trips to the Landfill,
and subsequently the miles travelled and related
emissions of reactive hydrocarbons, by substituting
vehicles with larger capacities for those currently being
proposed. Emissions from vehicles with larger capacities
would still result in a net increase in emissions of
reactive hydrocarbons over the base case. Even with
reductions from this measure, the effect on regional air
quality would be considered a significant adverse impact.
Finding of Infeasibility Of Mitigation (a).
As is noted for the transfer station alternative later in this
document, the incorporation of a transfer station into the
project at this time is infeasible. A transfer station cannot
be sited, built and put into operation prior to the projected
closure date of the City Landfill, late 1992. Health and
safety concerns dictate that the City have available a course
of action (project) that has undergone required CEQA review at

/0
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this time. Adoption of the Project does not preclude the
incorporation of a transfer station into the adopted variation
at a later date.
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(b) Converting the operations of the hauling trucks from
diesel fuel to alternative fuels, which generate less
hydrocarbons, would result in reduced emissions of these
compounds. This measure would also result in a net
increase in emissions of reactive hydrocarbons over the
base case. Use of alternative fuels in vehicles is still
experimental and would require a more in-depth analysis
than can be covered in this EIR. Problems frequently
associated with use of alternative fuels include higher
fuel costs and increased maintenance. The effect on
regional air quality, even with reductions from this
mitigation measure, would be considered a significant
adverse impact.
Finding of Infeasibility Of Mitigation (b).
As stated above, the use of alternative fuels in vehicles is
experimental at this stage. Substantially higher fuel costs
and increased maintenance are a certain result of
implementation of this mitigation measure, while the benefits
are at this stage speculative. Alternative fuels have been
demonstrated to decrease the release of hydrocarbons into the
atmosphere, but other toxic vapors have been found to be
released instead with certain fuels. While the City has
insufficient information to adopt this mitigation measure at
this time, the City is committed to an ongoing effort to
support and implement feasible measures to reduce the air
quality impacts of its entire motor vehicle fleet.
(c) Routing trucks on streets and highways with uninterrupted
flow will improve fuel efficiency and consequently reduce
emissions of reactive hydrocarbons. Coordinating signal
timing on main access routes to the landfill would
improve fuel efficiencies of the trucks by reducing stops
and starts and unnecessary idling at lights. By avoiding
hauling during periods of traffic congestion, an
additional fuel efficiency and reduction in emissions of
reactive hydrocarbons could be realized. The effect on
regional air quality, even with reductions from this
mitigation measure, would be considered a significant
adverse impact.
Finding of Infeasibility Of Mitigation (c).
City packer trucks will always be routed on streets and
highways with uninterrupted flaws when possible. This would
primarily pertain to Highway 50 and Jackson Road which are the

•
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main routes to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill. However, the
City cannot adjust the signal timing at main access routes on
these County byways, as they are outside the jurisdiction of
the City. The City finds it infeasible to avoid all hauling
during periods of heavy traffic congestion as the collection
lines have specific times they must be serviced, such as
hospitals, apartment complexes, etc. In addition, state
regulations require that every landfill's active face be
compacted and covered each day. To complete these tasks during
daylight hours, and within the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill
operations hours, some schedule restrictions must be placed on
the refuse haulers. Therefore, in light of the foregoing, the
City finds it infeasible to adopt the above mitigation measure
for all routes. However, the City will use its best efforts
to implement the suggestions when feasible.
3.

VISUAL QUALITY - LITTER

(4.5)

Impact:

•

Implementation of the project would result in composting being
visible from the proposed 162-acre Sutter's Landing Park.
Approximately 40 acres of the 162-acre site would be occupied
by compost windrows for a maximum period of five years.
Foreground views from the park would be impacted if the Park
is developed within this time period, which is unlikely. This
impact would be significant but would last no more than five
years and could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level
by implementation of the following mitigation measure.
Mitigation Measure: Screening of the 40 acres of Sutter's
Landing Park, berms, landscaping 'and fencing will be
incorporated into the project to diminish view impacts. The
implementation of this mitigation measure will reduce the
impact to a less-than-significant level.
4.

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY

(4.6)

Impact:
The project would increase capacity of the City compost
facility to accommodate 70,000 tons per year of green waste
(from 5,000 tons per year) could increase the concentration of
environmental hazards associated with windrow composting.
This could be a potentially significant impact. The following
mitigation measure should reduce any potential impacts
associated with distribution of the compost project, but
possibly not to a less-than-significant level.

