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DUE DATE: June 9, 2020 
 
This project is being rereouted with all of the prior environmental reviews attached. Please 
review the §15162 request in light of all of the previous reviews, which consist of the 
following: EIR (SCH#84050705) published in 1985 for CUP 2145; Environmental Assessment 
No. 3986 prepared for CUP 2623; Supplemental EIR (SCH#98091036) prepared for CUP 2804 
published in 1999; Initial Study No. 4877 prepared for CUP 3055 in 2003; and Initial Study No. 
6631 prepared for CUP 3393 (for the Household Hazardous Waste site) in 2014. 
 
The project site is currently operating as the American Avenue Landfill. This application proposes the 
following improvements:  

1. Constructing 4-foot wide paved shoulder with shoulder backing on each side of 
American Avenue from Placer Avenue to Madera Avenue (approximately 5.9 miles) in 
Fresno County. The shoulder would be paved with asphalt concrete over aggregate 
base and compacted native soil.  At road intersections, the shoulder improvements 
would be paved to match existing intersecting road pavement while affected parts of 
access roads and driveways would be removed and replaced with the same structural 
section as the shoulder widening.  The scope of work is proposed to improve air quality 
by decreasing the amount of airborne particulate matter caused by vehicles traveling 
along the roadway.   

2. Constructing a ditch, approximately 15 feet wide, on the north side of American Avenue 
between Plumas Avenue and Humboldt Avenue, a distance of 1 mile, to mitigate 
roadway flooding in front of the landfill during rain events. 

3. Constructing a 12-foot wide lane on the north side of American Avenue beginning at the 
landfill entrance and ending approximately 1400’ to the east of the entrance to provide a 
storage lane adjacent to the travel lanes for landfill haulers entering the landfill. 

4. Widening the Landfill entrance road from 2 lanes (1 lane to enter and 1 lane to exit) to 3 
lanes (2 lanes to enter and 1 lane to exit) to improve access and safety to the haulers. 
Miscellaneous modifications around the landfill entrance area such as grading, existing 
drainage culvert pipe, fence and gate will be necessary to accommodate widening of the 
access road.  

The most recent Initial Study prepared for this project related to the establishment of a Household 
Hazardous Waste facility on site. This review has been attached to this memo for your reference. 
 
Because a Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared for this project, in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, “… no subsequent Environmental Impact Report or Negative 
Declaration shall be prepared unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence in light of the whole record, one or more of the following: 
 

1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the 
previous EIR or Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental 
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects.   

 
2. Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is 

undertaken, which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or Negative Declaration 
due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously identified significant effects. 
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3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been 
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as 
complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted, shows any of the follow: 

 
a. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR 

or Negative Declaration. 
 

b. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown 
in the previous EIR or Negative Declaration.   

 
c. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact 

be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the 
project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 
alternative. 

 
d. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those 

analyzed in the previous EIR or Negative Declaration would substantially reduce one 
or more significant effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to 
adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.” 

 
If you believe that one of the conditions above have been met, please include justification for this 
determination in our comments.  
 
We must have your comments by June 9, 2020.  Any comments received after this date will not be 
used. 
 
NOTE - THIS WILL BE OUR FINAL REQUEST FOR WRITTEN COMMENTS. If you do not have 
comments, please provide a “NO COMMENT” response to our office by the above deadline. IF 
YOU DO NOT PROVIDE COMMENTS BY THE DATE ABOVE, YOU WILL BE CONSIDERED TO 
HAVE ‘NO COMMENTS’.  
 
Please address any correspondence or questions related to environmental and/or policy/design 
issues to me, Chrissy Monfette, Planner, Development Services and Capital Projects Division, 
Fresno County Department of Public Works and Planning, 2220 Tulare Street, Sixth Floor, Fresno, 
CA  93721, or call (559) 600-4245, or email cmonfette@co.fresno.ca.us. 
 
CMM: 
G:\4360Devs&Pln\PROJSEC\PROJDOCS\Environmental\Exemptions - Exclusions - CE(N)ST\7000-7999\ER 7861 - American Avenue 
Improvements\IS 7861 Rtg Ltr2.doc 
 
Activity Code (Internal Review):2332 
 
Enclosures 
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INTRODOCTION 

This Final Environw.ental I mpact Report for the America n Avenue 
Landfill Expa11sion Project consists of a summary of the draft 
EIR and t~o ap?endic es which present the results of tte public 
review for the dra f t EIR. Appendix B contains a list of agen
cies and individuals to whom the draft EIR was made available, 
and Appendix C prese~ts the comments received on the draf t EIR 
and responses to those comments. (Appendix A is in the draft 
EIR .) 

, 
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SUMMARY OF DRAFT EIR 

A. PROJECT LOCATION AND OESCRIPTION 

The project site consist s of 440 acres of primari ly undeveloped 
a nd agricu ltural l and l o cat ed on the north side of American 
Avenue, four miles west o f St ate Highway 145 (Madera Avenue) at 
Lake Avenue, in Fresno County, Cal i fornia. Th t site is in a 
rur al se t ting w"th agricultur e the predominant surrounding l~nd 
use. 

The proposed project would expa nd the exist ing 30-acre American 
Avenue Landf i ll into a regional disposal site in t wo phas es: 
first, to :60 acres on land owned by Fresno Coun t y and ult i
mately, up to 440 acres on adjoining land t hat would be ac
quired by the County. When completed, the landfill would 
consist of a series of knolls rising 100 feet above the e ~is ~ 
ing gro~nd s urface. 

The landfill would hav~ capacity for 32.7 million cubic yards 
of refuse ·, most of which would come from the Fresno-Clov is 
Metropolitan Area. The facility would have a service life 
ranging from 23 to 93 years, depen~ing upon the fill scenario. 
Th e fill scenario that is conteruplated i n the r evised Fresno 
County Solid Waste Management Plan would provide the 93 year 
-ervice life. This scenario involves the landfill receiving 
primarily a sh from a waste-to-energy plant that is planned to 
be operational in 1987 at a site in the south Fresi.o area. 

The landfili qualifies as a Class II-2 facility under curren t 
State regulations. With this classification, the site can 
a c cept for disposal non-hazardous municipal wastes. If the 
landfill receives ash from the waste-to-energy plant, its 
classification and the design standards under which it must 
operate may change to reflect applicable State regulations. 

B. INSIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

The propos&d project would either not adversely impact or would 
have insignificant adverse impacts on the following natural and 
human r.esourc gs and conditions: air quality (except dust), 
geologic conditions, slope stability, vegetation (no rare o r 
endangered plant species were found on the site), wildlife (no 
rare or endan9 r ed wildlife species appear to inhabit the 
site), public lane u s e policy and zoning, growth inducement , 
transportation, h i storical rescurces, oaors and vec t ors. 

C ~ POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

Development and operation of the landf ill may cause the poten
tially significant impacts presented in the foll owing l i st. The 
possibility o f any of the listed impac s occurr i ng c a n be 
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substantially reduce d if not in most cases el iminnted through 
proper applica tion of mit ig a tion measures incorporate~ in the 
p r oject pl ans or recommended in this EI R. 

1 . Airborne ust rezul t ing f rom soil exca vat i on and ash d is
o s al could become not i ce a ble in down~ ind areas during periods 
f high winds. 

2 . Proper ty located west· of the project site, 3long th e north 
s ide of American Avenue, could be impacted if contamina t ed 
runoff should leave the landfill site. 

3. Landfill leachate could be generated which c o uld degrade 
groundwater quality in the area. 

4. The exist~nce of the landfill, including the nature of the 
use and its operational characteristics and appearance, may be 
considered undesirable by ~he few nearby residents. 

5. An increase in the area exposed to noise levels exceedi ng 
applicable Fresno County standards would occur in the immediat e 
vicinity of the landfill. Noise levels along the haul route 
would also increa se. This i mpact would only be sig if icant if 
No rth Avenue was selected as the haul route and tk.e waste-to
energy p lant was not implemented. 

6. Landfill gas could mig~ate off the project s i te and ad
versely affect surrounding agricultural crops. 

7. Fires in the landfill could occur if hot ash loads are 
dumped with loads of unprocessed waste. 

D. MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation measures designed to 
i ncluded in the project plans. 
are recommended in the EIR to 
measures. They in~lude: 

reduce or eliminate impacts are 
Additional mitigation measur e s 
supplement and strengthen these 

1. Testing for landfill gas should be co~ducted in accordance 
with State and Fede r al regulations to ensure that migrating 
gases do not exceed: (1) 25 percent of the lower explos i ve 
limit for gases in facility structures and (2) the lower explo
sive limit for gases at the property boundary. 

As an additional measure, gas monitoring should be conducted 
when the landfill encroaches within 1,000 fee c of any enclosed 
structures. 

2. The intermediate and final cover should be designed in 
accordance with State minimum stand~rds to preclude percolation 
of rainfall both from large storms and duri ng wet years. Irri
gation of the cover landscapiag should be avoided entirely if 
possible. 
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3. A proper!y designed and cond uc ted groundwa t 2r monito r ing 
program should be established. 

4. Bas~d upon the presently contempla ted general l o a t i on o 
the waste-to-energy plant in south Fresno, Jensen Avenue s hould 
be g iven prima ry considerat i on as the hau l t ~u te between the 
plant and the landfil l. 

5. To preclude future land use conflicts, the County should 
consider the acqui s i t .i.on of the residences near the landf il 1 
ove r time as the landfill operations approach the boundaries on 
which the residences are located and the application of zon ing 
which will pre v ent further residential development in the 
landfill vicinity. 

E. SI.G~IFICANT UNAVOIDABLE AVVERSE IMPACTS 

Research and evaluation conducted for t his EIR has not identi
fied any significant unavoidable adverse i mpacts to on- or 
off-site areas associat e d with the project. 

F . ALTERNATIVES 

The a lterna ti · es section addresses the "nc ~roject" al t erna
tive, a l ternative site locations and alternative design config
urations for the landfill. Under the no project alter.native, 
the existi.ng 30-acre American Avenue landfill could continue to 
operate untii it reaches capacity in 1985 . The agency that 
would be most affected by the no project alternative would b e 
the City of Fresno which must find a mean~ of disposing of 550 
tons per day o f refuse before its existing landf i ll reaches 
capaci ty in the latter part of 1985. 

The Fresno-Clovis Metropolitan Solid Waste Commission stud i ed a 
number of possible locations for the landfill before 3electing 
the American Avenue site. The alternative sites that were 
given in-depth consideration are describ~d in Section VI. 

Three de s ign alternatives were considered for the American 
Avenue Expansion project. These alternatives are described in 
Section VI ahd involve differences in fill capac ity and visual 
characteristics. 

G. CUMULATIVE AND IRREVERSIBLE IMPACTS 

The proposed project would have minor cum~lative i mpacts on a ir 
quality, noise, agricultural land, and vegetation and wildlife. 
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APPENDIX B 

NOTIFICATION 
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Fresno County Arrerican Avenue landfi ll Expansion Project 

Draft LIR Distribution List 

EIR #2554 

Tlx>se Receiving a Draft EIR plus Ope.rational Statarent: 

EPC Members 

Gee· n Bleth, Deputy CAD 
R. • Siracusa, Plarming Dept. 
R. Wel ton, Public \'k>rks 
LJ:>u Dool ey, Env . Heal th 
MarVin Pant.er, IAfU) 

C.Osrro Insalaoo, Ag. Ccmni.ss.i:on 
Bi ll Blain, Par:!e.s & Recreati on 
W. Hambleton, Farm .Advisor 
G. SWan, Resources & Developnent Dept. 

Eloard of Supervisors 

Vernon Conrad, Chainnan 
Bett y Ramacher 
Jeff Rei ch 
Sharon I.e.rj 
Deran Koligian 

Public Copi es 

County Library Main Branch (3) 
Co. Lib. San Joaquin (2 ) 
Co. Lib. Kennan 2) · 
Co. Plannin1:1 Dept. Library 
Co. Resources Di vi:::fon Library 
Kennan City Hall 
San Joaquin City Hall 
Kennan Charr.ber of catmerce · 
Arreri can Ave. Disposal Site { 4) 

Resources Staff 

*Gerald swan, Director 
Walt.er Clark, Manager 
Edward Gaylord, Supr. Engineer 
Richard Anthony, Solid Waste Coordinator 
Ann Getz 
~linda Marks 
Geology Staff 
File Copy 

*Duplicate 
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Draft EIR Distribution List (2554) 

FresncrClovi~ Solid Waste CClrrnission 

*Jeff Reich, Board of Supervisors 
*[)o..ran Koligi an, Board of Supervisors 
Karen Hur!P".rey, Fresno City Council 
Chris Peterson, Fresno City Council 
Les Kimber, Fresno City Co\.ll'lCil 
Harry Armstrong, Clovis City Council 
Tan Steams, Clovis City Council (SW: alternate) 
Peggy Bos, Clovis City Countil (SW: alternate) 

West County Solid Waste Planning Ccmnittee 

Henry Rebecci ~ White 
J:"'rank Fili -.:e Fidel DeLaCruz 
John Armas *Supervisor Deran Koligi.an 
Bob Satple *Supervisor Vernon Conrad 

Metrop::ilitan Solid Waste Advisory Ccmnittee 

Sharon Thanas Marcus ~ile 
Leon lancaster Susan Vasque?. 
Marj Curry Charles Ieonard 
Jim Martin Joe Caglia 
Thanas Collister Sharon Chicoine 

Solid ~1aste Advisory Carmi ttee 

Mary Savala 
Janes Kenley 
Tan Flynn 

Count~ of Fresoo Of fices 

~ 19& AlllSon; Real Property 
Tan Riggs, County Counsel 

Bruce l>Drris 
Duane &cares 
uoris Johnson 

Jerry Boren, Developnent Services 
Broce Spauldi."'lg, Co. Admin. Office 
Les Jorgensen, Public works 
Hal Durham, Public works 
Henry Chin~ Public Works 

*Gary Carozza, Env. Health 
*County Planning, Env. Sectj.on 

State Agencies 

M. B. Parlier, CAI.TRANS, Dist. 6 
Bruce Walter&, Office c,£ Planning & Research (10) 
G. Nokes, Dept. of Fish & Gane, Fresno Office 
J . 'Wolfson, Water Quality Control Board, Fresno Region 
W. Hage, Dept. of Heal th Services, Fres:oo 
D. Strauch, CA Waste Managerent Board 
L. Beck, CA Dept. of Water Resources 

*Duplf6J'tl1 Swans6n, CA Dept of Water Resources 
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Draft EIR Distribution List (2554) 

SChool s 

Superintendent Fresro County Dept . of F.ducat.ion 

Fire Di stricts 

North Central Fire Distri ct 
~lid-Valley Fire Distri ct 

Irrigation Distri cts 

Mid-Valley Water District c/o B. E..'Nell 
W. Johnston, Westlands Wat er District 

Cities 

City Managers 

Allen Cb:>dman, Clovis 
Glen Marcussen, coalinga 
Robert Christofferson, Fresno 
Perry Powers, Firebaugh 

*Frank Filice, Huron 
Dan Ayala, Kerman 
Paul o..madi., .MenCbta 
cal vin Brady I San Joaquin 

Planning Depts. 

George Kerber, Developrent Dept. , Fre~ 
John Wright, Clu i s 

Public Works 

·•Jim Martin, Fresno 
*I.eon Lancaster, Clovis 

Others 

council of Fresno County .Governrrents 
Bob Hartpton, Fresno county Refuse rsroval Assn. 
George Hanna, CSUF 
Hugo Kavorkian, BSK 
Dick Leach, aooon Associates 
Maurice Strantz 

Property OWners 

Ernest & Gracie Sullivan 
Richard & Betty Maron 
Raynond & Star Gerawan (returne:l) 
Panela .Mathies & Betsy I<:iJroal.l 

*Duplicate 

8 

CUP 
2146



TOOse Receiving Notification of Draft EIR Availability plus Draft Elf<.. ~umnary 
(Chapter I) : 

Pacific Gas & El ectric 
John Beyer, USDA Soil Conservation Service 
Si erra Club 
Au:iubon Society 
C.A. U.S.E. 
CA Native Plant Society 
Fresno Chamber of camerce 
Fresno Co. Fann Bureau 
Bldg. Industry 1'..ssn. 
G:>lden Valley Ecological Soc. 
Panela Melville, C'WMB, Frs. Co. Clean Ccmnunity Caim. 
Brc7.im, vence & Associates 
Herzog Contracting Corp. 
A. Volpa, Rice R:>ad Dwp 
Engineering Science 
J. IDgan, Planning Consul.ant 
Sanger Energy Co . , Inc. 
Betty Nobl ett, league of w:rten Voters 

City Councils· 

Clovis 

*Harry Armstrong, Mayor 
*Tan Stearns 
*Peggy Bos 
Marilyn Zygner 
Col.IDcilperson--vacant 

Fresno 

Dan Whitehurst, Mayor 
Dale D:>ig 
Joe Williams 

*Karen Hutphrey 
Ted Wills 

*Chris Peterson 
*I.£s Kil11':>er 

Kennan 

Harry Pederson, Mayor 
*John Armas 
Trinidad Rodriguez 
Reno Lanfranco 
Robert Mi tc."1ell 

San Joaquin 

Janes Fish 
*Richard Maron, • yor 
Ceorge Nahhas 
I.enore Barnes 
~White 

*Duplicate 
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Draft EIR + Summy Di stribution List 

SChool Districts on Potential R:;)utes (SUperintendents) 

Kennan Unified 
San Joaquin ESD 
Tranquillity Union HSD 
Central Unifi ·~ 
West Park !:SL' 
Fresno Unified 
Orange Center E.5D 
Arrerican Union 
Washington Ul?ion HSD 

.Mailing Lists 

Fresno-Clovis Solid Waste Cc:mnissian (abridged) 
West COunty Solid Waste Planning Ccmnittee (abridged) 
Media (partial) 
Property Owners within 1/2 ' le fJ:an expanded landfill lx>uOOa.ri e s 
P!:'operty Owners of parcels fronting Anericar. Avenue fra:n Yuba to Madera Avenues 
Anerican Avenue petitic:oers (tix>se legible with ccrrplete addresses) 

, 
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'lbJse Receiving FL'1al EIR: 

Board of Supervisors (10) 

Vernon Conrad, Chaintan 
Sharon levy 
Jeff Reich 
Betty Ramacher 
Deran Koligian 

Planning Ccmnission (10) 

HCMard Watkins, Chainnan 
Virginia Caus~y 
Walter Lingo 
Dode Radics 
Edwin RJusek 
Ralph D. Carr 
Kenneth Cn.'lff 
Alvin Quist 

M5M/pl 
09/12/84 

, 
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Those rece iv ing a copy of the draft IR: 

Mrs. Ruth Couto 
20223 w. Jensen 
Kerman, CA 93630 

Mr . Jim Provost 
363 b N. First, i 112 
Fresno, Califor n ia 93726 

Dr. Richard S. Burford 
1443 w. Sample 
Fresno, California 9 3711 

Marc Boswell 
Fresno County Environmental 
Health Department 

J·ames K. Crossfield 
1324 Purvis Circle 
Clovis, California 9361 2 

I da and Albert Lowe 
2355 s. Biola Avenue 
Kerman v Cali fornia 93630 

Herman and Margaret Sandbothe 
13443 W. Jensen 
Kerman , Californ i a . 93630 

Charles Cla~ton 
4447 s. Green 
Kerman, California 

Alma Furtado 
2536 s. Goldenrod 
Kerman, California 

Sharon Chicoine 
53 2 Timmy 
Clovis, California 

93630 

93630 

93612 
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APPENDIX C 

COMMENTS RECEIVED 
AND 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
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~ ol <Aalifornio REC IVED THF. RESOURCES AGENCY 

FRESNO C NTY 
Memorandum 

OCT 04 1984 
To Wal t er Clark Dem: OCT 0 1 1984 

Fresno- Clovis Metropoli t an RESOURCES & DEVELOPMENT 
Solid Waste Commiss i on DEPARTMENT 

~ 499 E. Kings Canyon Road 
Fresno, CA 93702 

Bruce Walters 
State Clearinghouse 

From : CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT iK>ARD 

Subject: Fresno County, American Avenue Landfill Expansion Project, DEIR 

Thank you for the opportun .~ ty to review the Draft Environmental 
Irapa·t Report for the above mentioned· project. 

We have reviewed the draft and find the report very adeq ~ately 
addresses the items mentioned in our letter of June 5, 1984, on 
the Notice of Preparation, as well as our general concerns. 

We suggest however, that the· final draft include a further di -
cussion of the recycling activities (pa9,'e 30) proposed at the 
1 ndfill expansion. The anticipated volumes of materials to be 
recovered should be list~d. These figures might be projected 
basetl on other similar landfills in the region. 

Should you have any questions on our comments, ple se contact 
Cy Armstrong at (916) 322-1342. 

Odis Marlow, Chi ef 
ffice of Plun · r.g 

Attachment 
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Responses to Comments of California Waste Management Board, 
Odia Marlow, Chief, Office of Planning: 

The comment regarding t 1e adequacy of t he draft EIR is noted. 

The anticipated volume of materials to be recovered through 
recycling is very small. This is primarily because the volume 
of waste that is anticipated t o be brou~ht to the lanct ( ill frora 
other than municipalities is estimated to be only about 50 tons 
per day. 
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Ms. Melinda Marks 
Staff Analyst 
Resources & Develop~ent Dept. 
4499 E. Kings Canyon Road 
Fresno, CA 93702 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

Pt.nnln~ Dep.utment 
R. Ann Siracusa. Director 

Subject: Draft EIR for Fresno County American Avenue Landfill Ex~ansion 

The Fresno County Planning Department has reviewed the subject draft EIR and 
has th~ following COl!Wllents to offer: 

1. Page 28 - The Fresno County Street Names Committee should review 
"'realig_nment of lake Avenue.~ '{he alignments proposed are Plumas Avenue 
(north/south) and Malaga Avenue (east/west). Trans.ferring the name "Lake" 
to another alignment is not ·consistent with County . Str:?et naming policy. 
Lake Avenue is not a Cllunty mainta1ned road. It should be clearly statP.d 
if its replacement will be County maintained. 

2. Page 40, Paragraph 8 - If the waste-to-energy plant is not con:structed, 
then landfHl related en1issions would be expected to double those amounts 
shown in Table 5 (Page 38). If this "worst r.ase" situation develops, 
would regional air quality, public health and aesthetics be affected? 

3. Page 42 - The add it ion of airborne ash from the waste-to-energy p 1 ant and 
dust resulting from soH excavation is considered to be an unavoidable 
adverse impact. Accordingly, are there any potential health hazards 
associated with this impact? 

4.. .I-ages 65-78 - This section provides an excellent data base regarding 
potential n9ise generation. But what effects would project noise have on 
nearby residentsf 

5. Page 75 - IF Route 118" is selected, noise levels could increase 
significantly if the waste-to-energy plant is not developed. If this 
occurred what are tti·! anticipated off-site impacts? 

6. If the waste-tc1-energy plant is not constructed or is delayed, where wi 11 
the transfer station(s) be located? If the transfer station(s) is located 
in another place, will this alter projected traffic volumes and haul 
routes? If this happens, will public safety impacts increase? 

7. The concept of a transfer stations whereby waste from the smaller 
collection trucks would be tranferred to larger vans for shipment to the 
American Avenue site is not clearly presented. 

_, 

'475 wr Kinas C.nyon ll<Md/fresno. c.tlforni. 93702 (Z09) •Sl·SOIO 
..... ....,_,_.,. Opponvnlty - AlllnMIM AcllOft - HMdiup ~ 
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• 

Ms. Melinda Narks 
Page 2 
November 7, 1984 

8. The discussion of impacts in this Eir. could be irrelevant if the 
waste-to-energy p 1 ant is not located in the Orang.e and North area and the 
haul route trips, and consequent noise, do not occur on North or Jensen 
Avenues to reach the American Avenue site , If no waste-to-energy plant is 
establi ::.hed in the near future, transfer stations would probably need to 
be established. S·ince their location cannot now be determined, the 
related haul routes and consequent noise impacts cannot now be dete;mined 
or aaequately evaluated for environmental impacts. Other scenarios and 
alternatives should be evaluated for their haul-ro•Jte and noise impacts, 
as well as other impacts. 