Findings of Fact
Page 6
Mitigatidn Measure: The project will include drainage to an
appropriate treatment system. The City will conduct
laboratory analyses of the finished compost for the presence
of commonly used household garden herbicides, pesticides and
fertilizers and metals and coliform bacteria. Compost quality
will conform to the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation Class I compost criteria (NYSDEC Part 3605/3)p)(1)(i)) and the USDA tolerance levels for pesticides in
food (40 CFR Chapter 1, Part 180) or such other standards as
may be promulgated by the California Integrated Waste
Management Board. Results of the analyses will be reported to
the designated Local Enforcement Agency of the California
State Integrated Waste Management Board for evaluation and
recommendation. Such analyses will be performed at quarterly
intervals or as may be directed by the Integrated Waste
Management Board to assure continued wholesomeness of the
final compost product and its suitability for unrestricted use
and distribution. This mitigation measure will reduce the
impact.
Finding of Infeasibility
Part of the mitigation measure required in the EIR to mitigate
the impacts specified above to a less than significant level
included composting in an enclosed or semi-enclosed structure.
This mitigation is determined infeasible due to the following
reasons:
Enclosed in-vessel type compost operations are much more
expensive than open air windrows, which the City proposes
to use. The compost program will never reach the 70,000
ton per year capacity figure at the program's current
location. The current site, at the City Landfill, is
only large enough to accommodate a portion of the 70,000
ton/year potential program. That is why the landfill
site is considered and interim location only. With this
limitation it is deemed infeasible to require the much
more expensive enclosed or semi-enclosed structure for
the short amount of time and comparatively small amount
of compost.
5.

PUBLIC SERVICES

(4.7)

Solid Waste Disposal (4.7-1)

Impact:
The project would reduce the life of the Kiefer Boulevard
Landfill by 15 percent, and also cause a small reduction in

•
•
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the life Of the L&D Landfill. This is considered a significant
impact.
Mitigation Measure: The implementation of source reduction and
recycling, as required by recent State legislation will reduce
this impact but not to levels of insignificance.
6.

WASTEWATER

(4.7-2)

Impact:
The project will increase the composting capacity at the City
landfill. Composting could result in generation of leachate
at the City Landfill which could have a potentially
significant impact if it entered the American River. This
impact can be reduced to a less-than-significant level by
implementation of the following mitigation measure.
Mitigation Measure: The City will acquire an industrial sewer
use permit from the County of Sacramento Department of Public
Works Water Quality Division for any leachate generated by the
compost facility. The site is currently graded to drain into
the City's combined sewer system for treatment. Monitoring
for any leachate based on permit conditions will occur.
7.

ROADS

(4.7-3)

Impact:
The project's additional landfill traffic could cause damage
and additional wear to roadway pavements on primary access
roads to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill. Local roadways that
could be affected by the additional truck traffic include
Douglas and Grant Line Roads and Kiefer Boulevard. This is a
potentially significant impact.
8.

ENERGY (4.8-1)

Impact:
The project will increase the consumption of diesel fuel by
the City by approximately 1,370 to 2,117 gallons a day upon
implementation, and by approximately 1,690 to 2,624 gallons a
day by 2010. However, the recycling component of the project
will allow for greater reuse of virgin materials, ultimately
reducing energy consumption used in production of glass,
aluminum, metal, and paper, etc. This is considered a
significant impact, not mitiqable substantially by the
mitigation measure stated below.
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Mitigation Measure: The City will select collection vehicles
with engine/transmission packages which can operate
efficiently both at the low speeds required for collection
cycles and the higher speeds associated with longer-distance
direct haul. The energy consumption impacts will be
significant even with mitigation.

•

C. FINDINGS AND STATEMENTS OF FACTS SUPPORTING THE FINDINGS

Notwithstanding the identification of the above significant adverse
impacts, the City Council hereby approves the project, as
authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081 and Title 14,
California Administrative Code Sections 15091, 15092 and 15093. As
required by the aforementioned references, the City Council makes
the following findings for which there is substantial evidence in
the record:
1.
With regard to the adverse effect on County traffic,
circulation and roads, the City Council finds that it lacks
jurisdiction to make a change to mitigate the impacts, but the
County Board of Supervisors does have the authority, and will
be able to allocate increased tipping fee revenue to maintain
and repair Landfill Traffic induced road deterioration.
2.
With regard to the project specific and cumulative
adverse effect on air quality, the City Council finds that
economic, social and other considerations, specifically
maintenance of public health and safety, outweigh this
unavoidable adverse environmental impact.
3.
With regard to the adverse effect on public services,
i.e. landfill space, the City Council finds that the impacts
are unavoidable under State CEQA guidelines Section 15091, and
are acceptable due to the overriding concerns stated infra in
the Statement of Overriding Considerations, infra.
4.
With regard to the adverse effect on County roads, the
City Council finds that the impacts are unavoidable under
State CEQA guidelines Section 15091, as changes or alterations
needed to mitigate this impact are not within the
responsibility and jurisdiction of the City Council.
5.
With regard to the adverse effect on energy, the City
Council finds that the impacts are unavoidable under State
CEQA guidelines Section 15091, as the City Council finds that
economic, social and other considerations, specifically
maintenance of public health and safety, outweigh this
unavoidable adverse environmental impact.