9. The proP.osed site ·is designa~ed for ·Agriculture by the Fresno County 
General Plan. The proposed project is cons.1stent with the agricultura 1 
po·Hc ies and the public facilities policies of the Plan. 

Thank .yo.;. for the opportunity to review and comnent on this document. 

Sincerely•, 

~~~ . ' . . . 

Katie Bearden 
Staff Analyst Ill 

KB:ed 
3127C 
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......................................... --------------------------------------------~-------------

Responses to Coaaents of County Fresno Planning Department, 
Katie Bearden, Staff Analyst III: 

Itea 1. It is agreed that the Fresno County Stree t Nar.ies 
Committee should review the "realignment of Lake Avenuen and 
that the naming of the street should be consi3tent with County 
street naming policy. 

The placement street will not be designated as a County 
mai ined road. It is presently contemplated thal t :1e street 
will be maintained as part of the normal landfil.L maintenance 
and operations. 

Itea 2. Local air emissions would increase if a greater volume 
of .unprocessed municipal refuse is deposit.ed at tt..; landfill 
than is projected in association with a waste-to-en• rgy f acil
ity. Given the typ~s and amounts of emission~ expected; over
all air quality in the region would be impacted to a small 
degree, primarily due to emissions from the increased volume of 
trucks required to haul unprocessed refuse to the s .ite. Emis
sions from the landf'ill itself would have little or no impact 
on local air quality. The effect of the additional emissiv ns 
on public health and aesthetics would be insignificant. 

Itea 3. Dust and ash particles from the landfill : hat may 
become airborne would rapidly disperse and would thus not 
likely pose an adverse public health impact in the site's 
vicinity. 

Health effects of occupational exposure to incinerator ash are 
not well documented. Bo~ever, it may be desirable to equip 
landfill workers with face masks to reduce inhalation of dust 
and ash, since these eaployees will potentially be exposed to 
relatively high concentrations of pa~ticulates over an 8-hour 
worltd?\y. 

Itea 4. The •potential Impacts• secc1on of the Noise Study 
(Page 68 of the draft ~IR) describes project-related increases 
in noise levels for the two project scenarios when compared to 
existing conditions. Figure 15 sho~s the area surrounding the 
expanded landfill where noise levels would exceed the standards 
of the Fresno County Noise Element and Noise Ordinan~e. Con
cerning traffic noise impacts along the various proposed haul 
routes, increases in noise levels of 2.0 dB or leas would 
generally not be notic~~ble to local residents. Increases of 
approximately 3.0 dB or greater would be noticeable and should 
be considered significant. The only section of roadway where 
this could occur would be along North Avenu~ west of West 
Avenue if the proposed wast f.~ri· tv-ener9y plan'c is not con
structed. 
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Item 5. See !tern 4, above. 

Item 6. The locations where tran~fer sta t ions would be sited 
rr-th'e waste-to-energy plant is not constructed t:.::;ve not been 
determined. Traffic volumes and haul routes may change de
pending on the locations of the transfer stations. The impacts 
on public safety would have to be assessed at such time as th e 
actual locations are determined. 

Itea 7. The respondent's comment should clarify any misunder
standings regarding the concept of transfer stations. 

I tea 8. The draft EIR vvaluates the p1roj~ct as it is proposed 
by the County of Fresno as well as alternative locat io"s and 
designs tha~ have been considered for the k:'roject by the 
~ounty. Should circumstances involving the design, operation 
or location of the project change to any s igr;.i f i '.;:ant degree 
I including changes in the haul route), a supplemental environ
mental evaluation would have to be performed to address the 
new circumstances. 

Ite~ 9. Conwent noted. CUP 
2146



FC-15 (1/82) 

Inter Office Memo 

TO: t-~e 1 i nda Marks 

FROM: Harold F.~am, Traffic Engineer 

Octo~4, 1984 DATE: 

SUBJECT: Fresno County American Avenue Landfill Expansion Project (EA 2554) 

Public Works believes that the construction of a paved road along the new 
alignment will encnurage development oi the existing parcels north of the 
landfill. As conditions of approval, the following should be required: 

1. An engineer to certify that there is adequate site distance at the 
intersection ~f the new alignment of Lake and American Avenues. 
The porposed intersec~ion appears to be near a bridge abutment. 

2. Provisions to prevent· the unimp1·oved aHgnments of Bell and Green 
avenues from becoa111ing 1110re traveled. These ~lignments would 
provide shorter travel distance for the existing parcels to the 
northwest. 

J. The design speed of the road is 35 tf>H or greater. 
4. The road is constructed to the A-lb standard or greater. In lieu 

of the A-lb standard, an A-15 road may be constructed if no future 
subdivisions are permitted to use the road as public access. 

The following c0111Aents refer to specific sections of the E.I.R.: 

1 • 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Pg. 12 - Land Use, 2nd paragraph. ·Lake Avenue i$ not a County 
maintained road and is being built as an A-15 road to relocate an 
unofficial' dirt access easement to a group of existfog trailers and 
landlocked parcels. It needs to be stressed that even if the 
County takes over maintenance of this road, the structural section 
and geometrics do not meet the public road standards, consequently, 
future subdivision using Lake Avenue for access should not be 
permitted. 
Pg. 28 • Traffic and Acces~. See-No. 1 for comments on the new 
Lake Avenue alignment. The existing alignment of Lake Avenue 
serve~ and •ill continue to serve as the entrance to the American 
Avenue land fill. This should be stated clearly to avoid confusion 
over the two roads. 
Pg. 28 - Regional Access and Land Fill. It should be noted that 
there will.R\~1- ~~JP.lum of a 2-year delay in the waf.te-to-energy 
phlan~ _ .dc~\·pp @i\-~,J lPF,• .•. ,Jf'.t . proposed location of the plant has not 
c ange • ·- ~ ' ·" · 
Pg. 85, C •.. Ex~sting Traffic Volumes. A level of service for the 
stated caitadty on ·:·t~ existing roads should be given. The a.:tual 
capacity of the road is influenced by many factors such as types of 
traffit~il(f)C).9*1t. grades and road widt •• s. As such, tht· 
•general IPl:ll!'"Df~,'4111h. general volumesN, may not be realistic. 
Pg. 88. Ytte"'n\sU ·ft'tion of the right turn lanes at the 3 
locations is desirable and would help to maintain l. f • .! capacity of 
the roads through the intersections. 

HG :ee:0114H 
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Responses to ColllJ!lents of County of Fresno 
Harold F. Durham, Traffic Engineer: 

I~eas 1-4, top of page. 
a~ mitigation measures 
tions of approv~l with 
project ~ 

The conditions listed should be added 
for the project and required as condi
the conditional use perm i t for the 

It•• 1. Comment noted. The existing agricultural zoning in 
the-area would not permit the development of additional subd i 
visions. 

Item 2. ~0mment noted. See also Responses to Comments of 
Fresno County Planning Department, Item 1. 

Item 3. Comment noted. 

It.ea 4. The existin~ volumes are so far below the wrule of 
thumb1 capacities of the roads that calculations of more accu
rate capacities and identification of levels of service were 
determined to be unnecessary fo.r thesa straight and relatively 
flat routes. 

Itea 5. It is agreed and recommended in the draft EIR that the 
right turn lanes should be cons.idered for safety and conven
ience but they do not appear to be necessary from a capacity 
standpoint. 
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---
County of Inter Office Memo 

~~-FRESNO~~-
Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

November 7, 1984 

Melir.da Marks, Resources r1vision 

Richard J. L~ibol~egj ~ cered 3anitarian 

Draft E.I.R., Arrerican Avenue Landfill 

'!he Department of Health has reviewed the above cited document for our 
areas of expertise. We find that these areas are .;overed adequately and 
offer no spacific corrments. we would recconmend that mitigation measlL."'eS 
offered by the E.I.R be incorporated as conditions of approval for o~ly dis
cretionary p~nr.it required for this use. 

If y·)U have any questions please call me at 445-3271. 

RJL/bf 

cc : Marc 9oswell 
Stew Wilson 

o~·r1 . ..:..-..:..:"..J..L:.1::. ~l.1-/i.szW-:L---
~ -·· 
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Response to Comments from ~ounty o f Fresno, Department of 
Health, Ri chard J. Leibo ld , Registered Sanitarian: 

Comment noted. 
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.,.-------· 

City of 

~rJJ~~ ... 
rra~~-~~ •. ~'<. __ _ _ _ _____ D_e_v_elopment Department 

George A Kerber City Hall • 209 488-1 591 
Fresno. Cal ifornia 93721 -1899 D·rector 

November 6, 1 9 8 ~ 

Ms. Melinda Marks, Staff Analyst 
Fresno County Resources and 

Development Department 
4499 East Kings Canycn Road 
Fresno, California 93702 

DE:lar Ms. Marks: 

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR - F~~SNO COUNTY 
AMERICAN AVENUE LANDFILL EXl-'ANSION PROJECT 

Please find enclosed the subject comments by tle Develop
m rtt Department and the Public Wcrks Department. 

Thank you. 

RD:cd 

Enclosure 

- ·. ---. -}",. 

~' --1-'/-1 I~- '{ -'· -
161 
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TO: GEORGE A. KERBER, DirP~tor 
Development Department 

FROM : __ _..;;;.R.;..;;0-=B;...;:E=R""T~E=-=-. --D-=Y-=E=R.-..~..___::....;r"""'i=· n=c=i""'p=a=l'--"P'--=l::..::a=n=n=e=r _ _ 
Development Department 

SUBJECT: __ C~O~MME~·~N~- ~T=S---.F~R~O~M--......RE-=--V~I=E=W..__O=F"----'D~RAF=-==-=T-=E-I~R,__~ 
RELATING TO FRESNO COUNTY AHERICAN 
AVENUE LANDFILL EXPANSION PROJECT 

DATE 11 /5/84 

The following conunents have resulted from re,1iew of the subject 
document: 

1. In the event a proposed was e-to-energy plant is not located in 
the vicinity of Cedar Avenue bet en North and Central Avenues, 
a supplement to ~h l andfill EIR must be prepared and must 
address the effects of waste truck traffic on routes between t he 
waste-to-energy plant and the landfill s i te. 

2. Page 40, ninth patagraph; if the projections for Scenario III 
in Table 13, page 86, are correct, refuse received at the 
landfill site will increase by 60 tons per year, not 60 tons 
per day per year. 

3. The EIR does not identify the location at which the public may 
review the several technical studies listed in the preface. 

RED:cd 

cc: Al Solis 

f\ V 
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Respons~s t o Comments of City of Fres o Development Department, 
Robert Dyer, Principal Planner: 

Item 1 . See Responses to Comme nts o f County of F~esno Planning 
Department, Item 8. 

Item 2. Both the statement on page 40 and t e ta~ l e on page 86 
are correct as p r inted in the draft EI R and do s upport each 
other. The ca?tion on the table is " · ncrease i Sol i d ~aste 
Flow to the Lanufill 'J'ons/Day," and the refere ce on page 40 is 
to "60 tpd," or ton~ per day. 

Item 3. The technical studies were incor porated into the text 
of ifie""draft EIR. 
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..... o· 

TO: . 
Bo b Dye r, Principal Planner DATE~~1_1_;_1_;_a_4~ 

James L. Public Works Director 
FRO~! :------------------------

SL BIECT: Draft E R fr.>r Ame ric a n Avenue L~fi~ 

The Pub li c !-forks Depa r tment has reviewed the Draft EIR for 
American ;venue Landf · 11. We offer the fo llowi ng comme ts for 
your response. 

1. The analysis of haul routes is incomplete. It is 
no longer certain where the haul trips wiJl 
begin. If the point of origin is NeilseL Avenue, 
t h e trucks woula have to go out of their wa y to 
get to Jensen Avenue, or go throug h residential 
areas. 

Tl'\ere is no analysis of the volume of current 
truck tr affic. This is especially important; f o r 
Routes 180 and 145 which carry s i gnificant truck 
raff · c during harvest seasons. The impact of 

landf i ll traffic chrough residential areas cannot 
be evaluated without i nformation about the 
existing truck tr · ffic. 

2. There i no mention of the time of day th e trucks 
wi l l be using the selecfed route. While 116 
trips spread over a 24-hour period may impose no 
sign : ficant impacts o n the street system, 116 
trips in an hour cou d have significant impacts 
on the capacity and ope r ation of the major street 
inte rsections. 

3. Right turn lanes are mentioned. However, th ere 
apparently has been no consideratio n of lef t tu1n 
lanes. Again, depending on the tr11cks and the 
hour, the capac i ty and level of service could be 
sign i ficantly affected. 

.1... 

JLM/liAS/sedf / 4744H 
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Respons es to Comments of City of f resno Pu lie Works Depa.rtment, 
James L. Martin, Public Works Lire~t - r: 

Item 1. Regarding the analys · s of r znl routes~ see Ri!spo nses 
to Comments .)f Cou ty of Fresno P} anninQ D-e ~~ · t n.ent, Items 6 
and 8. 

Te tota traffic volumes on · ~e potential hai l routes that 
wer evaluated utilize only a sru. 11 percentage 0 f the capac
ities of the r oad$. Therefore, determinat i o s ot the percen
tages of trucks contained in the existin9 fl ows we ··e not de emed 
necessary. 

Item 2. The ad di tional eqnipment and man p ~i e .r cos t s that 
would be required t o haul the waste mate~i~l in a one-hour 
period would render the project finan ially i nf~ asible. Eco
nomics will d i ctate that the daily hauling will OGcur over a 
nine (9) to twelve (12) hour period. 

Item 3. Ou t bound left turn movements at the Ced~r-Golden State 
and Golden State-Jensen intersections are discussed on Page 82. 
Due to the low traffic volumes, separate left tar n lanes are 
not warranted at the outbound Jensen-Madera intersection or the 
inbound American-Madera intersection. 
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MIO VALLEY F I RE PROTECTION DISTRICT 
21 0 S. AC ADEMY AVENU E 

SANGER . CALlrDRN I A 93657 

PH ONE <4 8S·75U O AREA CODE :z o q 

Sept ember 14, 1984 

Ms. Melinda Marks 
Fresno Co . Resource.; & Development 
4499 E. Kings Canyon Road 
Fresno, CA 93702 

RE: Draft Environmental Report-Fresno 
County American Avenue Landfill 
Expansion Project 

Ms . Marks: . 

This office has reviewed the material submitted on the subject pro j ect 
and has no additions at this time. 

If we can be of further assistarce, feel free to cuntact t his office. 

JWP:cm 

Sincerely, 

FRED H. BATCHELOR 
CHIEF 

Byytih'~~ - ~ 
J. Walt Prat her, Chief 
Fire Protecti on Planning 
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Response to Comment of Mid Valley Fire Protect ion ois~rict, 
J. Walt Prather, Chief, Fi re Protect ion Planning: 

Comment noted. 
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MALCOLM W . YO UNG E DD. 9. &. [Jg~ 4.f"/ 

SU PT I P R INCIP~ t.. 

LA RRY l>.DA"S P ..., 

PRESIOEI• I 

RAYMOND JOMNSON 

VICE PRESIDENT 

L ARR Y GILIO 

GARY GROT H 

A SST. f.'~ I NCIPAL 

RICHA D COLE 

CONT S C H. P AIN 

AL VITAL 

~· -G1~ .P~ood' 
Ct..ERt< 

C O M ED. / ADULT ED I ROP 

DORA BRADY 

FREDDI E VALDEZ 

K E IT H E UBANKS 

8U51N ,... 5 MANAGER 

TINO LOF-l!Z 

RECEIVED 
FRESNO COUNTY 

OCT 24 1984 
Octob er 23 , 1 9 84 

RESOURCES & DEVELOPMENT 
DEPARTMENT 

Ms. Melinda Marks 
Res~urces & Developme nt Department 
County of Fresno 
44 9 9 ~ast Kings Canyon Read 
Fresno, CA 93702 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

RE: American Ave nue 
Landf ill Expan s ion 
Project 

It is the position cf t he Tranquil l ity Unicn Hi gh 
Scheel District Beard of Trustees to oppos e the expa n
sion of the American Avenue Landfill Site. Th e Be ard 
beli e ves Clovis and Fresno s hould dump their garbage in . ... 
their cwn yard. 

MWY:pg 

Malcolm W. Ye 
Superintende 

TONY BARAJAS 

OtRICTOA OF GU IDA.NC I 

DAVID MCDONALD 

ATil!N OA N C E 

DIANE WH ITFO RD 

PAO.J EC TS A.jV1SO A ACTIVITIES ADVISOR 
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Response to Comment of Tranquillity Onion High School, 
Malcolm w. Young, Ed. o., Superintendent: 

Position noted. It shoul d be no ted that the project will not 
have any impacts on the Tranqu i ll ity Union High School. 
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Mem orarac:s um 

CALI FORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD • CENTRAL VALLEY REGION 
3374 E. Sh ield s Avenue, l~oom 1s Fresno , Cal iforn ia 93/ "5 Phone: (209) 445-5116 

TO : Mr . Bruce Wa l ters 
Offi ce of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Stree t 
Sacramento, CA 9~8. 4 

FROM: Mr. James B. Wo 1 fso n 
Senior Engineer 

DATE' 4 October 19a4 SIGN TURE' ~,,,...,;~ (5, {()~ r 
SUBJECT : ORAFT ENV IRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, FRESNO COUNTY AMERICAN AVENUE 

LANDFILL EXPANS ION, SCH NO. 84050705 

Introouction 

The project is proposed by t he County of Fres o to expand the ex isti ng 30-acre 
landfill to a 440-acre regional landfi ll . 

Genera 1 Co1l111en ts 

None 

?~cifi c Co1l111ents 

The draft EIR indicates the site will receive incinerator ash from waste-to
energy projects. The report recognizes that ash is considered a Group 1 waste 
under the existing regulations contained in Tit le 23, Chapter 3, Subchapter 15 
of the California Administrative Code. Furthermore, the report recognizes 
these regula t ions are being revised . On page 16 f the report, the discussion 
ind ica tes the revised regulations would allow disposal of the inc'nerator ash 
with refuse in a Class III (proposed regulations) andfill provided the 
Oepartme t of Health Servi ces detennines the waste to be nonhazardous. The 
fi nal EIR should recognize that under the proposed regulations, the Regional 
Board will consider ash t o be a "Designated Waste" until such time as it is 
deQons t r ted the concentra t ions of soluble salts will not preclude classifying 
it otherwise. A aasig~ated waste could not be isposed of at a Class III 
1andfi11. 

Shc1uld you have any questions concerning thi s matter, please contact Lo nnie 
Wass at (209) 445-5455 (ATSS 421-5455). 

LMW:hmm 

33 

CUP 
2146



Response to Comment of Cal ifor nia Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, Central Valley Region, James B. Wolfson, Senior Engineer: 

It is recog 1i zed that as h will have the status of a "De i gnated 
Waste" under the propos ed regulations until such time t at it 
is demonstrated the concentrations of so luble salts wil l not 
preclude classifying it otherwise. 
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County of 

,, ............... ...,. 
FRESNO COUNTY 

NOV 09 1964 
~ 'I 

----~n~ =--"'-';E: i:---
rns;;:~. ~~ .. ~"' ---·t:~OW t2CES & DEVEi op.v.ENT 

Resources il:·,J ~i~tJ\IMi~l Dep.utment 

<ier•ld Sw•n 
Dlttctor 

SOLin WASTE ADVISOR~ COMM ITTEE 

Minutes -- October 17, 1984 

Members Pr esent: James Cr oss fie ld, James Ke nl ey, Bruce Morris, 
Mary Savala 

Staff Present : Ric ha rd Anthony , Ann Get z , Edwa rd Gaylord, 
Melinda Marks 

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Morris at 1 : 20 ~ . m . 
with a quorum present. 

Approval of the Minutes of Sept ember 19, 1984 

Chairman Morris noted tha since there were no corrections or 
additions to the minu t es . they stood approved as mai l ed. 

Announcements 

Richard Anthony introduced Dr. James Crossfield, newly 
appointed to the Advisory Committee by Supervisor Reich. 

Mr . Anthe y announced the recycling conference scheduled for 
California Sta ~e University Fresno on Novembe r 8th . Chairma n 
Morris asked whether it would be appropriate tor the Count y to 
pay the members' mileage to the conference, and Mr. An thony 
answe red he would check and get back to the members. 

Mr. Anthony reported on t he National Recycling Conf erenc e i n 
New Brunswick, New Jersey. 

The next announcement was that the California Waste Management 
Board had scheduled hearings on the Comprehensive Pl a n on 
October 25th and 26th. At the Committee's reque s t, Ann Getz 
distributed the Agenda . Copies of the Plan wou l d be order~d 
from the State and distributed to the members. 

Commiss i on Update 

-Southeast Regional Sclid Waste Commission 

Mr. Ant hony discussed t he recovery proj ec t , leachate and 
metha ne n •. tigation, a nd the Sanger Energy Company 
negotiations . 

' ) .-.. - ·'' . - .. ... 

I !L _L ~.:;_lJ.:---
- (q 

44" 9 tut Kings Canyon Road l fr~> .io . Callfomla 93702/( 209)45 3-5 86 
(.qu.1 lmploymenr Opponun'1y - AlftrmAtt~ Action - H.nd up Employer 
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-West Co unty Solid Waste Plann i ng Cummittee 

The Committee's current busi ne ss includes pursuing 
enforcement for illega dumping , an a management program 
for triple-rinsed pest icide containers. 

-Fresno- Clovis Metropolit.~n Solid Waste Commiss i on 

Mr . Anthony reported on the f ull part icipation recycling 
study. The Committee discussed the option o f separating 
yardwaste out for collection. James Cros s field discussed 
an article from Madison, Wisconsin, tha t reported an audit 
f inding that the energy recovery project cost $1. 29 mi l lion 
more than landfilling. 

-American Avenue Landfi l l Expansior1 

Mr. Anthony reported that the EIR is st i ll out for publ ic 
comment; the deadline is Novembe r 7th. Comments from the 
members were called for. Edward Gaylord and Melinda Marks 
joined the meeting, and Melinda Marks clari f ied the comment 
process. 

James Crossfield expr essed his opinion that the language on 
Page 3 of the cover letter to "prevent leachate production" 
was too strong a statement. Dr. Crossfield questioned what 
was meant on Page 3 of the cover letter that ground wa~er 
moni t oring would be done "as a pr opriate." Ed Gaylord 
clarified monitoring would be done quarterly in accordance 
with State regulations. Another question was whether 
current collection practices represented enough uncompacted 
refuse to justify c nstruction of a recycling operation. 

Edward Gaylord answered questions regard ing the pr posed 
ultimate open space land use des ignation. 

James Crossfie l d noted that a base line for organic 
chemicals in the ground· water appeared not to have been 
established. Ed Gaylorcl agr.eed that it had not. Dr. 
Cross field also noted on Page 47 of the EIR thct with 
increased canal irrigation there is a potential for an 
increase in the ground water, but there appears to be no 
plans for a clay liner. Ed Gaylord noted that any 
requirements for a clay liner would be placed by the Water 
Quality Control Board . 

The Committee asked that Dr. Crossfield's comments, as 
recorded in the minutes, be submitted to the Director of 
the Resources and Development Departm~nt as an EIR comment. 
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County Solid Waste Management Plan 

Ann Getz reported on the final preparat i ons o f the County Solid 
Waste Management Plan . The Committee requested s ufficient time 
for review and comment. 

Hazardous Waste Upda t e 

Ann Getz reported tha t tle County has been me e ti ng wi th a 
representative from the State Department of Health Se rvice s to 
reach a woLkable a rr angement for the transfer of empty 
pesticide containers . 

Legislative Update 

Accor ing to Getz, all the bills reported at the last meeting 
to be pending the Governor's ac tion we r e signed, except the 
Tanner Bill fo r hazardous waste planning. 

Adjournment 

With no other business, the meeting was adjour ed at 2:57 p . m. 

~~~~ 
Solid Waste Coordinator -, ..../ 

RVA/AVG/pl -1322F 
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Response to Comments of County of Fresno Sol ; d waste Adv lsory 
Committee (Minutes of October 17, 1984 meeting) 
James Crossfield, Member: 

The County of Fresno Resources a nd Developme n Departmer.t 
collected water samples from t ree wells at the project si te C'n 
November 1, 1984. These were: T14S/R17E-29P2, 32Pl, and 33~. 
The County of rresno Department of Health determined contents 
of trichloro ethylene, tetrachloroethylene, dibromochloropro
pane, and ethylene dibromide in ~ bese water samples. Contents 
of all of these chemicals in the samples from the three wells 
were below the detection limits . 
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PROVOST 8: PRITCHARD. I NC.. 
CIVIL ENGINEERING a LAND SURVEYING 

J AME S R . PROVOST 

Octo be r 25, 1984 

J OJO NOR T H l'IRST S T .. E ET. SUIT E 11 2 

l'RESNO CALl .-ORNIA 937211 

PHONE 120 9 1 22 · 2920 

Ms. Melinda Marls, Staff A~alyst 
Resources Divis i on 
Resources and Development 9ept. 
County of Fresno 
4499 East Kings Canyon Road 
Fresn , California 93702 

Re: Draft EIR for American Avenue Landfi1 I Expan sion 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

"~C!IW'rO 
; R S 0 COUNTY 

OCT 26 1984 

RESOURCES & DEVELOPMENT 
DEPARTMENT 

From an interest on water supply to Fresno Co unty , I reviewed Chapter IV, 
~ection C. Groundwater, of the referenced report . My interest in the 
review was to lear .. n if there might be any 11 perched 11 groundwat er conditions, 
and wh~t might happed to the deep gr oundwater if a surface water su pp ly 
becomes available to farm la G in the gen~ ra l area. 

The report states that sil t or clay layers exis t~ but that no ev id ence of 
perched groundwater was found. Tbe test bor ings were deep en ou gh to det ect 
if the A··clay extended to the area, and it apparently does no t . If a 
perched water condition do~s not exist now, one wou l d not dev e lop with the 
i portation of a surface water s upply, as virt~a11y all of the ne i ghbor i ng 
acreage is now irrigated. 

As to what might happen to the elev ~ti on of deep groundwater if a s~rface 
water supply becomes ava i lable , the report no ted that the groundwater 
levels would con tin ue to drop. It i s given that the groundwater levels 
a r e now dropping 2.7 fP. et per year. Also, t hat the consumptive use of 
agricultural crops is a · leas t 2.2 acre-feet per year a.nd that if the 
estimated water su pply is 1.5 acre - f t et per ac re, then the elevations 
will decline at a rdte ~ n the orde r of one f oot per ye~r. This approach 
is very ge neral as to a procedure for ana lysis of how groundwater elev
ati ons m: ght change. Using t he sa me dat , one cou ld argue that elevations 
w· 11 increase. An annual decline of 2.7 fe et per year represents a water 
shortage in the order of 0.5 acre-foot per Y.ear. It ·would then follow 
that an additional supply of 1.5 acre-feet will cause the groun dwater elev
ation to raise 5.4 feet per year. I do not bel ·eve tat either appr ach 
i~ correct i n that the subsurface flows of groundwater is a signific ant 
item in the analysis. I would ~x pect hat with the importation of a 
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October 25, 1984 
Ms. Melinda Marks 
Page 2 

surface water suppl that subsurface i flow to the area rece1v1n g the 
water will decrease, and the subsurfac outflow .will increa s e. The re 
is in the order of 110,000 ac res in the general are which do e s no t 
now have a surface water supply, and the groundwater overdraft is in 
the order of 75,000 acr~-feet per year. !t is hard to s ee how the 
importatiun of even 2.2 acre-feet to 12,000 acres of that land mi ght 
have a significant change on groundwater elevations. Howe er, I do 
not know what the impact might ce. 

Ver truly, 

cg_;_~ 
.:frmes R. Provost 

JRP:ls 
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Response to Comments of Provost and Pritchard, Inc., 
Civil Engineering and Land Surveying - James R. Provost: 

The overall conclusion in the comments is apparently that the 
importation of water to 12,000 acres of land in the vicini ty of 
the project site will have little effect on water levels, due 
to a much larger surrounding area that is in a state of over
draft. Consultant agrees with this conclusion. 
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MAU RICE K. ST RANTZ ECONOMIST 

110 WEST BARSTOW, #105 FRESNO, CALIFORNIA 93704 

November 7, 1984 

Ms. Melinde Marks 
Coordinator American Avenue EIR 
Fresno County Resources and D velopment Depar tment 

209 I 431 ·8223 

209 /I !2·1243 

1 . You have been furnished a copy of my letter to the Board of S perv i sors. Th i s 
letter introduced the leek of consi deration of t he ~ horizon cla~s and is o be 
e par t of the review. 

2 . It is my understandir g that the consul t ants are reviewing whether he A horizon 
exists t o the s i te end specifically t he effect of the Mid-Valley Water 
District. The Exhibit 3 of the Et-CON report may be redrawn if t here is not 
evidence that there are disco tinuitiee under the site. 

3 . The geohydrologist di d not note t he substant ' al deter ior ation i n the t wo 
identical wells 29P end 32P (Tables 7 and 8) over a 2- year period. I would 
think that this would be a matter of concern end should be ana yzed. 

4. Figures 7, 8, end 9 are different fr~ .. previo~s EMCON submittals and probably 
should be resubmitted by EMCON with explanations. 

s . In previous correspondence I have questioned whether a channel to the Fresno 
Slough would ot be more economical and have less groundw ater hazard then the 
pond. It would also be mere valuable as a fill site. 

6. It appears that there should be a sect i on on the cost and operating expenses. 

7. It appears to me that traffic control lights will be requ i red at both Mader a 
Avenue intersect ) ~ns and the amount of charges for these and other traff ic and 
road expenses sho1Jld be identified. 

a. There is a stat emunt that some homes are to be relocated and hat some zoning 
is t be establishsd. Whet ere the costs of t hese activities? 

9. It appears to me t ha t the: alternati es must be reel and expressed in dollars. 
This has not been done. If condemnat ion is required it must be for a need 
within 7 years and should represent t he mo~t economical alternative. 
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Page 2. 

10 . Wi th this much new material I believe that there is a substantial change in t he 
EIR so the new mater i al should be submitted as a supplement and the comment 
period extended and not attempt to cover it in a Final EIR. It appears to me 
that if the excavation ha~ to be restricted to say 10 feet, which would 
probably be the requirement if the clay is near the west side of the site or 
under it, then the cover material would limit the height to say 30 feet. The 
site would then be preserved for a westside only uses and other alternatives 
would need to be examined. 

cc: Supervisor Reich 
Supervisor Koligien 
Supervisor Conrad 
Loren Harlow, RWQCB 
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Sincerely, 

( __ ~ __ ) - al!----_;.' .ye.-- ,.;J. • • ~ ,,_ ~ 

/ Mauri"fe Strantz ..::::.. 

RECEIVED 
FRESNO COUNTY 

NOV 07 1984 

RESOURCES & DEVELOPMENT 
DEPARTME T 
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MAURICE K. STRANTZ ECONOMIST 

110 WEST BARSTOW. 1105 FRESNO, CALIFORNIA 113704 

September 17, 1984 

Vernon Conrad, Cha i rman 
Fresno County Board of Supervisors 

I glad to see item 12 on the agenda since t he Board needs to be adv ised as 
to t he pr ogress on the American Avenue Landfill. The present procedure is to 
have t he mat t. ~r go first to the planning co11111ission and then come back to the 
board. 

I want t o object to the procedure for thP Real Property Division beginning to 
negoti ate even approval of a conditional use permit with the adjacent property 
owners. The EIR al so requir es a acquisition of some residential property and 
some restrictions on use of other agricultural property as to residential use 
un adjacent par~el$. 

I do not think that all of these dist urbing activities should proceed lntil a 
clearer picture has developed as to whether a regional landfill CCW"I be placed 
there. Hy questions as to the water problems have not been addressed. The new 
borings confirm the continuity of the less permable materials. These have not 
been reflected in the artists (geologists) conception. I suggest that he read 
t he reference, Croft, Page and Leblanc (copies attached) . Dr. Schmidt has not 
recognized that the Midvalley Water District is essentially formed and 
surrounds the site on three sides. He doesn't recognize the effect of the 
improvP.d water management efforts in Fresno Irrigation District. The very 
unprofessional phone calls of Chris Palmer (copies attached) and fo l loW\4) by 
the staff have not pt·ovided additional input but tended to cut. off 
communication. 

I f the project is to be dialogued at the Planning Commission and rere ferred to 
you, we should wait for that process. 

Si-nee rely, 

.-
) · : 

---· Str.~zl''-· - __ _:. 
l'lau: i ::e I(. ·ant 

l1KS:wc 
.\ttachtnents: 2 
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20 SiJBSUF.FACE GEOLOGY, SAN JOA~UIN VAL!-~ 

The logs of two core holes, one of which is shown in f igure 2 , show 
t~at the C clay is & yellO\.~sh-brown to grayish-blue, sil ty , calcareous 
clay about 10 feet thick . This clay, also identifi~d on other electri c 
lofs, rarely is more th&.~ 50 feet t hi k. Th~ C clay is considered to be 
of Pleistocene age. 

A Clay: 

The A clay is a fine-grained lacustrine or paludal deposi t composed 
n:z.inly of blue, olive bro~il, or dark greeni sh-gray, plastic, s i lty, sandy , 
~~siferous, and hig!-.2.y organic clay . A log is shown in figure 2. I n 
sa:ne JU'eas, the clay is interbedded with & few ~enses or stringers of 
fine ty medi u:::i sand. The deposit· generally is less than 60 fe~t thick 
a.~C. occurs at a depth of 10 t o 60 feet beneath Buen~ Vista, Kern, and 
r-~:ar! Laite beds and parts of Fresno S~ough (?ls. 1-3, 6). 

In general, the deposit was mapped on the basis of elect ric logs as 
a single lense of fine-grai ned sediment, but logs of core and auger boles 
in:::cate that ~ some areas it consists of severa..l thin clay deposits 
se:a.ratec by thir. beds of sa..9ld. The upper strattl!:l wa s observed in a pit 
i:! sec-:fon 9, T. 25 S. , R. 23 E., about 10 feet below lEL91C. surface. 
r;o:-t!: cf Bui:;ton-..-i:Ucn.· Ridge (pl. 6), s'truct ura..l cor.tom-s were dra\."n on 
t::e ba:e cf the lo-.. ·e st stre.~-..im of the A clay. Be::.eath :Sue::a Vista a.r:.d 
r:~:-:i lake beds it -was necessa._ry to dra.·.- structural c:or.tou:-s 0 11 the base 
o! ~te U~?er stra~u::: because lithologic data were l~cking at the lover 
s~ra.:u:n. 

Cro!t (196e) re?ort~d. that a radiocarbon date (~- 5~ } of 2€ , 78c :: 6c: 
ye;rs ·•as obtaine::. :'r:::::: wocC. found in a core sa.: .. .:-le al·ou~ 3 feet bene5.t~ t::-.e 
A clay a-: a de~"t.~ cf 39 feet in •-ell 25~/21E-2:.:'. The C.a.~e sugge:.ts a 
corre.la:t::.or: Ni ":h the Stansb".lr'J stage of La..'lte Bon::eville as da .. ed by :::ar:.:.e:· 
a!'::i others (1957, p. lll.l) and is com;:a:rable to several ra;iiocarbcn cates 
at Searles ~e (f;_g. l) that were obtained fro~ :cateri a.l occurring r.ear 
t::e :ase of the ra...-t:..ng mud (Seith, 1-~.2, p. 66). A rac:..ccarbor. date 
(" .. :-15c5) of 9, Oi.:.O :: 3'...':J yea.:-s was obteo:..::ed frOI:'I -..-o~ •"i t:::..n the upper 
.,._,, . . ,_ o.ro t""e b ci ,. .. ; r: -:i2c/26':' , nT.• a+ • de .... ,_ '"'l~ 3° ~ee• 'T"-e a-e c.ro_ ~ .... - '-' .... u .. • • •• --.: - • .,./ - ___ \J,;.,, - a. :""'·· """' c - '-• -·· e 
t:-.e A clay is t::-.ere:-ore cor.sidered to be ?leistoce:ie c..--:.·i ~oloce::e('?). 
F.adiocs.rbon dete:-::U.::a~ions -ere by ~eyer Rucin , F.a~:..oca:~c~ Laboratory , 
U.S. Geological S;.:rve::: (..:.:::. Jou:r. . ... Ts~:-:-. ;--::.~lf ~ L ; :i.. L.-; :;: ~ j . _ 
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Responses to Comments of Maurice K. Strantz, Economis t 
(Letter dated November 7, 1984): 

Item 1. A copy of the letter t h at was sent to the Board of 
Supervisors date d September 17, 1984, is included in this final 
EIR following the letter dated November 7, 1984. 

Item 2. The results of EMCON Associates rev i e w r egarding the 
existence of the "A" Clay is reported in a letter d ated NoveTT\·· 
ber 2, 1984 , which is attach e d fol l owing these responses. A 
second let t er dated September 25, 1984, from the Department of 
~ater Resource s which is also attached following these 
responses d i scusses the Mid-Valley Canal. 

Item 3. The chem ical nalyses presented i Tables 7 and 8 for 
the same well may not be directly comparable , becausP of sev
eral factors. For example, sampling procedures may rrot ! a •e 
been the same, ar.d different chemical laboratories analyzed t he 
water samples. Conclusions on changes in grounawater qua l · ty 
shoul~n't be drawn based on only two sampling rounds by dif
ferent investigators. Regular mon · toring of se lected wells 
over a period of several years in the futu re should provide 
information on a change in groundwater quality. 

Item 4. The previous EMCON submittals were prelimi a ry des i gns 
which did not reflect the presently proposed siz€ or conf igu
ration of the landfill. Figur es 7, 8, and 9 represent the size 
and configuration that are now under consideration. 

Item 5. The tra sporting of surface runoff from the pro j ect 
site to the Fresno Slough is viewed by the County and EIR 
C>nsultant~ as unnecessary and impractical. The runoff that 
will be generated can be most effectively managed if retained 
on the site in the proposed r~ tention ba&in rather than having 
to construct and manage the f3cilities necessary to transport 
lt several miles to the slough. 

Item 6. The scope of the draft EIR as designed to comply with 
the requirements of the California waste M nagement Bo ard. 
These requirements do not include address i ng costs and oper
ating expenses. 

Th~ Ca ifornia Waste Man agement Board, i ... its response t o the 
draft EIR, indicated tha t its concerns were very ad e qua t el y 
addressed in ~ he EIR. A copy of t h e Board 1 s response is in 
cluded · this final EIR. 

I em 7. The traffic analysi that is included in the draft EIR 
and the responses o f the County Traffic Eng:neer in this final 
EIR do not support the contention that traffic lights will be 
.. eeded at the Madera Avenue intersectioni=; . 
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I t em e. The r e is a recomme nd ed mi t iga t ion measure o n page 80 
o f the dr af t EIR wh ich i nd ica tes tha t " ons i d e ration shou ld be 
gi ven t o acq u i r ing t h e r es i denc P. s 10c at e d adj acent to t h e 
l andfill ove r time as the la ndfi l operations approac h th e 
bounda r ies o n which the residences ar e loc a ted. " The cost o f 
acq u i ring the r e s id ence s could b _ most a c c urate ly a nd appro
pria tely dete r mi ned as such acquisi t ion is a c t ua l ly con tem
plat ed. 

Th e normal f e e f or f i ling a r ez o ni n g a pplica t i n n with the 
Co unty o f Fresno i s $370.0 0 . 

I tem 9. The scope o f t he va lua t i on of alte r na t i ves i n the 
d raft EIR was as real i st i c as practicable and c o nforms wi th t he 
requiremen t s of the Cali f ornia Waste Ma n ageme nt Boa r d . It 
shou l d be ~ecognized that the main purpose of a n EIR is t o 
e valuate the impacts of a project on t h e physical e n viro~men t 
a nd no t to serve a s an economic fea s i b ility study fo r a pro
j ect. 

I tem 10. Nothing has been presented in the comments received 
on the draf EIR that would j ust i fy the preparation of a ny 
supp leme ntal documentat i on at t his time or the extens ion o f th e 
comment p~r i od . As noted previously, the Californ i a Waste 
Mana9ement Board was very satisfied wi th the eva~ uation o f the 
proj~ct presented in the draft EIR. 

As described in Item 2, there i s no evide n ce that the clay is 
under the si t e. 
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Em con 
AS OCIATE S No vembe r 2, 1984 

Pro j ect 600-01.04 Cousullan s 1n v~ os te s 

anagement . n<J 
En 1ronmental Co:'l •rol 

Headquarte rs 

M • Michael Pao l i 
Michael Paoli & Associates 
Suite 306 
1111 Fulton Ma l 1 
Fresno, Californi a 93721 

Dear Mr. Pao1·: 

Re: Draft En vironme ntal 
Imoact Report, Fresno 
County , American Ave nu e 
Sanitary La ndfill 
Expans i on Project 
(E.A No. 255 ) 

This letter addresses c001ments contained in a letter da t ed Septe b~r 17, 
1984 f rom Maur i ce K. Strantz to Vernon Conrad, Cha i rman, Fresno County 
Board of Supervisors (enclosed ) . Mr. Strantz's letter was forwarded to 
me by the Fresno Coun ty Resou rce and Development De ~ artment with ?. 

r equest to Ji r ec my c001~nts to your office. 

In hi s letter Mr. Strantz refers to geo~ogical work done by Croft, Page 
and Leblanc and attached sever·!J l papers an~ part s of ma ps from repo rts 
on the subsurface geo'iogy of San Joaquin Va 11 ey. The extracts ref to 
the existence of an "A~ Clay which Mr. Strantz sug;~sts extends beneat h 
the proposed Arrerican Avenue Landfill Expansion. 

The "A '' Clay is descrioed in the literature as "a fine - grained 
lacustrine or paludal de pos i t composeu mai nly of blue, olive brown, or 
dark greenish- gray, plas ti c, silty, sandy , gypsiferous, and high ly 
organ i c clay . " No such material was en' ountered in borings dri1lled on 
the American Avenue Landfill Expans ion area by EMCON Associates nor was 
"t reported by Dr. Kenneth D. Schmidt who explored the site in 198 ... . 
("rlydrogeolog i c Condit ·ons a ·: t he Ameri can Avenue Landfill h tension 
Si t e , " Schmidt, Kenneth D, 1982). 

The "A" Clay is di scussed in U.S. Geo l ogical Survey Water-Supply Paper 
1999-H (Croft, 1972) wh i ch indicates the deposit occurs at a depth of 10 
to 60 feet beneath Buena Vista, l<ern and Tulare Lake Beds and pa rts of 
Fresno Sl ough. Plat e 6 in this wat er ~uoply paper s hows t he clay 

90 ArcMr Street. San Jose. Cahlornoo 95t 12. (408) 275- 1444 

Branch othc!' 1455 Schuylko lo Rd., Potrstown, Pennsylv1sn1a 19464 
415 W Garloeld Avenue. Glendale, Calotornoa 91 204 5 1 
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Mr . Michael Pao l i 
November 2, 1984 
?age 2 

ext ending beneath ii portion of Fresno Slough in the vicini ty of he 
American Avenue Landf ill with t he boundary of the: area extending under 
the westerly porti on of the expansi on area . However, the boundary con
t,·ins quest i on :nark symbols indicating that i ts l ocation is uncerta in. 

We contacted Mr. Ronald Pa ge, a geologist loca t ed at t he U.S. Geologica l 
Survey Sacramento office wh i s familiar with the "A" Clay mappin g pro
ject, to discuss the basis for the "A" Clay limits shown on Pla t e 6. 
Mr. Page confirmed that the boundary on Plate 6 is u"lcerta i n and based 
on driller logs of wells distant from t he American Avenue Landfil 1 and 
not site- specific data. 

In summary, exploration of the expansion site as well as the documents 
referenced by Mr. St rantz do not indicate the presence of the "A" Clay 
beneath the American Avenue Landf ill expans ion area. 

Should you have further questions , please do not hesitate t call me. 

RJL:kp 

Enclosure 

Very truly yours, 

EMCON Associates 

i~Jk~ 
Richard J. Leach 
Vice President 
RCE 16111 

cc: Fresno County Resources and Development Department 
Mr. G rald Swan, Director 
Mr. Ed Gaylord, Supervising Engine-:: r 
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"TATE OF CA LIFORNIA- RESOURCES AGENCY 
GEO RGE OEUKMEJIAN . ~~011ernor 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
33 74 East Sh ie ld • Aven ue 

Fresno, CA 9 37::~ 

RECEIVED 
S:RESNO C:.OUNTY 

OCT 0 3 1984 

. 

. 

. 
. 

September 25, 1984 RESOURCES & DEVELOPME NT 
DEPARTMENT 

Mr. Edward R. Gay ·J ord 
Supervising Engineer 
Resources and Development Depar tment 
County of Fresno 
4499 East Ki ng~ Canyon Road 
Fres ~ 1. CA 93702 

Dear Mr. Gaylord: 

As requested in your letter of September 14, I have reviewed t he 
reports on the Ameri can Avenue landfill and t ht data on test hole 
logs and water levels . I agree with the conclusions in the reports. 
No perched water was encountered; water l evels are declining about 
3 feet per yea r and are expected to continue to decline even i f 
Mid-Valley Canal deliveries become avaiiable to the area. 

If yo1! have any questions in this reyard, please te l ephone me at 
445- 51 81. 

Sincerely, 

Cl?.'I -y-A,,LG'> •'1/>__. 
Arvey A. Swanson, Chief 
Pl anning Section 
San Joaquin District 
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FR SNO WU 1T 

NOV 07 1984 

RESOURCES & DEVELOPMENT 
DEPARTMENT 
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RECEIVED 
FRESNO Q>UNTY 

~av 01 1984 

sOUIC!S & nevetOPMENT 
RE DEPARTMENT 

5 5 

CUP 
2146



NOV 07 i984 

r.eSOURCES & OEVElOPMEN'T 
OcPARTMEt-lT 
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F. esource and i.evelop .• H:.nt L erart ~ er. t 

RECEIVED 
FRESNO TV 

NG fJ l 1984 

ReSOURCES & DEVELOPMENT 
DEPARTMENT 

It has recently be~n brou b+ to my btten t1~n t bat t~ e County is 

eri~a.n Avenue Lan fill Site, herc o.f t er, refe e. 

to as t he "dump" . 'l'be cot.:nty a lso ropo es -co use Jens n Avenue a s 

tbe ~ain rou t e of haul . Us e of J en s en woul incre ase the traff ic 

f low, t his is the basis of my argu~ent. 

First of all l €t :Ti e ad dresa. tr.e proble;J . T ash is what we are 

t ~l4ing about. ~h e sad fact is, that it is no t even my trash. The 

County is going to be sendin~ the Fresno-C lo~ i s area trash through 

'.iJY front ya~d. 'Rhy do I have to put up ·:1ith someone else' s garbage? 

I dispose of my own trash, but if this pro posal passes I will be 

cl eaning my street ~!d disposing of other people's trash. Can you 

S.i:Jell UNFAIR? 

~ec0noly, the County w&.nts to send fifty-s ix loads of was te 

daily,ov€r a ten hour period. One hundred and twP.lve ti ~es a dGy a 

~arba~z truck will pass my house. Aproxi ; ctely one tru ck every five 

:Ginutes will pass by my ouse, this is in addition to t he trS.:fic 

:::tlready on the road. Can you spell NOISE EOLLUTIOf~? 

••
1/i th the addition of t he trucks, which will have to make a 

le1 t hand turn on to Madera Avenue (145), it will cause traffi c 

e;on5est i on &t the already busy i n tersection . .H .. hou t a si gn c.l or 

stop si&i at the intersection you would be r~sking for a 1..raffi c 

~~ciu ent. Can you spell LOSS OF LIFE? 
Cl 

Jensen :1 s"rural street, it is travelled by slow- moving f a rm 

u;ach inery as well as fast-Uloving trucks. The severe increase in 

traffic would over tax the street and · ~ c:.n y more traffic acciden t s 

would occur resultin g in loss of property and loss of lif~. 
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I have an o th er concErn, triat is our C'.l ilcren . '!'he-re :;.re -:;_ny 

fa~ilies with ch i l t ren livin~ alo~~ J ecsen. School busses travel 

0 ea s en five days a week picking stutients up and t~en returninG them 

h ome. I f ee l wi t h th e s udd en acdi tion of traffic there will be n 

s eri ous threat to t he welfare of our chil~ren. 