•
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D. ALTERNATIVES

Several alternatives to the proposed project are addressed in the
EIR prepared for this project. These alternatives are listed
below. None of these alternatives was determined to be feasible at
this time by the City Council of the City of Sacramento for the
reasons discussed below.
1.

The No Project Alternative.

2.

Rail haul of City solid waste to the County Landfill via
existing light rail lines in conjunction with transfer
facilities and road hauling.

3.

Direct Haul to Yolo County Central Landfill located northeast
of Davis.

4.

Processing in Refuse-Derived Fuel (RDF) with landfilling of
rejected material.

5.

Waste-to-energy facility.

6.

Processing at a Materials Recovery Facility/Transfer Station
with landfilling of rejected material.

7.

Processing at a Materials Recovery Facility/Transfer Station
in conjunction with curbside collection and composting, with
landfilling of rejected material.

8.

Implementation of a new Landfill at a new site.

9.

Composting of the entire waste stream remaining after
extraction of recyclable items.

10. Use of a transfer station or stations.
11. Division of the waste stream between the County Landfill, Yolo
County Landfill, and City Landfills with shredding or balef ill
of material at the City Landfill.
12. Expansion of the existing city landfill.
There is no actual No Project alternative to this project. The City
landfill is projected to reach its permitted capacity in late 1992.
The City is required under State law to provide a mechanism for the
lawful collection and disposal of municipally-generated solid
waste. Therefore, the City must implement either the project or one
of the alternatives analyzed in this EIR.
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Of the remaining 11 alternatives analyzed in the EIR, eight of
them, (alternatives 2,4,5,6,7,8,9 and 10) are deemed infeasible at
this time due to the amount of time required to implement them
precludes them being in place before the existing City Landfill
reaches capacity and is closed. Several of them have potentially
more severe environmental impacts than the project as well.
It is important to note that this EIR was commenced prior to the
passage of AB 939 by the State Legislature. The passage of AB 939
and subsequent related legislation has required the City to examine
carefully its options for disposal of municipally-generated solid
waste. Those options are currently being drafted into a "Source
Reduction and Recycling Element" for inclusion into the County-wide
Integrated Waste Management Plan. Several of the alternatives
listed above and rejected here due to time constraints are being
examined in that plan. Additionally, after work on this EIR was
commenced, a Request for Qualifications/Technical Information
process was commenced by the City to seek private options for
managing MSW. The three firms remaining in the process at this
time have all •proposed variations on Alternative 6 above, the
Materials Recovery Facility/Transfer Station in conjunction with
curbside collection and composting, with landfilling of only the
rejected material. However, it is important to note, that for the
purposes of this EIR and the City's immediate needs, Alternatives
2,4,5,6,7,8,9 and 10 are infeasible at this time because their
implementation is not guaranteed prior to the projected closure
date of the City Landfill, late 1992. Health and safety concerns
dictate that the City have available a course of action (project)
that has undergone required CEQA review at this time. Adoption of
the Project does not preclude adoption of one or more of the other
alternatives studied at a later date.

Alternative 12, expansion of the Existing City Landfill, is found
infeasible due to the following specific economic, social or other
considerations. In 1983, as a condition of its final expansion of
the City Landfill, the City committed to not fill above the berms
surrounding the City Landfill. The time required to revise all the
required permits would probably exceed the projected landfill
closure date. In addition, the continuation of a landfill at a
riverside location, with its concomitant risks of river and
groundwater contamination, as well as the conflict with the General
Plan designation of the site's future use as a park site, preclude
the adoption of this alternative.
Alternatives 3 (direct haul to Yolo County Central Landfill located
northeast of Davis) and 11 (division of the waste stream between
the County Landfill, Yolo County Landfill, and City Landfills with
shredding or balef ill of material at the City Landfill), require
the cooperation of the Yolo County Board of Supervisors.
Therefore, these alternatives cannot be adopted at this time
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because the City of Sacramento lacks jurisdiction to unilaterally
implement the alternatives.
E. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING' CONSIDERATIONS

Notwithstanding the disclosure of the significant impacts and their
mitigation describe, supra, the City Council has determined
pursuant to Section 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines that the
necessity and benefits of the proposed project outweigh the adverse
impacts, and the project should be approved.