F in~1ly, I feel sorry f o r the eo f _e living near ~e dump . 

t is +:ru e many peo .f..·le bouc;ht l and af te r t r.c du:np had been e s t 2.. bli shca . 

1iowever, they did not l~ ow it would ever be e:q)a1 d €d to fourteen an c 
a aalf ti~e s its original s i ze. Tbey a lso d d no t ~now t .ey would 

have to sell-out j ust to 1L8.k e roo m for Fresn o Ci t .·' s t r ash . Can you 

spell INJUSTICE? 

In conclusion I 'u like to suggest a better rou t e , tha t of 1:ortb 

Av enue. Ther e is l c:s s traf f ic, and the r;orth CP.nal 'oord ers one side, 

thus eli:uinating a lot of er s c- t affic prob l e ;ns . The best solu"ti on 

no wever, would e to send your trash elsewhere. Can you s pell.. ~"Ell PL}N~ 

I think you should . 
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Response to Comments of Alma Furtaao, Ida L . Lowe and Albert 
E. Lowe, Margaret Sandbothe, Joseph E. Perry and Ru th Couto: 

The above respondents all appear to live in the ge n ra l vicin
ity of Jensen Avenue or ~he proposed lar.df i ll site. The most 
commonly expressed concern in their comments re lated t o traffic 
safety along Jensen and Mad era Avenues. Other concerns i n
cl uded noise and litter asso ciated with project traffic, t h at 
the approval of the roiect i s a foregone conclusion, t hat t he 
project will adversely impact groundwater i n t he area, that 
Fresn o and Clov ' s shou ld take care of their own garbage and 
that the landfill will dd versely impact res ide n ces in it s 
immediate vicinity. 

The r easons for selecting Jensen and North Avenues for eval
u ~tion as potential haul routes for the landfill a re exp la i n ed 
on pages 81 t hrough 88 of the draft EIR. Three import ant 
factors shou l d be noted regarding these rou t es. First , the 
Co unty has not made a fin al dete rmin ation on the actual haul 
route that will be used. This determination wi ll be made at 
some f uture time if the project is approved, and the informa 
tion presented in this EIR, including the respondents' 
comments, wi ll be taken into consideration in making the det e r
minat i on. 

Second, the traffic analysis prepa r ed for the EIR does not 
indicate t at the traffic generated by the project would have 
a significant adverse impact on any of the roads th t were 
considered as possible l aul r outes. All of the roads would 
continue to op~rate at a ~eptable levels of service without o~ 
with the projPct. 

Third, on page 88, mitigation measures are suggested for en
hancing t r affi~ safety and conven~ence along the haul routes. 

The potential impacts of the project on noi e levels along t~e 
two haul routes that were stuGied are de scribed in Section 
IV,H, of the draft EIR. It is conclude · that noise levels 
along the hau l route would increase as a result of proje ~ t
related truck traffic. If Jensen Avenue is selected, incre ased 
noise levels would not be significant. If North Avenue is 
selected, noise levels could increase significantly if tie 
waste-to-energy piant is not developed. 

The County of Fres n o has an ongoing litter control program 
which is in effect now and is utilized to remove litter from 
landfill haul routes and other County roads. This program 
would be extended to the American Avenue haul route if the 
project is implemented. 

The potential impacts of the pro ject upon gr o undwater are 
described in Section IV,C, of the draft EIR. The proposed 
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project cannot be opera ted as a dump, due to strict resulations 
that have been adr>p t ed by the State Water Board. Historically, 
monitor wells were not in p lace near mos t la nd fills where 
pr.ot-lems developed . At t he Amer i.:an Avenu e Landf il 1 exp ans io; 
site, the proposed operat ion wo•ll d be carefu ly mon itored. If 
pollution is observej i n water from the monitor wel ls, correc
tive act i ons wo uld b e requir e by the regulacory agencies 
i nvolved. 

The draft EIR notes that the existence of the landfill, in
cluding the na ture of the use and its oreration ~ character
i stics and appearance , may be consider~j undesirable by the f ew 
residents who would live near it. T11e EIR , l so suggests as a 
mitiqa t i n mea ure that t he Count y con ~1~e r acqui ring the 
houses located adjacent to the andfi l as t he landfill opera
tions approach the boundaries on whic h the ~ouse s are l ocated. 
This measure wculd preclude any possi bl e l ong-term confli ct s 
with residents in the immediate area. 

The need for the project, he area it will s erve and the status 
of the existing American Avenue facilit y are de scribed in 
Section II of t e draft EIR. Alternative locations that were 
consider~d for the landfill are discussed in Sect ion VI. 

Finally, any content i on that t he app ov a l of the projec t s a 
foregone con c lusion is erroneous. The County o f Frei o must 
consider and approve a conditional u s e permit app l ica~i on 
before the p ject can be implemented. ~he publ ' c wil l h~ ve an 
opportunity to present testimony for or against ~b e proj ect at 
the public hea ring on t he conditional use permi ~ . 
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I 

A. PROJBC'l' LOCATION AND D!SCllIPrION 

The project ite consists of 440 acres of prima i l y undeveloped 
and agricultural lar.d located on the north s ide of Amer ican 
Avenue, ~our milas west of State Highway 145 (Mader e Avenue) a t 
Lake Avenue, in Fresno Couney, Califo~nia . The i t e is i n 
rural s~tting w-ith agriculture the predominant surrounding land 
use. 

The proposed project would expand the existing 30-acre ~ecican 
Avenue L ndfill into a regional disposa site in t wo ph ases: 
first, to 160 cres on land owned by Pr e s o County an ulti
mately, up to • 40 acres on adjoining land that would e ac
quired by the ~ounty. Wh~n completed, the landf ill would 
consist of a series of knolls rising 100 feet above t he exist
ing gr~und surface. 

The l ndfill would have capacity for 32.7 mill i on cub i c yar~s 
o! ret ~ se, most of which would come from the Fresno-Cl o v i s 
Metropol·tan . Area. The facility wou d h~ve a service life 
ranging from 23 to 93 years, depend ng upo11. the fill acena r:lo. 
The fill sce la io that is contemplated in the revised Fresno 
County Solid Wa~te Management Plan would provide the 9 3 ye ar 
service life. This scenario invo v s the landfill r~ceiv i ng 
primarily sh from a waste-to-energy plant that is planned to 

e op r ational in 1987 at a site in the south Fresno area. 

The land i.11 ualifies as a Class II- :Eacili ty under cux-r ent 
St te regulations. With this classificat · on, the site can 
accept for disposal non-hazardous municipal wastes. If the 
l ndf ill rece!ves ash from the wa te-to-energy plant, its 
classification and th~ design standards under which it must 
operate may change t r fleet appl i cable State regulations. 

B. INSIGRIPICAN'.r IMPACTS 

The proposed project would either n t 21dve seJ y impac t or would 
have insignificant adve:rse impacts on the fol lo ing natural 3nd 
human resources and conditions~ a r uality except dust), 
geologic conditions, ~lope stability, v . g~tatio (no rare or 
endangered plant s e .ies were found on t hl:! sit.e), wj ldl :. fe ( n\,) 
rare or endange~ d i d l; fe spe ies appear to inhabit the 
site), public l nd use P ' l icy and zoning, growth inducement, 
tranr.portation, t s t orica2 r eso c~s, odors and ve t ors. 
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Co POTEN'rIALL1.: SIGNIFICANT IMPAC:ts 

Devel opment and op~ration of the landfill may cause the poten
t ial1y aignif icant impa ts presented in the following list. The 
po~ sibil i ty of a ny of the listed impacts occurring can be 
s ubstantially reduced . if not in most cases eliminated throug 
proper applicat ion of mitigation measures incorporated in the 
proj e ct plans or recommended in this EIR. 

1 . Airbot-~e duat resulting f rom soil excavat ion and ash dis ... 
posal ~ou l become noticeable in downwind areas during periods 
of high winds. 

2. Property located west of the project site, along the north 
side of Ame r· can Avenue, could be impacted if contaminated 
runof f should leave the landfill site. 

3. Landfill leachate could be generated wh ich could degrade 
gro~ndwater quality in the area. 

4. The existence of the landfill, including the nat ure of the 
use and i~s operational characterist i cs and appearance , ay be 
considered undesirable by the few nearby residents. 

S. An i ,. re~se i n tpe area exposed to noise l evels exceeding 
r.pplicable Fr esno County standards would occur in t~ immediate 
vi~inity of the landfill. Noise l vels a~ong the haul rou te 
would also increase. This impact woul only be s ignif 'can t if 
the waste-to-ene gy plant was not implemented. 

6. Landfill gas c:o\!ld migrate off t he project s · ·e and ad
versel y ~ffect surrounding agricultural crops. 

7 o Fi res in the landfill could occur if hot asu . o ds are 
dwr.p~d with leads of unpr~cessed waste. 

D. MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation meaa ~es desi9n~ to 
included in t e project p ans . 
are recommended in the EIR t o 
measures. They include t 

reduce or ~liminate impacts are 
Additional mitigation measures 
supplement and strengthen thes~ 

1. •res '· ing for landf.i l l gas should be conducted in accordance 
with State and Pederal regulations to e nsl re that migrat i g 
gases d not exceed: ( 1 ) 25 percent o f t he lower exp1.osive 
limit for gases in fac ~.li ty structures and ( 2) the lower t-xplo
sive l imi t for gases at the propert~ boundary . 

As an addit i onal me~sure, gas monitoring should be conducted 
when the , ndt ill ancroaches within 1 ,000 feet of any enclosed 
tructures. 

2 

CUP 
2146



2. The in te rmed iate and f i nal cover should be d signed in 
accordance wi th State minimum standards to precl1.ide percolation 
of r a i nfal l both from large storms and during wet years . Irri
gation of t he oove· landscaping should be a vv i,:ied entirely if 
possible. 

3 . A prC>perly des ig ned and conducted gronndwater monitoring 
prograii:. s hould be e s tabl ishedc 

4. Based upon th prese ·:ltly contempl a ted general location of 
\; w\lste-to-energy plant i I. south Fresno 7 Jensen Avenue should 
be given pr imary cons idera t i on as t he haul ~cute betwetn the 
plant and t e landfil l . 

5. To preclude future l and use conf l icts, the County s hould 
consiqer the acquisit i on oc t.he res:f.dence:; near the landfill 
over time as the landfill operutions approach t e bounaar ies on 
whi~' the residences are located at.d the appl lcation of zoning 
whi ~h wil l prevent fu~th e r r es i dential developrueat in the 
landfill v ' cinity. 

B. SIGNIFICANT ONAVOIDAB- E ADVBRSE IMPACTS 

Research and evaluation conducte or th ~ s EIR has not identi
fied any significant unavoidable adver s~ impact s to on- or 
off-si,t e areas associated wi t h t he project . 

r. ALTBRRATIVBS 

The alternatives sect ion -ddresse s t he •no project• alterna
t i ve, .alternative s i tP. locations and alternat ive design cor~fig
urations for the landfill. Under the no proj ect alternat ive, 
the existing 30-acre American Avenue landfi l l could ontinue to 
operate until it 4aches capac ' ty in 19 85. The agency that 
would b most affected by the o project alternative would be 
the City of Fresno whic must find a means of disposing of 550 
tons per day o f refuse befo~e i t s e xisting landfill reaches 
capacit y l.n the latte:: part of ·1 s-ns. 

The Fresno-Cl~vis Metropol it n olid waste Commi ss i on s t ud ie a 
number o f possible locat io s for the landfil l before selecting 
t h American Avenue s ' t e . The a_ternat i ve sites t ha t were 
gi ven in-depth consideration are described in Section VI. 

Three design alternatives wer e c ns i dered for t he American 
Avenue Expansion project. These ternati ·e s ar~ aescrib~d in 
e ction VI and involve di f fere nce s · n f 11 capac ity and visual 

c dract er i st i cs. 

G. COMOLATIVB ANO IRRl:iVERSIBLE IMPACTS 

The proposed p oject would have minor C\1)1\ulative impacts on air 
qua l i ty, noi ae, agrtculturai land, and vegetat i on and wild l ife . 
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I I 

GBR!RAL BACltGROOND :tNPORMATION 

A. IftRODOCTI <>t; 

Th is sec t ion and Sect i on III descri e th~ location, setting, 
design ~nd operat i onal characteris tics of t1e proposed Alnerican 
Avenue Lapdf i ll Expans i on proj ect . The gene r al format in which 
the informat i on is pr esgnted i s des i 1ned to compl~ with a 
project description checkl i s t prepared by the California Waste 
Management Boaxd (CWMB) . 

Information on the proposed pr oj ec t presen~ ed in this section 
and S ction III w1s taken pr imarily from fo ur sources : Pre
!!minary Des ian' •;onstruction and o arat i ons Re ort for err-: 
ca~"l Avenue Lan f iif, prepared- by 3MCC:~ Assoc iates, Apri , ; 
Project Draft Management Repor t--~erican Av nue Laradf ill 
Expansion, Fresno, California, prepared by ENCON Associates, 
August, 1983; Fresno County So l id wa te Manageuent Plan (Re
vised Draft), prepared by the County of Fresno Resou~ces and 
Development Department, May, 1984. Copies o f these do cuments 
are available for r eview at the Re sourc s and Deve lopm~nt 
Department . 

B. PROJBCT LOCATION 

The locational re l ationship o f the pro j c t si t withi n the 
State of California, Coun y of Fresno ~nd i ts i mmed i ate e nv i
rons is shcJn on Figures 1-3 . The 440 acre ite i s i n a ru al 
setting in northwestern Frusno County. It is locat ed on t e 
north side of American Avenue, four miles west of State Highway 
145 Madera Avenue) at Lake Avenue. ~he nearest concen t ra
tions of population are in the City of San Joaqu · n, f i ve miles 
southwest (population 2,111); City of K~rman , five mi les north
east {populati on ' , 043); and the un incorpora. e community of 
Tranquillity, :J x i,les west-southwest (population 705 ). Th e 
Presn -Clov ~ ~ -~opolitan Area (population 341,542 ) is about 
twenty-two miles northeas of the site. 

The project site i s wi th in portions of Sections 3 2 and 33, 
TownAhip 14 South , ~ng~ 17 East, M.D.B.&M. and is shown on t he 
Jameaan, Cal ifor nia and Kerman, California 7.5 Minute u.s.G.s. 
Quadrangle Maps. 

C. NBBD POR PROJBCT 

The Fresno-Clovis Metropolitan Solid Wasc Commission (FC / SWC ) 
is currently impler entin9 a comprehensive solid waste manage
ment plan on which the revised Fresno Counta Solid waste Man
agement Plan (CoSWMP) is b i . The plan a ares~es the needs 
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2. Potentic: . Impacts 

If a sufficient amount of water is allowed t o contact t he 
refuse, then landfill leachate may be created, which could 
degrade the quality of groundwater in the area. I f t his oc
curs, several domes t ic and irrigation wells in the v ie nity 
could be impacted. Potential sources of water that could 
cont~ct the refuse include: 1) infilt~ation of rainfall from 
intense storms, 2) infiltration of storm runoff or irrigation 
tailwater , 3) infiltration of water used for landscape i rri 
gation, 4) wastewa·ter disposed to the landfill, 5) r · ng 
groundwater, ,; ) horizontal movement of deep percolat ion from 
irrigation on adjacent lands, and 7) horizontal movement of 
recharged storm runoff from the proposed pond. 

Por Scenarios I and III, where no ash is disposed at the site, 
leachate would be e~pected to .contain significant levels of the 
following constituents that could degrade groundwater quality: 
iron, manganese, alkalinity, ha~dness, organic nitrogen, am
monia, total organic carbon, boron, fluori~e, chloride, and 
TDS. Affected water could also have an objectionable taste and 
odor. The main parameterfl that could impact the use of water 
for domestic purposes would be t~ste and odor, The main con
stituents that could impact irrigation wells would be TDS, 
boron, and chloride. Trace organic chemical constituents would 
gener·ally not be expected at significant levels, unless there 
was illegal disposal of industrial wastes at t he site. 

Por Scenario IX, where ash is disposed at the site, numerous 
trace metals could also be of concern, such ~s lead, chromium, 
cadmium, selenium, barium and silver. Many of the trace metals 
that could be present are listed in th~ Primary Drinking Water 
Standards. Thus groundwater for domeetic use could be ad
versely impacted. 

In terms of leachate formation, infiltration of rainfall can be 
controlled by us! q suitable material for daily, intermediate , 
and final cover. The finer-grained materials (silt) at the 
site appear to be adequate for intermediate cover. EMCON 
Associates (1984a) has indicated that this material is also 
adequate, for final cover, if a thickness of four feet is used. 
Infiltration of storm runoff should be minimal if the proposed 
design i s followed. Water used for landscape irrigation has a 
significant potential to create leachate, unless it is care
fully controlled to minimi.ze deep percolation. wastewater also 
has potential to create leachate, if di$posed to the landfill. 

Rising groundwater is very unlikely to contact the buried 
refuse. New lands have been eve loped in the vicinity in 
recent years and pumpage ha~ likely i ncreased. As long as 
irrigation is practiced in the area and groundwater continues 
to be the major source of water, groundwater should not contact 
buried refuse, if the maximum depth of excavation is no greater 
than 30 feet ~s planned. 
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of the Fresno-Clovis Me t ropol itan Area by including the fol
lowing: (1} a waste-to-energy plant , (2) a materials recy l ing 
facility, and (3 ) a reg onal san tary landfill for disposal of 
both residual fr om the waste- to-energy r e c very plant and 
nonprocessibles t a must byp ss the plant. 

The projec t site has been proposed as the location for the 
regional landfill. It would also serve as the si te of a re
cycling facility. 

The existing l~ndfi ll presently receives less than 50 tons of 
solid waste per day. The waste stream would i ncrease to ap
proximately 600 tons per day after c l osure of the City of 
Fresno Landfill in mid 1985. Total da ily site tonnage could 
further increase up to 1,200 tons per day if other sites s~rv
ing the P.resno- lovis Metropolitan Area close in the same 
period. Tbe waste-to-energy plant wi th a capaci ty of 750 tons 
per day is scheduled for comeletion i n 1987. Ash and nonpro
cessible waste from the plant , as well as wastes t~at bypass 
the plant, would be transported to the expanded landfill site 
for disposal. With the waste-to-energy plant operatio~, the 
landfill would receive 225 tons per day of ash and nonproces
sibles. 

D. AREA SBRVBD 

The proposed project is planned to provide a mi~ !.mum of twenty
f ive year s disposal capability f or the Fresro-Clovis Metro
politan Area. It would also provide disposal capabil ity for 
the West County Solid Wast.e Planning Area and can also prov ide 
an interim backup site i~ the Southeast Regional Facility is 
unable to serve the re9i~nal need. Fu~ther, the site is sur
rounded by agricultural uses and could be expanded to prov ide 
for other county-·wide long-term needs. The boundaries of the 
referenced servi~a ar~as are shown on Figure 4. 

B. POPOLATIOR SBRVBD ARD POPULATIOR PROJBCTIONS 

The existing and projected populations for the service a eas of 
the American Avenue Landfill are p esent . in Table • The 
table indicates that the population of the Fresno-Clovis Metro
politan Area, the primary service area for the landfill, was 
341,542 in 193C and is projected to reach 533,000 by the year 
2000. The ' abl e also indicates th a t the West County Solid 
Waste Planning Area had a 1980 population of 69,167 and that 
this population is expected to increase to 107,900 by t .e year 
2000. The population of the two pr im~ry servic~ areas ac
cou1-: ted for 8 0.8 percent of Fre no County's popul ation in 1980. 
This percentaqe is expected to remain fairly constant through 
the year 2000. 

P. BXISTIHG PACILITIBS 

The County of Fresno approved a conditior.al use permit to allow 
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TABLE 1 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS BY COMMISSION SERVICE AREA* 

Commission 
Service Area 

Fresno Clovis Me tro-
politan 

Southeast Regional 

Wt!stside 

Sierra Region 

COUNTY 'l'OTAL 

1980** 

34 1,542 

78,088 

69,167 

25,824 

514 ,6 21 

( % >. 
Population 

1985 

(67.4) 381,700 

(15.2) 87 .. 300 

(13.4) 77,300 

_(5.0) 28,90Q. 

(100.0) 575,200 

*using a 2.25 percent annual increase 

1990 

426,700 

97,500 

86,400 

32,300 

642,900 

2000 

533,000 

121,900 

107,9QO 

40,300 

803,100 

**Based on 1980 o.s. Census, o.s. Dept. of Commerce, released 
April 1, 1980 
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solid waste diaposal operations on t he original 20-acre Ameri
can Avenue ·~~andf ill site in 1971 . An additional 1 0 acres were 
ad ed to the site in 1979 . 

The exi t.ing landfill is owned and operated t t the County of 
Fresno. t is - Class II-2 f acility and currently receive s 
less than SO ~ons per day of municipal solid waste , construc
tion and demol ition debris and agricul tur l waste and t ires . 

The remaining capacity of the existing American Avenue Landfill 
is estimated a~ 145,200 cubic yards. The estimated closur~ 
date is -in 1985. The proposed post closure use for the land
fill is a~ricultural open space. 

Info ation on other landfills in Fresno County is available in 
the Revised CoSWMP. This i. ~lud•s the location of permitted 
solid waste di posal sites, current disposal site operations 
and remaining capacities and proposed final use of the sites. 
The principal landfill that the expansion of the American 
Avenue site would replace is the City of Fresno's munic ' pal 
landfill located at the extreme southwest corner of the City. 
The 135 acre site has been in operation aince 1935 and is 
planned to reach capacity !n the latter half of 1985. It is a 
Class II-2 facility and receives about 55~ tons of municipal 
solid waste ano construction and demolition debris daily. 
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III 

PROJECT DBSC~IPTION 

A. SIT! DBSCRtPTION 

1. Size 

The existing 30~acre American Avenue Landfil l lS proposed to be 
expanded into a re9icnal dispoeal site e ncompassing up o 
approximately 440 acres. The project involves enlarging t he 
existing fac i lity in two phases: first, to 160 acres on land 
cu .. ren t ly \lwned by Fre·sno County and, ultimately, up to a 440 
acre site on adjoining l~~d that would be acquired by the 
County (see Figure 5). 

2. Topogr.!£.!!I 

The e~ist.ing topography on the project site is shown on Figure 
6. r-~ost of the site is generally flat and without significant 
landfo~ms,. with the exception of the portion that is being used 
for the existing landfill. The site slopes toward the south-
est, from an elevatior1 ·of about 18£, feet MSL at the northeast 

corner, to an elevation of 178 feet at the so thwest corner. 

The ex i sting landfill h~s been excavated to a depth of about 20 
feet below the ground surface at the north end of the facility. 
The fill has reached a maximum height o abou~ 10 feet near t he 
center of the facili~y. 

3. Land Use 

The land uses on and in the vicinity of the project site are 
rural and agri ultural in character. Land uses on the s ite 
include approximately 170 acres of uncultivated open space, 2 O 
acres pla ted in cotton, 40 acres planted in alfalfa and 30 
acrea in us as the existing landfill. Of the 160 acre~ pres
ently owne by th ounty (.Jf Fresno, 130 acres are· undeveloped 
open spa~e and 30 acres are ~he landfill. 

Lake A enue, an unimproved County road, extends thro 9h the 
site along the west edge of the existing landfill. There are a 
gatehouse, a scale and a maintenance building at the existing 
landfill. The only other buildings or structures on the entire 
s te are one single family dwelling and adjoining farm-rel a tQd 
buildings located east of the existing landfil l and north of 
American Avenue on land that is now privately own.ad. 

There are uncultivated open space, a v i neyard, land planted in 
cotton and three single family dwel ling un i ts north of the 
site. The land to the east and south of t he site is planted in 
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cotton, •1iney~rc.i' a1 d alfalfa. .L'he lan to the west is primar
ily uncultivat ·c open space . There are several si ngle f~mily 
dwellings loca~ed in this area, along the west edge of the 

te. Five ~~elling s r~ loeated along the north side of 
Am ric&n ven~~ near the o~thwest cor~er of the site and there 
is a mall enclav of obi le homes situated between 1,500 to 
1,900 fe~.t rao L·· t b of American Av'enue near the west boundary of 
the f'lte. 

A ap and addit i onal informat ion o land uses in the area are 
presented in Sec ion V.A. 

4. Public La~C!:!!_Pol icy and Zonin9 

Th project site 1$ de i g natecl a~ disposal site under t e 
Solid Waat.e .t='ac:i.l it.y Policy of the Fresno_Cou t* General Plan 
( Coun ty of F'cesnoe i ~83). ~he relationship o~ t e site to the 
general pl n is f ur*!.h11:.r. di cussed in Section V ,A. 

The project :&.te and ~arr undi g and are zom.~d AE-20 (Exclu
sive Agric~lture 0 er~ mi~hl~~). Landfills . pe~£itted in 
the AE-20 Distri t subject to first securing a conditional use 
pe~mi t. Unclassified Con4 tional Use Pe~ · it No . 955 was ap
proved by the County of Fre,t:no tn t 97'1 for the or i gina t 20-acre 
America Ave nue Landf ill., 01\classified Condition l Use Permit 
No ~ 165 was approved in 1~19 to allow th expansion of tha 
site to the present 30 acres. 

s. Ownership ~d Operational ~ea~nsibiliti 

The Americ~o Avenue Landfill wouJ. be owned and operated by the 
County of Presno~ The Reaourc .s ·nd Deve l opment Department 
would have 8ir~ct responsibil t y fo~ the managemen · of the 
facility. 

6. P,iJ.:>li~ ~6. Private Use 

The landfi 1 p rimaril'Y ·d be use1d by the public s .·.:or but 
would be open to pri~ate ha :.l<lers nd to the general public ~ It 
would be ma inly s rv~~ by la~ge olid waste transfer trucks 
from the Fr~sno-Ciovis .Mecropol1ta.n Are.a. Ultimately, a large 
portion of ~h~ material hauled · uld b~ ash from t he proposed 
w·aate-to-ener9y plant. 

7.. Class if icati· n of Landfill and ·. astes Received - . 

a. ~urr~nt Regul ~tions 

The American Avenu~· L~ndf iil exp nsion site qualifies .~or a 
Class I-2 clas&if ~ catioo under the current requiremen t s o f 
Subchapter 15, C(1a ter 9, Title 23 of the California AdmJ.nis
trative Code as adGiniste~ed y the State Water Reso~~ c s 
Control Board (dWRCP} . o der th~ classification, the oite 
could accept for disp..,sal non .a2.ardou s ruunicipal solid waste 
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Group 2 w te s) pr oduc ed i n th~ proposed site ser vice a~ea. 
Once the s ite st arts r eceiv i ng " aste-t - energy plant ash, 

· current regul ations wo uld require that areas i n wh ich th ~ ash 
is landfilled mus t meet Class II-1 s tandards . Results of c~em
ical test ing cf t he ash per Department of Health Services (DBS) 
pr cedu~e s would indicate whethe r or not a low-pe rmeab ility 
liner and leachate ~ollec t ion sys tem would be needed i n the 
areas designa ted for aah disposal . 

b. Pending Revis i ons to Site Classi fications 

Proposed revisions t o Subchapter 15 , which have been approved 
by t e SWRCB would, among othe things , change the disposal 
site classification system and in rod uce var ious prescriptive 
design standards. Disposal s i te cl ssifications would chang 
as follows: 

Current Classification 

Class I 
Class II-1 
Class II-2 
Clasa III 

Proposed New Classif i c tion 

Class I 
Class II 
Class III 
Unclassified 

The revised regulations would llow disposal of the inci nerator 
ash with refuse in a Class III (new) landfill provided ) t he 
D p rtment of Health Services de termines the waste to be no n
hazardous, and 2) solids-to-liquids ratio f the t otal waste 
in the landfill is not less than 5:1 by weight. 

I f laboratory testing per Department of Heal t h Services pr o
cedures indicates that aeh, or a y co ponent thereof, from the 
waste-to-energy facili.ty meets the hazardous waste definit ion, 
the site construction featur~s would ne d to comply wi h the 
pending standar s. Design standards under consideration would 
require.that ash disposal areas be constructed with a 2- f oo t 
clay liner having a permeability of 1 x 10-6 centimeters per 
second or less, overlain with a m nimum 1-foot permeable 
b anket and leachate ollection system. 

Pending ~w regulations are subject to modification through the 
r~gulatocy review process. Adoption of the revised Subchapter 
1 S regul,ations is expect d no sooner than Fall of 1984. In any 
event, ash received at the sit e would be disposed of in compli
ance with the designated landfi~l standards. If a l i ner i s 
required, details would be presented i~ the final plans for the 
landfill. 

8. Landfill Design (Site Layout, Height of Fill, Ultimate Use) 

The Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plan, Fill Sequence Plan 
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a nd s ~ ~ions , Details, and Conceptual Site Closure and Land
scape Plan are presented on Fi9~re 7-10. The figures show the 
proposed configuration of the ~ompleted landfill and construc
tion details of t he proj~ct. Some adjustments and changes to 
these drawings wo ld be made when a more detailed final engi
neer ing ·design is completed . 

The Grading and Drainage Plan (Figure 7) shows proposed final 
grade s to be reached for site closure . Development of the 
landfill t.o the indicated (closure plar,) grades would create a 
series o f knoLl s that r i se above interven ing saddles: the 
slopes of the pet·ime ter wo d be ild. An 11-weather access 
road would rem~ in as a perma e t f eature to facilitate future 
uses and maintenance of the area. L~ke Avenue , which bisect
the s i te, wo ld b~ realigned along the western property bound
ary. 

The se ies o f knolls would rise abou· 100 feet above the ex
isting ground surface. Perimeter s lopes would be no steeper 
than 5 : 1 (horizontal:vertical} and the top surface of the fill 
would be sloped at 3 to S pe~cent . These surface slopes are 
sufficient to ensure runoff. of surface water afte anticipated 
settlement of the underlying waste fill. As t he landf i.11 is 
brought to final gr de, a total of 4 feet of cover soil would 
be placed ove the wastes. 

The site is not located in a 100-y~ar flood p ain, and there is 
no history of inundation at the sit e. Drainage ditches would 
be used to direct runoff around the site and to co trol on- ite 
surface water runoff ~ A storm water retention basin would be 
provided in the southwest corner of the site to collect l 
r unoff from the site. 

Tt e Fi ll Sequence Plan an Sections (Figure 8) show the pc
posed manner and equence of filling. The Fill Sequence Plan 
divides t e landfill into module~ numbered t u indicate the 
order of exca at ion and filling . Th's seiquenc~ has been de
signed to facilitate access, efficient excavation and handling 
of ea th mate ials and controlled p acerent of refuse ~ ill. 
Three selecte sections show n cross-sect i on th~ exis t inq 
ground surface, excavation subgrade, fi nal landf i~ l surface 
profile , s well as the direction of fill advancement wi thin a 
typical module. A four-work i ng-face de tail highlights the 
method of refuse placement and lift constr ctions 

The plart al s o shows a t ypical modul excavatio n l an . ·~'he 
excavation i s sloped to drain to the perimE ~er , where a maxim"m 
excavatio.n depth of 30 fee t is proposed. 

A r ecycling c nter is planned at the locu i on shown ad j acent t6 
the site en t rance on American Avenue. At minimu, faei ii t · es 
would be provided to %&cover aper, ixed s and aluminum 
c~ns . The area designated for t e recycling cent r al lo s fo ~ 
future exp ns ion if needed. 
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The Details (Figure 9) s how typical dimens ions and preliminary 
~onstruction details for crit ical fac ilities, including (1) 
access r o ds, (2) drainage and leachate collectio systems, and 
(3) a landscaping corridor designed t o enhance the site' s 
appearance. 

The Conceptual Site Closure and La ds c pe Plan (Figure 10; 
illustrates ~:he landfill at time of closure • . A descr iption of 
the c:'."i.os11re plan and l andscap ing is presented in Section III,C. 

9. Site Capac ity and ervice Life 

Estimates of waste capacity , landfill ~ervi ce life and earth
work requir~ments based on the design shown on Figur es 7- 10 are 
summarized on Table 2. The service life is presented under 
three scenarios that encompass the range of operating condi 
tions that could occur: 

a. Scenario I 

The energy recovery plan (waste-to-energy plant) that is pro
posed i n the revised CoSWMP is not impleme ted and the site 
receives 600 tons per day of primarily munic ipal solid wastes 
from the Fresno-Clovis Metropolitan Area commencing in late 

985. The service life of the landfill under this s~enario 
would be 48 years. 

b. Scenario I! 

The landfill receives 600 tons per day of primarily munic ipal 
solid wastes from the Fresno-Clovis Metropolitan Area commenc
ing in late 1985. Implementa tion of the energy recovery plan 
as contemplated in the revised CoSWMP reduces the waste stream 
in 1987 to 225 tons per day of ash and nonprocessibles . The 
service life under this scenario is estimated at 93 years. 

c. Scenario III 

The energy recovery plan is not implemented and other disposal 
·sites throughout Fresno County are closed. The site receives 
600 tons per day commencing in late 1985 and increases 60 tons 
per day each year until 1995 as a result of other landfill clo
sures. The service life with this scenario would be about 23 
years ~ 

All scenarios assume a waste tonnage growth rat~ of 2.5 perc nt 
per year and a waste capacity for the expanded facility of 32.7 
million cubic yards. 

As previously indicated, the energy recovery plan upon which 
Scenario II is based reflects the intent of t he revised CoSWMP. 
This EIR will therefore focus on e ~luating impacts associated 
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TABLE 2 

AMERICAN AVENUE LANDFILL EXPANS ION 
SITE CAPACITY AND SERVICE LIFE 

Service Life, years 

Scenario I Unprocessed Refuse f r om Mi n imum Service Area 48 
Scenario II - Incinerator Ash and Unprocessed Refuse Landfill 93 
Scenario III - Unprocessed Refuse f r om Maximum Service ARea 23 

Refuse Capacity, Cu. yds. 

Ea1=thwork, cu. yds. 

Daily and Intermediate Cover 
Pinal Cover 
Total 

Excavation, cu. yds. 

Notes: 

1. All numbers rounded~ 

2. Pill scenarios are described in the text. 

32,700 ,000 

8 200,000 
, 20 0,00 0 

9,4 00,000 

9, 400,000 

3. Capacity estimated is based on the grades shown on the prel im
inary grading and drainage plan (see Figure 7 ) . 

4. In-place dens ty of 1,200 pounds per cubic yard. 

5. Ratio of wastes to daily-and-intermediate soil cover of appro xi
mately 4:1 by volume. Daily soil cover ia 6 inches placed over 
the working face. Intermediate Soil Cover is 12 inches placed 
over the top surface of each refuse lift. 

6. Pinal soil cover thickness of 3 feet over 1 foot of intermedi 11te 
soil cover (4 feet total). 
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with Scenario II. The other scenarios are cons idered to re
flect backup plans and will be addressed to the extent that 
impacts associated with them differ significantly fro those 
that may occur under Scenar io II. 

10. Permits Requ i red for Landfill 

Permits that will be required by local and state agencies to 
implement the American Avenue Landfill expans ion project ar s 
follows: 

a. Fresno County Planni g Commission--Conditional Use Permit 

The Fresno County Planning ommission is responsible for issu
ing conditional use permits. Actual review of a permit appli
cation submitted by a developer is conducted by the Resources 
and Development Department , whi h makes recommendations to the 
Commission for permit issuance v~ d nial. The Commission 's 
approval or denial of a permit m, y be appealed to the Fresno 
County Board of Supervisors. ' 

b. California Water Resources Control oard--Waste Discharge 
Requirements 

The California Water Resources Control Board, through the 
Central Valley Regional Wate r Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB ), 
administers regulations f~r the disposal of wastes to l and to 
preserve the quality of the State's surface waters and ground 
waters. These regulations (California Administrative Code, 
Title 23, Chapter 3, Subchapter 15, Waste Disposal to . Land) 
categorize wastes according to the potential hazard they pre
sent to w&ter quality, and also c lassify dispos al sites with 
re3pect o t he protection they provide to waters of the State. 

The site classific4tion is designa ~ ed by the CVRWQC B through 
its is•uance of waste Di scbar9e Requirements which set forth 
prohibitions, apecifications , and provisions to be met in the 
operation of the disposal site. 

c. Californi a waste Management Board--Solid waste Facili ties 
Permit 

In conjunction with the County of Fresno Health Department, its 
designated Local Enforcement Agency (LEA), the CWMB adminis
ters regulations pe~taining to the design, operation and clos
ure of disposal sites in Presno County. 

~ne primary re9ulation of the State of Califo~nia Administra
tive Code enforced by the CWMB is Title 14, Chapter 3, •Min i
mum Standards for Solid w~ste Handling and Dispo a1.• Under 
Article 7 of this chapter, disposal site operators must submit 
a •·solid waste Facility Per'l!lit Application• (also called a 
•Notice of Operation•) and a •Report of Disposal Site Informa- · 

ion• to the Local Enforcement Agency in order to receive a 

24 

CUP 
2146



facilities permit. After the County of Fresno Health Depart
ment has prepared the proposed pe rmi t, the CWMB is given a copy 
to review. If the CWMB concurs wi th the Health Department's 
ecision, the permit is issued. 

d. California Waste Management Board--Facility Conformance 
with County Solid waste Management Plan 

Tn addition to Chapt~r 3 of Title 14, t he CWMB also admin
isters regulations under Chapter 4, •conformance of Solid Waste 
Facilities to County Solid waste Mana ement Plans .• Th is 
regulation requires the developer of a proposed site to notify 
the CWMB and plan liaison ma ntainin9 the CoSWMP. The CoSWMP 
is maintained by the County of Fresno Resources and Development 
Department staff working for the Fresno-Clovis Metropolitan, 
Southeast and Westside Solid waste Commissions. In Fresno 
County, the plan liaison prepares a conformance sta tement and 
submits it to the LEA. The conformance finding and faci lities 
permit are submitted by the LEA to the CWMB. The CWMB then 
makes a determination of the facility's conformance or onco -
formance with the plan. 

B. OPB:aA'fIOHS DBSCRIPrIOR 

1. Compliance with California Waste Management Board 
Standards 

The American Avenue Landfill Expansion Project would be de
signed and operated in accordance with applicable standards of 
the CWMB and otner regulatory and permitting agencies. The 
proposed classification of the landfill is described in Section 
III,A,7 and the permits that would be required before the 
expansion project could be implemented are listed in Section 
III,A, 10. 

2. Method of Disposal and Cover 

(The following description of the proposed method of disposal 
and cover is conceptual in nature. The methods described are 
subject to modification in the future based upon actual oper
ating experience and/or changes in state regulation~.) 

a. Landfill Procedures 

The landfill would be constructed by the ramp-area method. 
Refuse fill would be placed in lifts up to 20 feet in thickness 
(the refuse lift), with perimeter slopes of 3: 1 (hori
zontal:vertical) or flatter. Refuse would be spread and com
pacted in layers approximately 2 feet in thickness on a sloped 
working fAce. With the exception of the initial lift in each 
landfill module., wastes would be deposited at the ba.se of the 
working face, spread up the face and compacted. The compaction 
equipment would traverse the entire length of the working face 
and make several passes over each layer· of refuse to ensure 
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t hat all waste is adequately compacted. Large or bulky ·astes 
would be separated t o pre vent bridging of the surrounding 
re fus~ , placed in the lower portion of the advancing lift, and 
thoroughly crushed by compac t ing equipment . The advancing fac 
would be cover ed da ily with ~ minimum 6-inch th ickness of soil 
cover. When additional was t e mat erials will not be placed over 
the s Qrface wi t h i n appr oxima t e ly 180 days, the tip and side 
s lo s of t ha advancing l ift would be covered with a 6-inch 
thickness of intermed i ate so i l cover. 

A four-worki ng-face, t wo-lift pl acement method, shown on Figure 
8, would normally be used t o pl ace refuse fill at t he s ite. 
~his method maximizes t he serv i ce life of haul roads. I t in
vo l ves constructing an all-weather haul road from the access 
road across the surface of the exist i ng refuse fill to the 
~ct ive working area. An initial working face of r e fu e is then 
advanced on one side of the all-weat her haul road toward the 
access road. · A second working face of re fus e is vanced 
adjacent to the first over t he all-weather access road . Ouri 9 
the dry months, a ramp is constructed fr m t he haul road to the 
s urface of the lower lift. Refuse vehicles are r outed ove r the 
soil cover, and an upper lift is filled by advanc ing t he third 
and fourth working faces. A min i mum distance of 15 0 fee t is 
maintained between the toe of the upper lift and the top of the 
ramp to prov ide a truck maneuvering area for the advancement of 
the third and fourth working faces. 

Temporary berms ..,oul d be constructed where needed to intercept 
a nd deflect sur f ace runof f away fr om the active working face 
area . 

b. Pill Sequence 

A preliminary evaluation of excavation/landfilling logistics 
and access design elements has been made to determine the majo~ 
operational constraints. Based on this evaluation, the pr o
posed landfill has been divided into 24 •modules• that would be 
constructed to the limits and in the sequence numbered on 
Figure 8. While this analysis providias a basis for pro jec:t 
planning, detailed fill sequence plans would be required 1:0 
provide the operat l onal guidance needed to cons t ruct t he land-
fill. . 

As ahown on· Figure 8, disposal operations would initially be 
conducted on the northern portion of the exist~ng landfil l and 
advance to the south filling the area t o the final landfill 
surface in the manner previously described . Soil cover would 
be hauled from the f irat module in Pi ll Area II west of t he 
existing landfill. 

Upon completion of the existing landf ill area and excavation of 
t he initial module, landfilling would begin in Fill Area II . 
Soil cover would be excavated from the seco d module to prepar e 
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that area for future disposal . The centrally located all
weath~r access road would be used during placement of the 
initi l two lifts in this area. second access road would be 
constructed on the landfill s lope as shown on Section cc, 
Figure 8, to provide access for disposal to final grade. Haul 
roads would advance from these access roads to the working 
faces.. Surplus el!(cavated soi s would be s t ockpi • ed on modules 
for later use as cover. 

Once Pill Area II as been brought t fina l grade, disposal 
operation~ would begin in Fill Area III. The i nitial module in 
Pill Area III would be excavated to generate cover soi l needed 
in Pill Area II. Access for landfil ling would be pro,rided in 
the smne manner as l n Pill Area II . 

3. Drainage and Flood ~rotection 

Various permanent and temporary dra inage facilities would be 
required to control surface water runoff at the si e. 

Permanent drainage facilities would consi t of a perimeter 
drainage channel and a retention basin in. the soutt western 
corner (topographically low area ) of the site to which the 
drainage channel would discharge. The locations, elevations 
and detai ls of these facilities are shown on Figures 7 and 10 . 

During construction of the landfill, temporary berms and •v• 
ditches would be installed to direct surface water runoff 
around the active fill area and thereby prevent i t fr om con
tacting exposed refuse. Any surface waters contaminated by 
landfill operations would be retained and disposed of by evap
oration or absorption into the refuse at the active landfi l l 
area. This would be th small amount of water that could come 
into contact with uncovered waste during the day whi le the 
waste is being compacted. 

Permanent drainage ditches constructed over refuse fill areas 
would be underlain with a minimum 5-foot thickness of clayey 
soil or lined with approximately one inch of asphalt-concrete 
to minimize surface water infiltration. Temporary drainage 
ditches would be underlain with at least 3 feet of compacted 
soil. 

The American Avenue Landfill site is outside any 100-year flood 
plain. To control surface water runoff that would result from 
a 100-year storm, a perimeter drainage channel would be con
structed. Por ease of construction, the drainage channel would 
be constructed with an equipment-width base. The retent ion 
basin would be designed to contain the runoff discharged from 
the perimeter drainage channel from a 100-year storm of 10-day 
duration. The collected runoff would be allowed to percolate 
into underlying permeable soils. A' subsurface exploration of 
the retention basin area is planned to produce site-specific 
data that would be used to establish design criteria and to 

27 

CUP 
2146



dete mine the precise location and dimensions of the facility. 
For the preliminary developmen t plans, the basin is set back 
from the landfill a minimum dis tance of 100 f eet. 

4. Traffic and Access 

a. On-Site Ro dways and Entr ance Fae lities 

Lake Avenue, which bisect s t he expans ion slte, would be rP 
aligned around the weste r n expansion area. The project w uld 
involve construction to the County A-1 5 sta~dard of app o~ i 
mately 1 mile of 20-foot-wide paved roadway within a 40 fov~ 
right-of-way. 

Access to the expanded landf il operati on would be by way of 
the existing road from American Avenu • The roadway would be 
impro~ed to a 24-foot pavement width, i nit i ally t o the existing 
entrance facility and later to the expansion areas a s filli ng 
progresses. The paved road would provide all-weather access 
during site operations and for maintenance and use of th 
completed landfill. The access roads would be constructed in 
accordance with the details on Figure 9. 

Baul roads leading from the access roads to active waste dis
posal areas would be graded on intermediate fill sur f ace s and 
constructed with a base of imported rock or other su itable 
materia as necessary to ensure traff i cabillty during wet 
weather. The application of gravel or other base material 1! on 
haul roads used for dry-weather operations only should be 
minimal since the haul roads are short-lived and would gener
ally be co ered by the advancing refuse lift. 3aul roads for 
refuse vehicle access to active waste dispos 1 areas wou=d be 
constructed over refuse fill at maximum grades no steeper t han 
10 percent. The existing entrance facilities, which consist of 
a gatehouse and scale, would be used in the expanded lan dfi ll 
operation. The location of the site entrance and related 
facilities are shown on Figure 8. 

b. Regional Access and Traffic 

The primary regional access for the landfill would be from t he 
proposed waste-to-energy plant located in the general vi1cinity 
of Cedar Avenue, between North and Central Avenues, to tl:1e s ite 
via potentially · Jensen or North Avenues, State Highway 14 5 
(Madera Avenue) and American Avenue. Existing and projected 
street conditions and traffic volumes for this route are de
scribed in Section V,B. 

5. Pire Control Provisions -
Pire protection of landfill equipment and vehicles woulc be 
provided by portable fire extinguishers. The gatehouse and 
maintenance facility would be equipped with suitable fire 
extinguishers for suppress l on of any minor fires and for 
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personnel safety. Any fire that occur ~ accidentally on the 
l andfill would be extinguished by landfill personnel using 
soil cover stockpiled specifically for t hat pur pose and, when 
necessary, with water applied by a wa ter tr uck. Water is 
a~ailable from an on-site well. 

6. Vector Control Provisions 

The primary means of vector cont r o would be t he daily cover 
that is placed over the operating areas of the landfill. Provi
sions for the cover are describ d in Section III ,B,2. (Vectors 
are any organism that c.an transmit a d isease-producing mi cro
organism.) 

7. Litter Control Provisions 

Litter would be control led by placeRent f temporary fencing or 
a portable litter fence downwind from the work ing face. Th e 
fencing, the operational area, and the site and access areas i n 
general would be policed regularly to p i ck up any accumulated 
litter. 

8. !!!!_sightliness, Oust and Odor Control Provisions 

Unsightliness, dust, and odor would be controlled by ~ (a) 
proper maintenance of haul roads (oiling or watering ), (b) 
apply1ng a fine water spray on soil cover work- areas wh~n 
conditions might cause the formation of fugitive dust, (c) 
planting vegetative cover on intermed i ate soil cover that will 
be exposed for long periods when conditions might cause fugi 
tive dust, and (d) planting and maintaining a vegetative c ver 
on final fill surfaces. 

9. Noise Control Provisions 

Noise levels of on-site equipment would be controlled by ~~oper 
maintenance of muffler • 

10. Gas Monitoring and , Cont~ol System and Meth ne Recovery 

a. Gas Monitoring and Control 

To evaluate the potential for gas migration, gas probes woul d 
be installed at the site bounoary whenever the fill advances to 
within 1,000 feet of an enclosed structure or, conversely, when 
any building is constructed within 1,000 feet of the landfill . 
'If the gas probes show gas concentrations at the pro erty line 
exceeding 40 percent of the lower explosibility iPit for 
methane gas, a gas migration control plan would be developed 
and implemented. 

b. Methane Recovery 

If the waste-to-energy plant is constructed, it is unlikely 
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that the smal l amounts of organics that would be disposed of at 
t h landfill 1fould neces sitate or support a me thane recovery 
program.. Boweiver, i f 60 0 tons per day of municipal solid waste 
are disposed of at the facility, e ne r gy product ion ut ilizing 
landfill gas may be fe sible as ear l y as five years after 
commencement 0 1: filling. 