II

With reference to the above findings and in recognition of the
facts which are included in the record, the City Council has
determined that the project would contribute to project specific
and cumulative adverse traffic and circulation impacts, air quality
impacts,public service solid waste disposal impacts, road impacts
and energy impacts. However, the City Council specifically finds
and makes this statement of overriding considerations that there
are special social, economic, and other reasons for approving this
project, notwithstanding the disclosure of these substantial
adverse impacts as have been disclosed in the EIR. The reasons are
as follows:
The only method available to the City for its solid waste
disposal at the current time is its City Landfill. This
Landfill is scheduled to be filled to capacity by late 1992.
Public Health and Safety concerns demand that the City have an
environmentally studied method of disposing of its waste until
alternatives such as those studied in the EIR can be
implemented.

Dated:
BY:
MAYOR OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

DIRECT HAUL
OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO SOLID WASTE
TO THE KIEFER BOULEVARD LANDFILL
MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Prepared by the
City of Sacramento
Department of Public Works

May 1991

INTRODUCTION
Background
Mitigation monitoring and reporting programs are required for many environmental impact
reports (EIRs) and mitigated negative declarations due to the enactment of Assembly Bill
(AB) 3180 in 1988. AB 3180, (now Public Resources Code Section 21081.6), adds to the
CEQA environmental documentation process and applies to all agencies.
A public agency must certify an EIR or adopt a mitigated negative declaration when
approving a discretionary project that could significantly affect the environment in an
adverse manner. The monitoring and reporting program is intended to ensure the
implementation of measures adopted to reduce or avoid the significant adverse impacts
identified in an environmental document. Adoption of the monitoring program is to occur
when a public agency makes the findings to approve a project requiring an EIR or when
adopting a mitigated negative declaration. There is no statutory requirement that a
monitoring program have public review prior to being presented to the approving agency.
Purpose
The purpose of this mitigation monitoring and reporting program is to present a thorough
approach for monitoring the implementation of the measures required to mitigate the
significant impacts identified in the EIR for the Direct Haul of the City of Sacramento Solid
Waste to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill.
Project Description
Solid waste collected by the City of Sacramento is currently disposed of at the City of
Sacramento 28th Street Landfill, located between Business Interstate 80 and the American
River in Sacramento County. When the City Landfill reaches capacity in 1992, the City
proposes direct haul (no transfer station or larger transfer trucks) of City-collected solid
waste to the County of Sacramento's Kiefer Boulevard Landfill as the preferred alternative
method of disposing of the City's solid waste stream. The project adopted by the City
Council is direct haul of waste to the Kiefer Boulevard Landfill, residential curbside
collection of recyclables, and composting of yard and garden waste at the existing Landfill,
after operation is geared up to accommodate the increased amount. Prior to that time yard
and garden waste shall be taken directly to L&D Landfill on Fruitridge Rd.
The Kiefer Boulevard Landfill is located approximately 24 miles southeast of the existing
City Landfill, but 22.4 miles east of the current centroid for solid waste collection in the City
of Sacramento (i.e. the theoretical disposal point which would require all City collection
trucks to travel the shortest aggregate distance to dispose of collected municipal waste).
Thus, the average trip to dispose of solid waste at the Kiefer Boulevard landfill would be
20.4 miles longer than the trip to the City Landfill (22.4 miles southeast of the minimum
minus the current 2 miles northwest of the minimum). This, Of course, will vary for each
individual route, the difference will be less for solid waste transported from the southern
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part of the City and more for trips from the northern and northwest portions of the City.
Organization

To facilitate easy. reference, this Mitigation Monitoring Plan follows the format and reflects
the Chapter numbering system set forth in the Direct Haul EIR, State Clearing House
#90020250. Only the areas with mitigated impacts, as described in the Direct Haul EIR,
have been discussed in this document.