Any meth ne mj~ ning operat ions would probably be conducted by a 
company under contract with t he County. Met ane we l ls would be 
installed at inter.~als throughout the lanaf ill . We l l conf i gu
ration may be V•ertic ·~l or hor i zontal. Many wells may be '.n
stalled, all connected to col lect"ng pipes through which the 
gas is pumped to an e l ect rical generation station. 

Generati n equipment would be installed on permanent fo unda
tions or housed i n portable enclosures, each fitted with s ound 
attenuation matez::·ials. The structures would be surrounded by a 
fence and screene~. 

11. Leachate Contr ol and Moni~oring 

The cove r design and drainage system proposed for the project 
are designed t o prevent leachate production. However, as a 
contingency measure, leachate col l ection drains and sumps would 
be instal ed along the perimeter of the 410-acre expans ion area 
to provide a means of monitoring leachate build up within the 
fill and removal by pumping,. if necessary. These f~cilities 
would be installed in segments i n advance of refuse filling at 
locations and according to details shown on Figur es 8 and 9. 

Depending on State regula~ ions, areas or modules may be lined 
with barriers to liquid percolation for waste-to-ene rgy ash 
disposal. Liner requirements depend on the State' s classifica
tion of ash which is currently under review. 

12. Site Recycling Center 

A recycling center is part of the proposed American Avenue 
Landf iii Expansion Project. The p1:imary users of the recycling 
center would be (a) the general public, (b) small waste hand
lers, such as businesses hauling their own wastes, and (c ) 
gardeners. 

It is like l y that the tonnage of materials to be recovered a t 
the recycling center would be small because the total tonnage 
of mixed waste delivered by the general public is smal l. Esti
mates of the tonnage to be received at the recycling cent er are 
not avai l able. However, avail ab il ity (i.e. hour s of opera
tions , convenience, buy-back capability and advez::tising ) can 
play a significant role in public participat~on and, therefore, 
tonnage received. 

Th~ County of Fresno wou l d probably operate the recycli ng 
center. Contracts with private recyclers would assure that t e 
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materials were div rted and nea~ ly stockpiled on the site, and 
r moved to the mar ·ets on a regul r basis. An area between the 
seal a~d waste d isposal areas would be designated for stock
piling and marked clearly with signs. The s ite employees or a 
vendor r p ~sentative would be responsible for d recting cus
tomers with r cyclable mater ials to the r ecy ling are a in 
order to minimize non-recyc l able contami~a. s The hauler 
would be notified when a marketable load has een btained. 

Large bins wou l d be placed in the re cycling rea to diver t 
newspaper, cardboard, glass, and aluminum for recycli g. Once 
full, contracted haulers would transport the mater ials to 
market. Paper bins would be c~vered or enclo~ d to preven t 
litter. 

Portable processing equipment may b~ brough t onto the site 
periodically by contractors. Prior to hauli 11g , a mob i le wood 
chipper, tire shredder, or paper baler may be tempora ily used 
in order to reduce the volume of recycled mate rials for more 
efficient transport. 

·13. Days and. Hours of Operation 

It is anti ~ ipated that the landfill would operate six days a 
week, Monday through Saturday except for County of Fre s no 
holidays. The facility would normally open no e~r ier than 7 
a.m. and close no later than 5 p.m. The days a nd hour s of 
operation may be modified based on actual operational e peri
ence. 

14. Employees and Equipment 

It is presently anticipated that eight employees would be 
required to operate the landfill. These include a superviso , 
four or five equipment operators, a gat keeper and a spotter/ 
litter control person. 

Equipment that is anticipated for the . landfill includes a 
landfill compactor, crawler tractor, scraper, water truck, 
pickup truck and motor grauer. The equipme nt needs for the 
facility may be modified in the future to reflect the antici-
pated handling of ash. · 

15 ~ Security and Law Enforcement Provisions 

A fence would be constructed around the landfill. Law enforce
ment services for the facility and surroun ing area would be 
pr vided by the Presno County Sheriff 'a Department. 

16. i te Improvements · 

The existing gatehouse, scale and restroom facilities would be 
utilized for the expansion project. Likewise, an existing w 11 
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would cont i nue to e ut il i zed t o provide a water supply for the 
facility. 

Pacific Gas and Electr i c Company currently prov ides el~ctrical 
~ervice for the site and Kerman Telephone Company provides 
telephone ser~ice. These utilities would continue t o provide 
services for t he expans.ion pr u j ect. 

C. CLOSORB PROCBDORBS 

1. Final Cover, Grading ~nd Vegetation 

The Conceptual Site Closura and Lands c ape Pl a n (Figure 10) 
illustrates the landfill at the time of clos ure. The plan 
shows perimeter planting ana revegetation of f i nis ed landfill 
slopes for erosion protection and general beautification. 
?lant species eelected for the soils and climate of the area 
are specified on the figure. 

Open space use !s tentatively planned fo ~ the completed l and
fill. As areas of the landfill a~e completed to th e design 
grad~s, final cover soil will be placed and reveget ated , as 
shown in the landscaping plan. 

The vegetation includes plant ~pecies native to the habitat of 
the Fresno Kangaroo Rat. 

2. Responsib lity for Maintenance and Monitoring 

The County of Fresno, as the owner and op~rator of the land
fill, would be responsible for the long-term maintenance and 
monitoring of the facility . The length of the maintenance and 
monitoring responsibility would be determined based on actual 
conditione and experience associated with the facility. 
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IV 

BXISTIRG CONDITIORS, POTENTIAL IMPACTS , 
MITIGATION MBASOR!S, CJNAVOI LB ADVERSE IMPACTS: 

RA'l'tntAL RESOORCBS AND CONDITIONS 

A. CLIMATB AND AIR QUALITY 

1. Existing Conditions 

a. Climate 

The Fresno area experiences a continental climate. Summers are 
normally hot and dry with tem eratures often exceeding 1o o•F. 
Winters are mild with temperatures usually ranging between 30• 
and ss•r. The frost season is from late November until early 
March. 

Rainfall averages 7.5 inches annually, 95 percen t of which 
falls between October and April. At least 40 rainy days can be 
expected in. the Fresno area each year. Low humidity and hot 
temperatures during the summer months resul in a high_ rF1te of 
evaporation. The average annual historical ~vapotranspiration 
rate is 75.3 incnes. 

Conver6aly, the relative hWllidity during the winter months is 
often quite high, causing a shallow layer of ground fog known 
locally as •tule fog.• This fog frequently forms at night and 
can intensify, sometimes persisting for several weeks. 

Prevailing winds are generally along the major axis of the San 
Joaquin Vall9y, flowing from northw st to outheast at an 
annual average of 6. 4 miles pe-r hour. The wlnd direction 
reverses during winter storms. During perio~s of light winds 
the Fresno areu is subject to air inversions, which greatly 
increase the likelihood of air pollution episodes. 

b. Air Quality 

(1) Regio ' ~l Air Quality 

The Americcl:\ Avenue Landfill is situated i.n the San Joa
quin Valley Ai~ Basin, as designated by the California Air 
Resources Board. The basin is subject to significant air 
quality problems due to its unique meteorological and 
topographical feature • The combination bf sunny weather, 
atmospheric temperat r e inversions, and mountain barriers 
frequently produces high air pollutant concentrations in 
the local area. 

The air pollutants of most concern within th~ Fresno 
County Air Pollution Control District are carbon monox i de, 
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photochemical oxidants, an6 particulates (County of Fpesnv, 
1982). Health stand ards f or these pollu~ants are Tegu 
l~rly exceeded in the F~esno area. A summary of Sta~e and 
Federal amb i~nt air qual'ty 3tan ards is pres~r c ed in 
Table 3. 

The Fresno County Ai r Po l l tion Control District (APCD) 
per ates five monitor i ng s t at i s throughout the county (a 

s ixth, lo~ated a t Five Point s , as d i scontinued in Fall, 
1983). 'Ihe location o f each station r e lative to the 
American Avenue s i te is shown on Fi gure .11. The Fresno 
APCD reports data for gaseous pollutants da i ly; particu
lates are monitored every 6 days. 

Ex isting a i !:' q l ity i n the pr oje t vicinity can be 
closely approximated by the mos t recent data from the Five 
Points monitoring station. Five Poi nts i s 15 miles south 
of the landfil l . Both s ites are • upwi nd• o f urban air 
influences, in the agri e l t ~rally oriented we st s ide o f 
the county. 

Table 4 summarizes the am~ient concen t ra t ions of t otal 
suspended particulates (TSP) , ozone (03) and carbon monox
ide (CO) for the years 1977 to 1982 at the P!ve Po ints 
o nitoring station . For compar ison, data fro~ the Fr esnQ 

urban area is also included. Shown are t he annual peak 
concentrations and the number of occur r e nces that the 
g i ven pollutant exceeded either the Federal o r Sta te 
standards. 

In the western portion of the county , e standards for 
ozone and carbon monoxide have neve,.;:- bee n ex ce eded . 
Ambient levels for particulates, however, are of ten above 
the California standard in this area. According to local 
APCD officials , this is a r s ult of agric ltural activity 
(tractor dust, field burnings, etc.) (Hawkins , 1984 ) . The 
number of non-attainment occurrences fQr particulates has 
been declining in recent years. 

(2) Current Landfill Emissions 

Air quality in the immediate vicinity f t he Ame rican 
Avenue Landt !.ll can be aff''!cted by three factors: vehicle 
emissions, dust, and gas emissions from the landf ill 
itself. 

Vehicular emissions generated by andf ill equi pment , autos 
and trucks delivering waste t o the site include carbon 
monoxide, hydrocarbons (BC) and oxides of nit roge n (NOx >• 
BC and NOx are involved in the ph tochemical react ion t hat 
produces ozone, a secondary air pol lutant. Fresno Cou t y 
has been declared a non-attainment area fo r t he contam i ·~ 
nant ozone. A su111A~ary ~f the present emissions associat aa 
with landf il 1 traff i c and equipme nt is shown in Table 5. ~ 
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Pollutant 

Oxidant 

Ozone 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

Suspended 
Particulate 
Matter 

Hydro
car bons 

Lead 

TABLE 3 
STATE AND FEDERAL AMBIENT 

AIR QUALITY ST ARDS 

Averaqing Time -
l hour 

1 2 hours 
c3 hours 
1 hour 

An.•tiual Geometric 
Me~n 

24 hours 

California 
St andards 

0. 10 ppm 

10 ppm 

40 ppm 

60 µg/m3 

" 

30 day average 

Ca lendar Qua1·ter 

100 

1.5 .. 

3 houl.~s 

(6-9 a.m. ) 

l month 
3 months 
(quarterly) 

1 . 5 µq/m3 

NOTES: ppm • Par ts Per Million 

µ q/m3 M.icrograms P er Cul 'i M er 
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Federal Standards 
Primary Secondary 

0.12 ppm 

9 ppm 
35 ppm 

75 µ q/m3 60 µ g/m3 

260 .. 150 " 

1. 5 µg/m3 

0. 24 ppm 

1. 5 µg/m3 
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TAB LE 4 AMBI ENT Ai A QUAL ITY SUMMA RY* 

Ftve Point s 
l Nearesl Si le l Ol l ve/CSUF Parlier/ L St,!.!!.!_ 

I Sa• ples I Sa.p le s I Sample 
Peak Ex ceed in! Peak Exc ee d In! Pe ak hcee d i n ~ 

Pollul•n t .!!..!!:. lust•ll 100 ug/• (ug/• l) 100 ugl• lugl•3 l 100 ug/• 

Total Suspenlled 1971 301 32 272 42 256 38 
Part tcu !ate s l9 7B 267 JO 518 42 2H 8 
(TSP) 1979 555 30 366 44 

19BO 364 22 332 32 
1981 25 5 18 190 24 
1982 11? lB 176 38 

I Sa• ples I Samples I Sa.p le s 
Pe ak Eaceedlng Peak f aceed Ing Peak Ex ceed ing 

ll2!.l. 0.12(!(!• .122!.L 0. 12 l! .1!111 l2.2.!..L ....Q., !L..ea 

Ozone 191 1 0 . 12 0 0. 16 5 0 . 16 128 
1978 0.09 0 0.) 8 25 0 . 21 14 
1979 0.08 0 0. l o'.: 32 o. 17 1 
1980 0. 10 0 0.2 1 43 0.21 18 
1981 0.09 0 0 . 18 30 0. 14 8 

w 1!182 0. 09 0 o. l l 1 0 . 14 7 

.....J 
I Sa•pl es I Sa.pies I Samples 

Puk EJtC eed i ng Pe ak Eaceedlng Pea k Exceedin g 

lJ!..e.!i 9 l!I!• '.1.1!.2!.l 9 l! I!• .li!.I!& ----L.l!.I!• 

Cad.on 1977 2. 8 0 17.8 35 2. 8 ' ) 

Mo noxide 1978 2.8 0 15 . 8 6 10 2 
19 79 '. 9 0 21. 9 ll ]. .i 0 

l 91! u l. l 0 15. 5 26 14 . 5 5 
\ 9tH l. 0 0 6. 0 0 11. 0 
19'11 2 2. 3 0 14. 3 4 8.9 0 

* Source: C•li fo rnl a Air Ae so u~ces Board pu b lished an nual s u1111a ries . 

Note: 0 9 /~l a •lcrogra•s per cubic meter . 
PP• • parts pe r • ii lion 
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TABLE 5 EST IMATED VEH ICLE AND EQUIPMENT AI~ EMISSIONS 
AS SO CIATED WIT H THE AMERICAN AVENUE LANDF ILL 

Emissions 2 1 bida~ 

Sourc.e HC co NCx Part. 

~ - Present Status 

Refose Vehicles 0.23 0.69 2.37 0.22 
Landfill Equipment i.34 5.86 11.84 NA 
Light-Duty Trucks 2.45 19.00 2 . .:'3 0.28 
Light-Duty Cars ~ 8.30 1.62 0.22 -
Total 5.07 33.85 18.06 >0.72 

1985 - 600 t~d MSW . 
Refuse Vehicles 6.60 20.20 69.39 6.37 
Landf i 11 quipment 4.82 23.13 46.99 NA 
Light-Duty Trucks 2.81 21.81 2.56 0.32 
Light-Duty Cars 1.05 8.30 CJ. 95 0.14 --
Total 15.28 73.44 119.89 >6 . 83 

· 1990 - 225 t~d Ash 

Refuse Vehicles 2.46 8.70 - 23.69 2.79 
Landfil l Equipment 4.82 23.13 46.99 ~A 
Light-Duty Trucks 1.86 15.77 1.81 0.29 
Light-Ot~ty Cars 0.79 7.38 0.72 0.16 

Total 9.93 54.98 73.21 3.24 
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The s e amounts ( 34 l b per day CO, 18 lb per day NOx, 5 lu 
per day BC ) are ne9li9ible when compar ed to the amounts of 
air po l lutants emi tted elsewhere in Fresno ounty (nearly 
60 0 tons combined of B , co, and UOx are generate,~ within 
the county each day) . 

Dust emissions resul t f rom r outine soil ~xcavation and 
grading operat i ons and fro~ vehi c l e s traveli g over un
paved on-s i te access routes. Appr ox imately 80 lb of dust 
per acre worked ca be expe t ed o n a daily basis (Ultra 
systems I nc., 1978) . Accordingly , about 40 lb of dust are 
emitted each day wi t hin the landf ill at .this time. 

When municipal waste is buried in a landfill, various 
microbiolo cal decomposition processes occur, consuming 
portions of the organic matter. The gaeeous products of 
these d~composition processes are methane (CB4 ) , carbon 
dioxide (C02) 1 and t race amounts o f other c ompgunds . 
Currently, about 140 cubic feet per minute (c f m) of land
fill ~as (LPG) is generated at American Avenue . Tnis gas 
vents harmlessly into the atmosphere and i s quickly di ss i
pated. 

In summary, due to the small size of t he existi ng All\er ~can 
Avenue operation (less than 50 tons per day), n.one o f t he 
current emissions associated with the landf i ll co nt ribute 
signif i cantly to the deterioration of local a i r quality. 

2. Potential Impacts 

a . Introduction 

Calculation of fut~~e air quality impacts associated wi th the 
project are based upon the elements of Scenario II as descr i bed 
in Section III a d the traf f ic analysis presenced in Sect ion 
V,B. The asswnpti ns used are as follows : 

(1) The transfer station (which may be completed in 1985 ) and 
waste-to-energy plant (which may be com leted in 198 7) 
woul t! be located in the vicinity of Cedar, North and 
Central Avenues in Fresno. The solid waste haul rout to 
the landfill would be 25 miles. 

(2) Prom 1985 to 1987, the landfill would eceive 600 tens per 
day (tpd) of municipal waste over a 6- day week . Th~ 
.aajori ty would be delivered in 2 0 ton trans f er tr u ks, 
requiring 58 trips pet" day ( 29 fu l 1 and 29 empty r eturn 
trips). 

(3) In 1987, ilClplementat i on of the energy r ecovery plant woula 
reduce the waste s tream to 225 tpd of ash, no npr oces
s i bles, and unprocessed municipal waste from t he west 
county. The . number of transfer truck trips woul d decr•ease 
to 24 per day. 
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(4) A small-scale recycling center wo uld be located at the 
landfil l. Traffic and t onnage associated with the center 
is expected to be sma~ l, i ncreas ing only marginally over 
the next 20 years. 

(5 ) Local traffic to the landfi ll f rom nearby communities 
(Kerman, San Joaquin, Tranquillity, etc. ) ·would increas e 
minima11,7. 

( 6) The lar,df il 1 equipment fleec would be expanded in 198 5 to 
include a compactor, crawler tractor, motor grader , scrap
er, and s,ooo-gallon water truck . 

b.. Vehicle and Equipanent Emissions 

Estimates of f u.ture vehicle and equipment emissions are shown 
in Table s. The data are based on typical emission ~ actors 
provided by the California Air Resources Board. 

In summary, the combined hydrocarbon, arbon monoxide , and 
nitrous oxide emissions would incr~ase by 150 lb per day during 
the first year of expansion, to a total of 206.98 lb per day. 
This can be attributed mainly to additional r efuse vehicle 
traffic and landfill equipment use. 

After the waste-to-energy plant is in operation, daily traffic 
to the landfill would decrease. Correspondingly, the amount of 
pollu ants generated would similarly decline, to a total of 
141.36 lb per day. 

On a countywide basis, the overall effect of landfill opera
tions on air quality wc uld be minimal. Some pollutant woul d 
be emitted into tne San Joaquin Valley Air Basin regardless of 
regional site location, since refuse would be hauled for d is
posal by the same ~umber of vehicle trips. The amount of the 
pollutants would vary depending upon the distance to an alter
nate disposal site from the transfer station. A shorter haul 
distance will result in fewer pollutants1 conversely a longer 
haul will cause increased vehicle emissions · 

Under Scenario III, withou t the waste-to-energy plant , the 
landfill would receive approximately 600 tpd of refuse, in
crea_s ing at a rate of 6 0 tpd per year. Th.is represents a 
• worst case• air pollution scenario. The landfi ll rel a ted 
emissions would be expected to be double those amounts shown in 
Table 5. 

c. Oust Generation 

The amou n ~ of dus generated from soil excavation, grad ing and 
vebicle travel over unpaved roads would be ~. ~ss than 80 lb per 
day. Taken alone, this should not cause any signif icant 
changes i n the local air quality. 
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The addit i on of up to 200 tpd of ash to t e landfill may create 
a potential for dust problems, however . The ex t e nt of the 
problem depends on the physi cal characteristics of the a s h 
(e.g., mo i sture content and particle s ize distribution) . Al
though there are currently lit tle data available on the s e 
properties for the ash, it i s expect ed tha t ash del ivered to 
the· landfill would contain vary ing amount s of mo isture (after 
being quenched at the energy recovery· facility ). Dust emis
sions may be transported downw: nd of the site (southeast nor
mally, northwest during storm condi t ions ) when ~he aeh dries 
during hot and windy days • . 

d. Landfill Gas 

The introduction of incinerator ash to the landfill would 
result in relatively low LPG emission r a tes. Base·d on an 
emission rate of 0.08 ft3 LPG per year per lb of municipal 
solid waste, up t"-. 305 cfm of LPG would be generated by the end 
of the century. A typical landfill (without ash) can gener ate 
up to 3 t i mes as much LFG. 

LPG emissions for al l three ~aste disposal scenar ios are shown 
in Table 6, and the relationship of LFG emissions to publ i c 
health and safety is described in Sect ion _v,o. 

TABLE 6 

PROJECTED LPG EMISSION RATES FOR THE 
AMERICAN AVENUE LANDFILL 

Year 

1985 

1990 

1995 

2000 

Scenario I 

138. 

421 

987 

1,270 

*cfm • Cubic Feet per mi nute 

3 . Mitigation Measures 

LPG Emission , cfm* 

Scenario II 

138 

263 

283 

305 

Scenario III 

138 

562 

1, 071 

1,071 

a. A number of steps can be take~ o keep dust emissi ns to a 
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mi n i~um. They i nclude paving permanent or non-permanent but 
long-term access r oute s, freq uently wetting dirt roads, ano 
revegetating completed portions of the landfill. All of these 
measures have been i ncorporated into the project design and 
operat i onal plan. 

b. Care should be taken by landf ill personn~ - to ensue that 
ash delivered to the Qi t e is not al lcwed to dry and become 
windporne. During e xtremely windy days, it· may become neces
sary foi:· the operators to f ur t her dampe n the a h and/or cove r 
it immediately. 

c . Testing for landfill gas should be conducted in accordance 
with State and Federal reg ul a t ions to e nsur e that m' grating 
gas s do not exceed : (1) 25 percent o f the l owe r explosive 
limit for gases in fa1.:ility st.ructur es and (2) the lower explo 
sive limit for gases at the propert y boundary. 

As an additional measur~ , gas monitoring shoul d be conducted 
when the landfill encroaches within 1,000 fe e t of any enclosed 
to\tructures. 

4. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Emissions of nitrogen ox i des, carbon monoxide, part i culates, 
and hydrocarbons .would all increase as a r e sult of additiona l 
traffic aivi landfill equipment use. Ambient a ir quality is not 
ex;9ected t , deteriorate measurably, however, since the s um o f 
the additional air pollutants Would be only a fraction of the 
regional total. 

Airborn·e· dust resulting from aoil excavation and ash disposal 
may become not1ceable during periods of high winds, even wi t h 
good control efforts by landfill i.: -ersonnel. 
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B. SURPA":B '1'BR 

1. ~xistin9 Conditions 

The sit~ is located in an i d area , on relatively por ous and 
flat land which is not with ' n a 100-year floodplain. Conse
quently, the site is not sub ject to inund a tion or t o l arge 
influxes of off-site runoff. Further, t he r e are no lake s, 
ponds, or streams near the site other than several intermittent 
ponds which sometimes form after rainy per i ods. Runoff on t he 
project ~ite travels in a southwesterly direction. 

2. Potential Impacts 

Runcf f from the l~ndf ill could potentially be degraded thr ough 
contact with the wa s te materials or with soils d i stur bed by 
landfi l l operat i ons. There are no major bodies of surface 
water that would be impacted by runoff from the landfil l. 
However, any runoff not appropriately channeled by the de
signed system would run off-site along the north side of Amer
ican Avenue, possibly impacting adjacent property to the west. 

3. Mitigation Measures 

a. In order to divert off-site runoff around the site and to 
collect on-site runoff, drainaga channels are planned to be 
constructed around the perimeter of the site. The channels 
would empty into a siltation/retention basin in the southwest 
corne~ of the site. 

The retention basin woul d contain th Lunoff discharged from 
the perimeter drainage c annel from a 10G year storm of 10-day 
duration. The colle~ted runoff would be a- lowed to percolate 
into underlying permeable soils. 

b. During construction of the landfill, temporary berms and 
ditches would be installed to direct surface water runoff 
around the active fill. 

4. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

There re no unavoidable adverse impacts related to surface 
water. 
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C.. GROONDWA ER 

1. 2xisting Conditions 

a. So i ls 

The pr edominant soil type on the si t e is Fresno fi~e sandy 
loam. Undeveloped Fresno fine sandy loam so i ls normally have a 
hardpan laye r at a depth o f sever 1 fee t be low the land s11r
face. Other soils include Tr aver s andy l oam, Hesper i a sa dy 
loam, and Fresno sandy loam. S a:ll 5reas · of Ca j oi .. omny coarse 
sand , Calhi loamy sand, and 1 ya soi ls are also prese:nt 
(Huntington, 1971). 

b. Subsurface Geolo~y 

Page and eBlanc (19 69) d1scussed gr ou dwater conditions in the 
Fresno area, which inclue s the project site. Quater nary o~der 
alluvium comprises the major a uifer in the vicinity~ A terna
ting layers of sand , silt, and l ay comprise t he aqui fer mate
rials. Driller's lo~s were col l ected for wells in the vicinity 
to provide more i~form~tion on local conditions. The top of 
the E-clay, or Cor :<>ran Clay, is at a depth of about 480 to 490 
feet beneath ·the site. The E-clay is a major confini ng b 0 d 
beneath the west side of the San Joaquin Valley. The overlyin 
deposits generally contain groundwater that is unconf ined, 
whereas gro~ndwater beneath the clay is under ~onf ined or 
artesian conditions. The t-clay is divided into two l ayers in 
th i s vicinity~ The base of the upper layer is at a depth of 
about 520 to 53 0 . feet. The top of the lower la er is a t 
depth of about 535 to 540 feet .and the base of the lower layer 
is at a depth ~f about 550 to 560 feet. The other lacustrine 
clays mapped by Page and LeBlanc (1969) ar.a not present beneath 
the site. 

A total of ~wenty-eight test borings have been completed at or 
near the site since 1982. BMCON Associates 1984a) presented a 
map showing the locations of these borings. The firs t set of 
borings was done during May-June, 19 2, by BSK & Associates 
(1982). Eleven of the total of fourteen borings were located 
in the southeast quarter of Section 32 and the west half of the 
southwest quarter of Section 33, which is within the boundaries 
of the proposed extension site, and the remainder were nearby. 
Three of the fourteen borings were 100 fee t deep, and the 
remainder were 50 f eet deep. Silty sand and s and were gene r
ally the most common materials encountered ~ However, numerous 
holes encountered some materials that were classified as sil t 
or cla1. No evidence of perching layers or perched gr oundwater 
was found. In February 1984, EMCON Associates (1984a) com
pleted fourteen additional borings. Most of t hese borings were 
completed in two areas: 1) the northwest quarter and the east 
half of the southwest quarter of Section 33, and 2) in the 
southwest corner of the site, near the proposed storm r unof f 
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pond. Two of these boring were 10 0 feet deepu two were 25 
feet deep, and the remainde r were SO feet deep. Alternating 
layers of sand and silt we e f ound in all of t he borings. There 
was no evidence of perching laye r s or pe rched groun~water. 
Shallow materials near the propose d s t or r uno f pond were 
generally sandy. Finer-grained materia ls appear t o be c ommon 
within the upper 30 eet ben ath mos t of the site. 

c. Well Constructio 

Figure ·12 shows t e loca t ion of ~elected we lls and deep t est 
holes at and near the site. Drillers logs fo r wel ls i n the 
vicinity indicate that most d~mestic wel ls ar e be t ween about 
200 and 250 feet deep, and re perforated over a n i nterva l o f 
about ~O to 60 feet. Most ir·r:igation wells are about 4'00 t o 
500 feet deep and are usually p·erforated over an inte rva l o f 
several hundred feet. . lmost all wells draw water from exclu
sively above the E-clay. Only several irrigation wel l s in the 
vicinity are known tot~~ some strata below.the E-clay. 

d. Nater Levels 

The u.s. Bureau of Reclamation (1983) presented a water-level 
l evation contour map for Spring, 1983. This map is largely 

ba e~ on measurer~nts for irrigation well~. The direct i on of 
groundwater flow ~~~L !lth the site was to the east-northeast at 
that time. Dep·th to water ranged from about 95 feet near the 
"Southwest e:orner of the site to 115 feet near the north.east 
corner Ln Spring, 1983. Two of the deep holes drilled by BSK & 
Associates (1982) at or near the site in May-June 1982 encoun
tc ed groundwater. Bole No. 10, about one-quarte mile west of 
t he southwest corner of tne site: encountered groundwater ae a 
depth of about 90 feet. T~st Role No. 3, in the northwest part 
of the site, encou tered groundwater at a depth of 96 feet . 
Test Bole No. 9, , bout one-quarter mile west of the southeast 
corner of the site, a~ ot encounter groundwater above a depth 
of 100 feet. These test hole observations are thu consistent 
with previous water-level measurements in nearby wells. Both 
of the deep test holes drilled by EMCON Associates in February, 
1984 encountered groundwater. Test Bole No. z 7, in the north
ern part of the site, encountered 9t·oundwater at a depth of 89 
feet. T&st Bole No. E-8, at the southeast corner of the site, 
encountered groundwater at 4 depth of 92 feet. 

As part of this investigation, depth to water. was measured in 
seven wells at and near the project site in January, 1984. In 
general, shallower wells were selected for measurement, b~cause 
their water levels are mo1:e representa-.tive of the shallowest 
strata. Depth to ~ater beneath the site ranged from about 90 
to 95 feet beneath the ground surface in January, 1984. Ap
proximate water-level elevations were determined based on land 
surface elevati9ns taken from the U.S. Geological Su~vey 7.5 
minute quadrangl e map (Jamesan Quadrangle). Water-level eleva
tion ranged from about 95 feet above m~~n sea level beneath the 
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weste rn part of the site to about 90 feet beneath the eastern 
part (F i gur e 13). The direction of groundwater flow beneath 
the site was to the east i J anuary , ~984. This directio" is 
thus consistent with the regional direction of groundwater flow 
in recent years as shown by maps of the o. s . Bureau of Reclama-

.tion . The slope of the water table w~s about 5, feet per mile 
in January, 1984. 

Hi storical measurements of dept~ to wate~ in wellR i n the 
vicinity were collected from the California Department of Water 
Resources and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. er-levels in t wo 
wells about one and one-half miles eas of t ite were meas-
~r~d from 1921 to the la t e 1960s. Depth to water in these 
wells generally ranged from about 12 to 20 feet through 1946. 
Thereafter, the water level began t o decline due to increased 
groundwater pumpage. Records indicat that depth to water nP.ar 
the site was about 45 feet by 1960. Semi-annual water-level 
measurements by the o.s. Bureau of Reclamation indicate tha t 
water levels in the vicinity have declinea an average of 2. 7 
feet per year in recent decades. Wat~r levels in Well Tl 4S / 
R17E-32R1, just west of the existing landfill, have been meas
ured from 1973 to the present. Depth to water in thi s w~l was 
100 feet in Spring, 1982. Water levels in Well T15 /R17E-5C, 
immediately so~th of the site, have been measured from 1963 to 
the present . Depth to water in Well SC was 55 fn in Spring, 
1963 and 100 feet in· Spring, 1982. · '?he site i s thus in an area 
of groundwater overdraft, and ·deeper water levels can be ex
pected in the future, if groundwater remains the major source 
of local water supply. 

There is a possibility that surface water could be import ed to 
the area through the proposed Mtd-Valley Canal, or r om other 
sources. To predict future dept~ to water, the dVailability of 
surface water can be compared to the comsumptive use of water 
by crops grown in the area. Cotton and vineyards ar~! the two 
major types of crops presently grown in t he vicinity. The 
average consumptive use of crops grown i n t he vicinity is at 
least 2.2 acre-feet per acre per year. Under the past condi
tion of no surface water use, this consumptive uee has resulted 
in the observed water-level decline of about 2.7 feet per year. 
Based ~n present information, the amount of water thought to be 
available froin the Mid-Valley Canal is about 1.5 acre-feet per 
acre per year. Water ~evels can be expected to fall in the 
future if the consumptive use excee ds the amount •:> f surface 
water available. Because thi.s consumptive use vaJ. ue exceeds 
the amount of s urf ace water potentially available, water levels 
in the vicinity should continue to decline in the future. If 
all of the irrigated land in the area was served an av~rage of 
1.5 acre-feet per acre per year of canal water, the ~verage 
water-level decl.ine would be about one foot per year. Ee cause 
a decade or more may elapse before such surf ace uater deliv
eries commence, depth to water beneath the site would probably 
exceed 120 to 130 feet by that time. 
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e . Recha rge and Discharge 

The pr i mary source of recharge t o groundwater i n the vi cinity 
is 9round~;4ter inflow from t he wes t and so thwest , from the 
area beb;ee·n t he James Bypass and Fresno Slough. Ther e is some 
percola~ion of excess applied i rigation wate r neal the site, 
but since groundwater supplies the sole source of irrigation 
water f this is not a net source of r echarge. Di scharge is 
pr imarily by p~mping and groundwater outflow t o the east and 
.southeast toward a large pumping depress i on. 

f ~ Groundwater Use 

Pigure 12 shows the locations of selected wells near t he site . 
There are no known public supply wells downgrad i ent and wi th in 
several miles of the site. There are two domestic wel l s imme
diately west and upgradient of the site. There are two addi
tional domesti wells immediately north of the s i te. There is 
one additional domestic well just east of the existing land 
fill, that is within the proposed expansion site. There are no 
other downgradient domestic wells within one-half mi le of the 
site. A well formerly used for irrigation is now used by the 
County of Presno for water a t the existing landfill. There are 
a number of irri~ation wells close to the site. 

h. Chemical Quality 

Table 7 shows the results of inorgan ic chemical analys es o 
water from f h .! wells in the area that. have been sampled by the 
the County of F~esno Health DepartMent in 1980-81. Table 8 
shows the results of analyses of water from six wells sampled 
in August, 1983, as part of this investigation. In general , 
wells to the nor th and those tapping deeper strata pro~uce 
water o f the lowest salinity. Total dissolved solids (TDS) 
contents in water from such wells are often less than 400 mg/l , 
and the water is of the sodium bicarbonate type. Shallow wells 
to the south often produce water with TDS contents exceeding 
800 mg/l, and this water is often of the sodium chloride type. 
The low nitrate contents in water from some wells (such as in 
Wells 29N, 29P, 32P, and 33N) are indicative of reducing condi
tions in the aquifer. The presence of some iron and manganese 
in water is also indicativ• of these conditions, although 
levels are usually suitable for drinking water. Hydrogen 
sulfide is present in water from some of the wells in the area, 
which hinders the use for drinking wate r . Hardness contents 
a ~e relatively high in water from most of the shallow wells i n 
the vic i , i t y. No samples ·nave b~en collected for determination 
of trace organic constituents. Based on the existing analyses, 
most of the groundw~ter in the vicinity is su i table for domes
tic use and irrigation, except for some of the shallow ground
water to the south. 
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TABLE 1 

CHBMICAL ANALYSES OF WATER PROM WELLS NEAR 
THB AMBRICAI! AVENUE LANDFILL (1980-81) 

Well No. s 28d 29N 
T14S/R17B 

29P 

Constituent (•9/ll 
-

Calciu. 2 <l 78 
Magnesium <1 <3 6 
Sodium 266 83 162 : 

Potass iu:n - 5 4 14 
Bicarbonate 133 167 270 
Sulfate - 3 H 16 
Chloride 161 61 292 
Nitrate 4 5 <1 
Fluoride 0.4 0.2 -
Iron 0.04 3.4 -
Manganese <0.01 0.04 -
pH 8.5 8 . 4 8.3 
Electr ical Conductivity 

(micromhos/ca @ 2s•c) 530 480 1,150 
Total Hardness (CaC03) 16 21 211 

Well Depth (feet) 400 280 184 
Perforated Interval (feet} 220-390 160-249 145 O~B. 
Date 9/27/81 6/11/80 2/12/8 1 

32P 
T15S/R17B 

Sd 

36 1~2 
17 so 

122 21 .J 
6 5 

275 526 
39 126 

186 365 
5 2i 
0.1 0.1 
0.04 0 .06 
0.01 <0.0 1 
7.8 7 .5 

970 2,000 
281 774 

195 255 
135-195 180-255 
1/30i80 1/30/81 

Chemical Analyses by County of Fresno, Department of Health, Div ision of Laboratories 

.. ,. 
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TABLE 8 

CHEMICAL ~:NALYSES OF NATER FROM WELLS 
NEAR THE AMERICAN AVENUE LANDFILL (1983 ~ 

Well No.: 29P llR 
T14SLR"!,E 

32B 32H 32P 33N 

Const i t uent (mg/1) 

Calcium 120 88 13 100 '110 ., 
I 

Magnesium 15 19 ' 1 18 27 1 
Sod ium 210 170 74 59 145 70 
Potassiwa 19 11 1 13 13 5 
<.;arbonate 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Bicarbonate 244 263 135 223 303 128 
Sulfat e 80 68 11 17 65 <5 
Chlor ide 389 268 59 179 263 52 
Ni t r a te <1 7 <1 9 27 <1 

UI Fluor ide 0 .1 0.2 0. 2 0 . 2 0 .1 0.3 ... 
Bor on 0 .4 0 •. 1 0.1 0.3 0 .5 0.2 
I r on o. 16 <0 . 05 0 . 11 <0 . 05 <0. 05 0.24 
Ma119a nese 0.60 0.03 0.02 0. 02 <0 .01 0.03 
Ars enic <0.01 0.01 0.01 <0 .0 1 <0.0 1 <0.01 
pH 7 .9 7. 9 8.1 7.8 7.8 8.1 
El ectrical Conduct i vi t y 
(micromhos / c• @ 25•c ) 1, 750 1,320 410 940 1, 750 350 
Total Dissolved Solids 1,000 810 266 573 886 240 

Perforated I nte r va l (feet) 140 O. B. 250-448 180-280 166-206 135-195 160-300 
Dat e 8/ 31/83 8/31/83 8/31/83 8/31/83 8/30/83 8/3C/83 

An1lyses by BC t.aboratories, Inc. of Bakersf i eld 
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Horizontal moveme~t of water percolating from nearby irrigated 
acres is not considered to be a signif i cant problem, based on 
information derived from the numerous soil borings at the site. 
There is no evidence of perched water at th.e site. The main 
flow path for water percolating above tu0 wat~r table is verti~ 
cally downward. Horizontal movement of recharged storm runoff 
from the proposed pond i's also not exp.e cted to be a problem, 
primarily because of the preseHce of sandy materials in the 
vicinity of the pond. Vertical movement of recharged storm 
runoff should be predominant, and no perched water i s expected . 
Also, t he proposed pond should have ~~ signif i cant impact on 
water levels in the vicinity ~ 

3. Mitigation Measures 

a. A number of feature to protect groundwater quality have 
been proposed in the pr liminary design, construction , a d 
operations report (EMCON Associates, 1984b). The following 
measures are intended to supplement and strengthen those al
ready r commended. 

The most meaningful method of avoiding landfi l leachate is to 
keep water out of the landfill. Thus the use of proper cove r 
material is essential. The selection of this material should 
not be based on average annual rainfall, but on higher precipi
tation rates !1fh i ch can occasionally be expected. Annual rain
fall in some years can be expected to be more than double the 
.average value, or more than 15 inches. In addition, individual 
storms could contribute sever 1 inches or more of rainfall , 
which happened during the winter of 1982~83. In the case of 
both the intermediate and final cover, the design should pre
c ude percolation of rainfall, both from large storms and 
during wet years. The water budget used to design the cover 
should also include consideration of the effects of landscape 
irrigation. Plants · selected fo~ landscaping should use a 
minimal amount of water, and irrigation of landscaping shoul d 
be avoided entirely, if possible. L 4 , uid wastes of any t ype 
should not be ~llowed to be dispo sed to the landfill . I n 
addition, landfilled refuse should not be placew within 100 
feet of nearby1 irr igat~d a~eas, or the pond to be used for 
disposal of storm runoff. 

b. Sufficient control should be established t~ preclude dis
posal of volatile organic chemicals or other types of indus
trial wastes at the landfill. 

c. Implementation of a ~1roperly conducted groundwater moni
toring program is essential ,. This progra1n sho\:!d be des ig,ned 
and review~d annually by an experienced ~roundwater geologis t 
or hydrologist. Both existing wells at and near the landf 111 
and specially constructed monitor wells should be sampled on a 

· quart~rly basis. At least four new monitor wells should be 
drilled et t the site.. The new monitor wells should be equipped 
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with minimum 6-inch diameter Schedule 80 PVC casing, and per
forations should extend from about 125 to 150 feet in depth. 
The s i x inch diameter casing is advantageous fo r a number of 
r.·easons. First, normal low-cost submersible pumps can be 
installed to obtain water samples.. Second, addit i onal room is 
provided in the well to allow pump tests, whicn are required to 
adequately determine permeability. Lastly , such we lls can 
possibly be used to supplement water for other purposes at t he 
landfill. A gravel envelope shoul d be provi ded from 120 to 150· 
fe t ~n a epth. Pr ssure grouted cement annular seals should 
extend from the land surface to a depth of about 120 feet. 
After development, the wells should be pump tested for at least 
four hours to allow dete ination of aquifer transmissiv ity and 
for initial sampling. Our ng ro tine monitor i ng, the well s 
should be sampled by p umping at east 30 gpm for at least one 
hour prior to sample ollection. Static "' ter level should be 
measured prior to pumping, and the pumping level and well 
discharge should be measured several times during eac~ sampl ing 
period. Comprehensive chemical analyses should be done annu
ally, wher~aa only indicat ors of landfill leachate s~ould be 
r utinely determined (quarterly). Ele ations of the measuring 
rx>int of tbe monitor wells and at le~st six other nearby wells 
should be precisely surveyed, to allow preparation of water
level elevation contour maps. 

4. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

There a~e no un avoidable adverse impacts related to ground
water. 
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D. GBOLOGY 

1. Existing Conditions 

a. Subsurface Geology 

The project site i s situated on thf: Quaternary alluvium of the 
San Joaquin Valley. In the vicinity of the site c th s alluvium 
is relatively deep and i s comprised of alternating layers of 
sand , silt, and cl ay . A major aquaclude r pervasive confining 
bed recognized in the area is the Corcoran Clay e This bed is 
about 60 to 68 feet thick, with the t op at a depth of about 480 
to 490 feet beneath the site, and the base at a depth of about 
550 to 560 f eet. Other lacustrine clays mapped in the region 
by Page and LeBlanc (1969) are not present beneath the site. 

The site is shallowly underlain (less t han SO-foot depth) 
primarily by inorganic sands and ailts wh ich exhibit little r 
no plasticity. Localized cla layer ' have be a n encounte red 
beneath the site7 however, their occurrence is infrequent. 

A tot 1 of 28 test borings have been compl ted t or near the 
i te since 1982. The borings and their res lts ar e described 

a t length in Section IV,C, Groundwater. The first set ot 
bor i gs (1982) revealed that silty sand and sand w~re the most 
cummon materials encountered, with some holes also encountering 
materials that were classified as silt or clay. The second set 
of borings \1984) reveal ed alternating layers of sand and ilt. 
ahallow materials ne a r · he proposed storm runoff pond in t he. 
s outhwest corner of the project site were generally sa dy. 
Piner-grained materials appeared to be common within the upper 
30 fee t beneath most of the site. 

Tab e 9 summarizes the laboratory test reeult s for several 
s amples taken from the 1984 EMCON bor ings. Shown are the 
Onif ied Soil Classification, plasticity index, and the percent 
passing'the o ~ s. 1200 Sieve for each sample. Permeability 
values are also given for three of the sam9l.es. The results 
indicate that silts encountered at the site area are of moder
ately low pe rmeability c10-s cm/sec). 

b. Seismic Conditions 

There are no known earthquake faults underlying the American 
Avenue Landfill site. The project area is not within a 
Alquist-Priolo Special Studi e s ~one as defined by the Cali
fornia Division of Mines and Geology. 

Nonetheless, the effects of a ny major seismic activity along 
the two nearest fault systems can be expected to be felt within 
the Fresno ounty area. These two faults are the San Andres 
and o~ens Val ey, locate d 25 and 120 mi les from the project. 
s it , r espectively. 
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Bori ng 
Number 

E-1 
E-1 
E-2 
E-2 
E-3 
E-4 
E-4 
E-4 
E-5 
E-5 
E-6 
E-14 

* ?eMT!I! 

TABLE 9 

SUMMA RY OF SO IL SAMPLE LABORATO RY TE ST RESUL TS -
AMERICAN AVENUE LANDFIL L EXPANS ION 

Sample Passing U.S. Uni (1ed Penneabil i ty 
Depth Pl ast i city §200 Si eve Soil at 20° C 
(ft) Index ~i bz: wgt . ) Cl assi ficati~ ~cm/sec:,L 

19.5 - 21.0 Non-plastic 3 SP 
21 - 25 Non olasti c 2.7 SM 

9.5 - 11.0 Non-pl a tic 84 ML 
2.5 ;-10-S 10 - 15 Non-plastic 67 ML 

?4.5 - 26.0 Non- plastic 35 SM 
4.5 - 6.0 Non- p1 astic 39 SM 
9.5 - 11 .0 Non-pl ast i c 93 ML 

49.5 - 51.0 Non-plast ic 66 Ml 
5.0 ;-1(r5 16 - 20 Non-pl ast 1 c 80 ML 

39.5 - 41.0 Non-plastic 57 ML 
44.S - 46.0 Non-plastic 63 ML 

lo-4 25 - 30 Non-plastic 35 SM 3. 0 x 

ity tests were performed on remolded samples compacted at 90 ercent 
of the max imum density as detennined by ASTM 01557 at moisture content s of 2 
percent above optimum moisture content. 

Source: "Preliminary Field and Laboratory Studi es, American Avenue Landfill 
Expansion," EMCON Associates, San Jose, May 1984. 
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The California Division of Mines and Geo~ogy Preliminary Map of 
the Maximum Expectable Ea r thqu ake Intensity shows mos of 
Fresno County in everity Zone II . This means that the most 
severe earthquak expected in t he area would cause moderate 
damage and would have a pr babl e maximum intensity of VII or 
VIII on the Modified Mercalli Scale . 

c. Mineral Deposits 

According t o the Coun t y o f Fresn Resource and Development 
Department geologist , there are no known exploitab l e mineral 
deposits wi t hin th~ project site (Steel, 1984). 

2. Potential Impacts 

Landfill operations for the proposed project require t hat 
approximately 410 acres would be excavated t a depth of 30 
feet. Displ ~cin9 the unddrlyin9 sand and sil t with a combina
tion of municipal waste and ash is not expected to result in 
any ad erse geological impacts. As such , no mitigation me as
ures are under consideration. 

3. Mitigation Measur~s 

The proposed projec~ would not r esult in any impacts on geology 
that would r equire mitigation measures. 

4. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

There are no unavoidable adverse impacts related to geology. 
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B. I.ARD 

1 . Existing Conditions 

With the except i on of t he existing l andfill which has a max i mum 
height of 20 feet, the pr ject s ite i s generally flat and 
without signifi~ant landforms. The site slopes towa rd the 
southwest from an elevation of aP.out 18 8 feet· MSL at the north
east corner, to a elevation of 178 feet a t thP. sou tn· " st 
corner. Other than the landfill , therP. a e no signif ic nt 
slopes on the site and there are no know~ problems with s lope 
stability. Site experier1ce indicates that soils wil l stand at 
slopes of 2: 1 or steepsr ~E~rCON, 1983). 

2. Potential Impacts 

Development of the proposed project would result in che crPa
tio1· of a serit>~ of knolls that rise abo,;e i nterven i n<J saddles 
~~ th a maximum height o 100 feet. The landfill would become a 
highly vi$i~le landmark in its immediate vicinity. ~he aesthe
tic impa~ts of the project are further describ~d in Section 
V,A. 

In the proje~t design prepared by EMCON, the perimeter slop~s 
of the landfill .would be no .steeper than 5:1 (hor zontal:verti
cal) and the top surface of the fill would be sloped at l to 5 
percent. 

According to EMCON, tr.e 5: 1 slopes provide greater compa t i
bility with the surroun~ ~ng flat terrain than would the 2 :1 
slopes which couJ.d be developed under State l ,aw. In addition 
to their greater compatibility, these flattar · 1opes woul d 
minimize the potential for e~osion. 