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORT PROGRAM
AIR QUALITY (4.3)

Impact:
The project ranked as intermediate in its impact on regional emissions of
reactive hydrocarbons in comparison to the other variants. Because of the region's nonattainment status and the need to reduce regional hydrocarbon emissions below current
levels, the impact is considered to be significant.
Mitigation Measures: The City will use its best efforts to investigate the feasibility of
implementing the following mitigation measures; however, air quality will continue to be
significantly impacted by this project. A statement of overriding considerations for the air
quality impacts has been adopted by the Council.
(a)

The incorporation of a transfer station into all of the options would reduce
the number of vehicle trips to the Landfill, and subsequently the miles
travelled and related emissions of reactive hydrocarbons, by substituting
vehicles with larger capacities for those currently being proposed. Emissions
from vehicles with larger capacities would still result in a net increase" in
emissions of reactive hydrocarbons over the base case. Even with reductions
from this measure, the effect on regional air Quality would be considered a
significant adverse impact.

(b)

Converting the operations of the hauling trucks from diesel fuel to alternative
fuels, which generate less hydrocarbons, would result in reduced emissions of
these compounds. This measure would also result in a net increase in
emissions of reactive hydrocarbons over the base case. Use of alternative
fuels in vehicles is still experimental and would require a more in-depth
analysis than can be covered in this EIR. Problems frequently associated with
use of alternative fuels include higher fuel costs and increased maintenance.
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The effect on regional air quality, even with reductions from this mitigation
measure, would be considered a significant adverse impact.
(c)

Routing trucks on streets and highways with uninterrupted flow will improve
fuel efficiency and consequently reduce emissions of reactive hydrocarbons.
Coordinating signal timing on main access routes to the landfill would
improve fuel efficiencies of the trucks by reducing stops and starts and
unnecessary idling at lights. By avoiding hauling during periods of traffic
congestion, an additional fuel efficiency and reduction in emissions of reactive
hydrocarbons could be realized. The effect on regional air quality, even with
reductions from this mitigation measure. would be considered a significant
adverse impact.

VISUAL QUALITY - LII1ER (4.5)

Impact:
Composting would be visible from the proposed 162-acre Sutter's Landing
Park. Approximately 40 acres of the 162-acre site would be occupied by compost windrows
for a maximum period of five years. Foreground views from the park would be impacted
if the Park is developed within this time period, which is unlikely. This impact would be
significant but would last no more than five years and could be mitigated to a less-thansignificant level by implementation of the following mitigation measure.
Mitigation Measure:
Screening of the 40 acres of Sutter's Landing Park, berms,
landscaping and fencing will be incorporated into the project toddirninish view impacts. An
opportunity also exists to incorporate a highly visible compost demonstration area in the
park for community edification. The City shall consider this idea in its design of the
compost facility in cooperation with the park design.
PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY (4.6)

Impact:
4.6-1 Increasing capacity of the City compost facility to accommodate 70,000
tons per year of green waste (from 5,000 tons per year) could increase the concentration of
environmental hazards associated with windrow composting.
Mitigation Measure:
The City will conduct laboratory analyses of the finishes
compost for the presence of commonly used household garden herbicides, pesticides and
fertilizers and metals and coliform bacteria. Compost quality will conform to the New York
State Department of Environmental Conservation Class I compost criteria (NYSDEC Part
360-5/3)p)(1)(i)) and the USDA tolerance levels for pesticides in food (40 CFR Chapter
1, Part 180) or such other standards as may be promulgated by the California Integrated
Waste Management Board. Results of the analyses will be reported to the designated Local
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Enforcement Agency of the California State Integrated Waste Management Board for
evaluation and recommendation. Such analyses will be performed at quarterly intervals or
as may be directed by the Integrated Waste Management Board to assure continued
wholesomeness of the final compost product and its suitability for unrestricted use and
distribution. This will reduce any potential impacts associated with distribution of the
compost project to a less-than-significant level.

•

PUBLIC SERVICES (4.7)
Wastewater (4.7-2)
Impact:
Composting could result in generation of leachate at the City Landfill which
could have a potentially significant impact if it entered the American River. This impact
can be reduced to a less-than-significant level by implementation of the following mitigation
measure.
Mitigation Measure:
The City will acquire an industrial sewer use permit from the
County of Sacramento for any leachate generated by the compost facility. The site is
currently graded to drain into the City's combined sewer system for treatment. Monitoring
for any leachate based on permit conditions will occur.
Energy (4.8-1)

•

Impact:
The project will increase the consumption of diesel fuel by the City by
approximately 1,370 to 2,117 gallons a day upon implementation, and by approximately 1,690
to 2,624 gallons a day by 2010. This is considered a significant impact.
Mitigation Measures:
4.8-1(a) The City will endeavor to select collection vehicles with
engine/transmission packages which can operate efficiently both at the low speeds required
for collection cycles and the higher speeds associated with longer-distance direct haul. The
energy consumption impacts will be significant even with mitigation.

•