Landfill slopes become less steep over time as a result of 
settlement caused by decomposition and consolidation c.f the 
refuse. This settlement can either reverse the direct ion in 
which inadequately sloped surfaces drain or block dra i nage 
altogether. To compensate for the effec~s of settl ement, 
construction slopes must be ovex-ste epened1 s~.:te regulations 
require construc~ion slopes in the interior o~ the f 111 to be 
no flatter than 3 perc~nt. The rapid increase b . refuse fill 
th~.~"ness at the landfill perimeter, due to the combined ef
fects of tbe excavation and fill slopes, cr~ate signi f cant 
differential settlement in this zone. To prevet1t blocka e of 
~unoff from the1 landfill, the fill slope in the landfill p r im
eter must be constructed at a ~lop~ of not less than 12 per 
cent. 

The proposed landfill slopes have been reviewed and have been 
found acceptable for the project site. 
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J . Mitig t ion Meas.ures 

No mitigation measure s related to l and are proposed for the 
,project. 

4. Unavoidable Adverse I mpacts 

It does not appear that the pr oject would have any unavoidacle 
adverse impacts related to land with the poss ible e xceptio n of 
visual impacts. Unav'oidable visua impacts are' descr ibed in 
Sect ion V,A,4. 
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1. Existing Conditions 

a. Exist i ng Natural 'Veg,etation 

Native vegetation on t.ie project site has been almost entire ly 
eliminated by past cultivation or. by the present la d f ill 
operation . Most of the area shows evid nee of having been 
leveled and disced at s~me time in the past. The least di s
turbed area is a 150 fee wide strip east of the present l and
fill. This strip has not been leveled but shows many effect s 
of human activity. The little emaining natural vegetat i on is 
found here and in the section o f land alo 9 American Avenue, 
west of the landfill. 

The native vegetation which remains on th. s ite consists of 
typical valley grassland plants includin varl~us spec i es of 
Bromus, Bo~deum, and Erodium and of several plants found only 
rn--a"IXali areas including suaeda torreyana, Frankenia grandi
folia and Distichlis spicata. Many weedy plants which foll ow 
rand disturbances such as Salso a kali (Russian thl tle), are 
also found on the project sr-e:----- ----
b. Rare and Endangered Species 

Two spe'cies of plants classi~ied as rare and endangered by the 
California Native Plant Soclety could occur on the project 
site: Cordylanthus palmatus and Atrialex vallicola. Cordylan
thus palmatus (pa'lmate bracted Sir s beak) is a small annuai 
plant in the family Scrophulariaceae. In the past occurred 
in allcali flats along the west side of the Central Valley from 
Fresno County north to Colusa County. lu Fresno County it has 
been reported found at a locality approximately seven miles 
east-southeast of Mendota and at a site near the intersection 
of Madera and American Avenues. At both of these sites Cordyl
anthus palm•tus has since been eliminated by cultivation. In 
1971, a small population of plants was transplanted from one of 
these sites to the Mendota Wildlife Refuge. This transplanted 
population •nd two small populations to the north may be all 
that remains of this species. Gi ven the type of habitat at the 
project site and how close the site is to lo~ations where this 
plant is known to have occurred, it is likely that at one time 
Cordylanthus _2!.l.ma~us occurred here. A thorough search of t.e 
less distur6e<r"~reas of the project site in October, 1983 and 
in June, 1984 ., howe~.rer, showed no evidence of the presence of 
this species. It seems pi:·obable, given the disturbed nature of 
the sit.e , thi&t even if 1;.his plant once occurred here, it is no 
longer present. 

The second rare and endan~ered species which o ~cu s in this 
general region is Atriplex vallicola. Records indicat that 
t ·his plant once occurred onalka ' i flats from ·ern Cou y to 
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Fresno County. The proposed project site, aithough it has some 
sui table habitat for Atriplex va11 ·cola, is at the periphery of 
the range of this species. The October and June surveys of the 
site did not disclose the presenc~ of Atriplex val licola. 

2. Potential I mpacts 

Although t he alkali sink habitat in the San Joaquin Valley is 
severely threatened, the portion of the project site which 
contains alkali sink vegetat ion i s alread7 s disturbed that 
its preservation would be of li t l e value. In summary , the 
harmful effects on natural vegetation which the development of 
the proposed project on this s ite would hav~ would be mi nimal. 

3. Mitigation Measures 

The proposed project wo•uld nc•t result in any impacts on vegeta
tion that would require miti9ation measures. 

4. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The proposed project would result in the loss of approximately 
170 acres of highly disturbed nat i ve vegetation, some of which 
would be restored to the site as each module is co pl~ted. 
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G. WILDLIPB 

1. Existin9 Conditions 

The project site, as 0.escribed in Section V,F, is in a dis
turbed condition from t he natural biotic commun ity termed the 
•Alkali Sink• by Munz and Keck. Dur ing on-site inspect ions, 
lat e s ummer through mid-winter , .983, and during four nights of 
live trapping, utili zin,g twenty traps during January and Feb
ruary, 1984, the foll owinc; animals were inventoried: 

Mammals: 

Coyotes 
Jack Rabbits 
Pocket Gophers 
Beechy Ground Squirrels 
Beerman's Kangaroo Rats 
White-footed Deer Mouse 
Field mice 

Reptiles: 

Side Blotched Lizards 
Rattles nake 

Birds: 

White-tail~d Kites 
Deser t Kestrils 
• a r sh Bawks 
Short-eared OWls 
Horned Larks 
Water Pipits 
western Meadowlarks 
Loggerhead Shrike 

It is probable that all of the animals i nventoried are perma·· 
nent residents of the site with the exc eption of the · White
cailed Kites and the Itestrils. Due to tbe small size of the 
shrubs, the Kites do not nest on the site. An old Kite nest, 
however, was found off the site in an adjoining orchard. The e 
are no nesting sites for the Kestrils on the project site. The 
project site is a rather typical nesting habitat for the Short
eared Owl that is gradually disappearing because of loss of 
habitat. 

b. Endangered Species 

Originally the project site cou ~ d have harbored up to f iva 
endangered animals: San Joaquin Kit Foxes, Fresno Kangaroo 
Rats, Blunt-nosed Leopard Lizards, White• tailed Kites and, 
possibly, the Giant Garter Snake. With the excep~ion of the 
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White-tailed Kite , no o f these endangered species WP.re ob
served on the project site . ecause of special concern for the 
Fresno KangC£i::·oo Rat , a live trapping program was undertaken on 
the projec . site to determine if they were present. Although a 
total of twe nty-on adult rats were captured, all were 
Beerman's Kangaroo Rats. It appears that human disturbances 
and possible territorial invasions by Beerman's Kangaroo Rats 
preclude the poss ibility of current Fresno Kangaroo Rat 
population. 

Previous cultivation of the proj e c t site is most like ly the 
cause for not finding either the Horned Lizards or Blunt-nosed 
Levpard Lizards on the site. The lack of standing wate~ or 
flooding may have removed th e Giant Garte r Snake from the 
general project area if it ever occurred here. 

2. Potential Impacts 

The project should not have a major ad erse impact on the 
wildlife because the project site has pr .vious ly been cult i
vated. It could, over a period of time, remove the potential 
breeding habitat for the animals inve~toried during the v~rious 
transects of the site and during the live trapping program. 
Project plans, h~wever, call for the landfill to be developed 
in phases with only a portion of the project site ~eing d ' s
t urbed at any one time. As each phase is completed ~ that 
portion of t he landfill would be replanted with native vegeta
tion. The habitat as it presently exists, however, would be 
destroyed and cannot be replaced. 

If the project site should be lost as a potent · al breeding 
habitat , it would be a small wedge in the general loss of 
breedi.n9 habitats on the floor of the San Joaquin V lley. The 
greatest loss of habitat would be o the Short-eared Owls or 
the Marsh Bawks which require some relat vely undis turbed 
g~assy areas to reproduce. 

It should be not.ed that under existing zening, the site could 
be developed for agricultural purposes without r equiring any 
entitlements from the County- of Fresno. The· development of 
agricultural uses would also likely result in the loss of the 
site as wildlife habitat. 

3. Mitigation Measures 

The phasin9 of the project and the replanting of the site with 
native veqetation· as each phase is completed would mitigat~ the 
potential impacts on wildlife to so~e degree . 

4. Unavoiqable Adverse Impacts 

The proposed project would result in the loss of approximately 
170 acres o~ potential breeding h~bitat as it now exists. 
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Respon ses to Comments of Alma Furtado, Ida L. Lowe and Albert 
E. Lowe, M rgaret Sandbothe, Joseph E. Perry and Ruth Couto: 

The above respondents all appear to live in the gen e r 1 vicin
ity of Jen se n Avenue or th: proposed land~ill site. The most 
commonly expressed conce rn in their comments related to traffic 
safety along Jens e n and Madera Avenues. Other concerns in
cluded noise and litter assoc i ated with project traffic, that 
the approval of the pr ject i s a foregone conclusion, that the 
project will adversely impact groundwater in t h e area, that 
Fres no and Clovis should take care of their own garbage and 
that th e landfill will adversely impact r e sid-nces in its 
immediate vicinity . 

The reas on s for selecting Jensen and North Avenues for eval
ua tion as po ential hau l routes for the landfill a~e expla i ned 
on pages 81 thro~gh 88 of the d raft EIR. Three import nt 
factors should be noted regarding these rout es. First~ th e 
County has not made a fi nal determ ination on the actual haul 
rou te that wi ll b~ used. This determination will be made at 
some futur e time if the project is approved, and the informa
tion presented in this EIR, including the respondent s • 
comments, will be t ken into consideration in making tne deter
mination. 

Second , the traffic analysis prepared for the EIR does not 
indicate tha the traffic gene rated by the project would have 
a s i gnifica . t a~verse impact on any of the roads that were 
considered as possible ha 1 ro ~ es. All of the roads would 
continue to o~er.,te at acc~ otable levels of service without or 
with the proje t. 

Third, on p~ge 88, mitiga tio n measures are suggested for en
hancing tr a f fic ~afe ty and conveniepce along the haul routes. 

The potential impacts of the project on noise levels along the 
two haul rou tes that were studied are dezcribed in Section 
IV,H, of the d aft EIR. It i conc lu6e1 that noise levels 
along th e ha u l rou t e would inc r ease as a result of projec t · 
related truck traffic. Ii Jensen Avenue is selected, increased 
noise levels would not be significant. If North Avenue is 
selected, n ise Jcvels could increase significantly if the 
waste-to-energy plant is not developed. 

The County of Fres~o h as an ongoing litter control program 
which is in effect now and is utilized to remove litter from 
landfill haul routes and other County roads. This program 
would be extended to the American Avenue haul rout e if the 
project is implemented. 

The potential impacts of the proj P C t upon g rou 11dwa ter a re 
described i n Section IV,C, of the draft EL.. The proposed 
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While the proposed r s toration ot nat ve vegetation would pro
vide breed i ng habita t for some of the animals f ound on the 
~ ~oject si t e, it will not do so for o thers, including the 
Fresno Kangaroo Rat. The Fresno Kangaroo Rat requ i r e s a highly 
specialized h abi at which can not be re stored at the higher 
elevation e 
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project can ot be ope~ated as a dump, due to strict resulations 
that have been ad•>pted by the State Water Board. Historicall~, 
monitor wells were not in place ne a r mo st landfills where 
pro~lerns dP.v eloped . At the Amer i~an Avenue Landfill expansio~ 
site, the proposed ope ration wo~ld be carefully moni tored. If 
pollution is observed in wa ter from the monitor wel ls, correc
tive act i ons would be requir ed by the Legula~ory agencies 
involved. 

The draft E R notes that the exi stence of the landfill , in
cluding the nature of the use and its o pe r a tion 6 A character
istics and appearance , may be cons idered undes irable by the few 
residen ts who would live near it. e EIR .-l s o suggests as a 
mitiga t ion mea : ure that the Count y con r1ne r a cq ui r ing thP 
houses located adjacent to the landfill as che landfill oper a 
ti on s app r oach the boundar ies on wh ich the '1ouses are l ocated. 
This mea sure woald preclude any possi bl e lo ng-term conflicts 
with residents in t he immediate area. 

The nee d for t he project, t he are a it ~ ill serve and the status 
of the exi~ting American Avenue facilit y are de scribed in 
Section II of t e draft EIR. Alternative locations tha t were 
considered for the landfi l l are discussed in Section VI. 

Finally, any contention that the approva l of th~ projec t i s a 
foregone con c lusion is erroneo us. Th~ County oe Fre~no must 
consider an ' approve a cond itional use permit a pplicQ~i o n 
before the p r oj ect can be implemented. 'rhe public will h3 ve aP 
opportunity co resent tes timony for or against ~he proj ect at 
the public he ' ng on t he cond itional use permi ~ . 
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B. ROIS 

1. Existing Conditions 

The area surrounding t he pr oj ect site is domi nated by agricul
tural uses with a few rural reside ntial use ~ located within 
approxima t ely 500 feet of the outermost limi ts of the expanded 
l andfill site. Existing sources of environmental no ise i n the 
vic i ni t y of the project site include present ope rat i ons at the 
American Avenue Landfill, traffic on American Avenue and i nte r 
mittent farm~ng operations on surrounding agricultural proper~ 
ties. Noise level measurements conducted on June 1, 1984, 
ranged from 35-45 dBA, Leql, during the day depend ing upon 
proximi ty to traffic on American Avenue. It is ant i ci pated 
that background levels fall to 30-35 dBA during the late ni gh t 
and early morning hours. · 

Noise levels from existing landfill operations at the site we r e 
evaluated by conducting noise measurements at the Sout heast 
Regional Solid Waste Disposal Site located near Parl i er in 
Fresno County. Measurements were conducted at the Southeas t 
site because equipment was not in operation at the Amer i can 
Avenue site on the measurement day. J.,ccording to employee s a t 
both sites, ~quipment used at the Southeast site is comparable 
to that which is used at the American Avenue site. Also, it i s 
anticipated that if the American Avenue Ex nsion Project is 
appcoved, equipment presently in use at the Southeast site 
would b rel~cated to American Avenue. 

Measurements were conducted at the Southeast site dur i ng t h e 
morning of May 15, 1984, of n ise levels generated by a John 
Deere 11-yard scraper and a Caterpillar 826C Compactor. Meas 
urements of noise levels generated by a Klein 4000-gallon 
capacity water truck were conducted during the morning of June 
1, 1984. 

Sound level measurements were conducted at a reference distance 
of approximately 300 feet while equipment was in normal use at 
the landfill site. The measurement site was a large open area 
on the face of the landfill without berms or intervening topog
raphy. The results of the measurements are summarized in 
Table 1 O. 

Noise level data summarized in ~able 10 were mathematically 
combined with hours of operation as reported by the County of 
Fresno to provide an estimate of existing noise exposure as 
defined by Lan and Lmax• Assuming that operating hours are 
normally from 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., and that all equipment is 
in simultaneous operation within the same area, calculated 
levels at 300 feet from the source are Ldn 64.5 dB and !.max 
,-

For an explanation of the terminol ogy used in this report, 
refer to Appendix A: •Acoustical Terminology.• 
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73.6 dBA . Ass~~in9 a flat surface and geometric spreading fo r 
a point source, the distances from the center of the noise 
sour ce to the Ldn 60 dB and Lmax 70 dBA contours are 504 f t 
and 454 fee t , respectively. The approximat . loc~tions of these 
contours nave been illustrated in Figure 14 for Lxisting land
fil l operations. It should be noted t hat Figure 14 is repre
sentat ive of a worst- case onaition h~re a:l equipment is 
oper at in at t he oute rmost limit of t ne l and f ill . On any one 
partic l ar day, noise contours would be much . small r than those 
shown in Figure 14 since equipme t woul ~ only be operating in 
one area of th landfil l sit e . 

TABLE 10 

SUMMARY OF MEASURED NOISE LEVELS* 
S~UTHEAST REGIONAL SOLID WASTE DISPO~AL $ITE 

Equipment 

John Deere 11-Yd. Scraper 
caterpillar 826C Compactor 
Klein 4000 G~l. Water Truck 

Distance 

300' 
300' 
300' 

65 dBA 
62 dBA 
64.5 dBA 

Lmax 
(Typical ) 

69 dB.\ 
· 6"/ dBA 

10 dBA 

* Measured during normal landfill a~tivities (May 15, 1984 and 
Ju e 1, .1984). 

Source: Brown-Bunt i n Associates 

Noise levels from existin_g volum~s of traffic on roadways in 
the vicinity of the project site w re evaluated ~zing the FBWA 
Highway Traffic Noise Predictio Model and traff ic data ob
tained from the County of Presno and TJ~~ Transportation Con
sultants. The PBWA Model is the analytical method presently 
favored by most state and local agencies, including CalTrans 
and the County of Fresno, for the prediction of traffic noise 
levels, The model was developed to pr·edict hourly Leq values 
for free-flowing traffic conditions with an accuracy of +1.5 
dB, but may be used to predict Ldn values base upon an equiva
lent hourly traffic ~olume determin~d from the hourly distri
bution of traffic for a typical day. 

Roadways of concern in the project area include Americ~n Avenue 
and the two primary alternative solid waste haul routes between 
the proposed waste-to~energy plant near the intersection of 
Cedar and North Avenues and the landfill. Haul Route •A• would 
generally follow Jensen Avenue from the waste-to-energy plant 
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to Madera Ave nue ; Baul Route •a• would gen rally follow North 
Avenue. 

Traffic counts conducted by t he County of Pre no for Jensen 
Avenue west of Cornelia Avenue i n Februa r y, 1984, showed tha 
the percentage of med um and heavy trucks for t.is section of 
roadway was 11.1 percent 'nd 12 .6 percent of the Average Daily 
Traffic (AOT}, respectively~ Sourly traffic count s for the 
same sample period showed that approximate ly 9 ·1 percent of the 
traffic over a 24-hour period occurs between the hours of 7:00 
a.m. and 10:00 p.m. Si nce specific information regarding truck 
mix and day/night distribution was not avail able, ~he Jensen 
Avenue data were applied to American Avenue and t o other sec
t ions of the proposed alternative haul routes in order to 
calculate existing noise exposure along these roadways. Calcu
lated noise exposures, as defined by Ldn at 100 feet from the 
center of the roadway, are summarized in Table 11. Distances 
from the center of th ~ roadway to the Ldn 60 dB contour are 
summarized in Table 12. 

Farming operations in the vicinity of the e isting landf ill 
operation result in intermit ent noise levels when tractors or 
other heavy equipment are in use. Noise levels from such 
activities are relatively insignificant whe~ coap~red to vehic
ular traffic and existing landfill activities . 

2. Potential Impacts 

N ise impacts from the proposed project would result from the 
operation of heavy equipment i n the expanded landfill area, and 
from project-related increases in truck traffic al~ng the 
proposed &lternat ive haul routes between the waste-to-energy 
plant and the l\indf il.l site. Noise impacts may also result 
from the operation of pumping and electrical generation sta
tions associated with a methane gas recovery system which may 
be dev.eloped for the landfill operation. 

Normal landfill operations at the American Avenue site would 
consist of the simultaneous excavation of fill material from a 
·future f il 1 area and spreading of that material over r efuse in 
the fill area in 11se. Normal hours of op.~ation would be 7: O O 
a.m. to 5:00 p.a. unless emergency conditions warrant later 
operations. Equipment used during these activities includes 
scrapers to move soil from the excavation area to t he f 111 
area, a compactor to spread and red ce the volume of the refuse 
material, and a water truck to control dust in the excavation 
and fill areas and on haul roads throughout the site. A bull
dozer is occasionally used to spread and compact refuse mate
rial when the compact or is out of service. Such procedures are 
generally being followed at the e · istinq lan fill operation. 
In order to mitiqate- visual impacts nd provide sound att~ nu
ation, b rms will be constructed around the landfill area in 
use at any one given time . 
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TABLE 11 

SUHHARY OF CALCUL ATED DAY/NIGHT AVERAGE 
LEVELS (Ldn) AT 100 FEET . FROM CENTEk OF HOADWAY 

1984 1985 1995 
Roadway Descriptio~ E~isting Conditions) Scenario II Scenario III Scenario II Scfinario III 

Jensen Avenue (Route •a•) 
West of Golden 

State Avenue. 
East o.f Cherry Avenue 
West of Harks Avenue 
West of Cornelia Avenue 
Ea 3t of Dickenson Avenue 

North Avenue (Route •B") 

West of Orange Avenue 
West of Walnut Avenue 
West of West Avenue 

Madera Avenue 

North of American .Avenue 

American Avenue 

West of Madera Avenue 

71.3 dB 
71 •. o dB 
65.5 dB 
63.l dB 
63.2 dB 

64.4 dB 
61.3 dB 
57.5 dB 

64.6 dB 

59.5 dB 

71.le dB 
71.l dB 
65.8 dB 
63.7 dB 
63.6 dB 

64.8 d·B 
62.l dB 
59.2 dB 

65.0 dB 

f>0.8 dB 

71.4 dB 
71.1 dB 
65.8 dB 
63. 7 dB 
63.8 dB 

64.8 dB 
62.l dB 
59.2 dB 

6S.O dB 

60 .8 49 

71.3 dB 
71.0 dB 
65.7 dB 
63. 4 dB 
63. S dB 

64.6 di! 
61.8 dB 
58.5 dB 

64.8 dB 

60Ql dli 

71.5 dB 
71.2 dB 
66.l dB 
64 .2 dB 
64.2 dB 

65.2 dB 
63.0 dB 
60..5 d·B 

65.3 dB 

61.4 dB 

NOTE: Calculations based ~t>Qf\' ·tr.•f'ftc;· dat.a obta!ned fr-Oat TJKH 1r.tnsportation Consult.an~ ~ a·nd \. tie 
Fresno County Depar.tr.ae~t c~r ~blic W9rka. 

Sour r;e i Brown-DunUn As:soci•tes 
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TABLE 12 

DISTANCE (FEET) FROM CENTER OF ROADWAY TO DAY/NIGHT 
AVERAGE LEVEL (Ldn> 60 dB CONTOUR 

1984 1985 1995 
Roadway Description fEiIStlng Conditions) Scenario II Scenario III scenar io !I Scenario I II 

Jensen Av~nue (Route •A•) 

West or Golden 
State Avenue 

East or Cherry Avenue 
West or Harks Avenue 
West or Cornella Avenue 
East of Di ckenaon Avenue 

North Avenue (Route "B•) 

West or Orange Avenue 
West or Walnut Avenue 
W~t of West Avenue 

Madera Avenue 

North of A111erlcan Avenue 

American Avenue 

West or t1adera Avenue 

564 
540 
232 
161 
163 

195 
122 
68 

201 

92 

573 
549 
245 
177 
179 

~08 
l "..8 
88 

216 

113 

573 
549 
Z45 
1·•7 ' . 
179 

208 
138 
88 

216 

113 

569 
544 
239 
168 
171 

202 
131 
79 

208 

102 

NOTE: Calculations based upon traffic data obtained from TJKH' Transportation Consult~~1ts and the 
' Fresno County Department of Public Works. 

Source: Brown-Buntin Associatas 

,. 

580 
556 
256 
189 
191 

221 
157 
108 

227 

12t. 
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Figure 15 has been prepared to illustrate the extent of noise 
exposure as defined by Ldn and Lmaxfor the expanded landfill 
operation. Contours in Figure 15 are based upon noi se level 
measurements described in Table 10 and t h . assumption tat 
normal hours of operation would be 7:00 a.m . to 5:00 p.m . As 
in Figure 14, contours are representative of a worst-cas e 
condition where the scraper, compactor and the water truck are 
in simultaneous operation in the s e area at the outerm s t 
li.Jr.it of the exp~nded landfill area. On any one particula r 
day, noise contours would be much smaller in size since activi
tiea would be confined to only the excavation and fill area in 
~se at that time. I f proposed berms ar e effective in inter
rupting line-of-sight between the landfill operation and nearby 
receivin~ lan ' qses, noise levels would be reduced by s-10 dB 
at such locatio. :.. . Occasional landfill operations later than 
5: 00 p.m. would cause noise exposure as defined by Ldn to be 
greater on that particular day, but would not significantly 
affect annual average ~oise exposure. Noise exposure as de
f i ned by Lmax would not be affected by evening operations . 

Based upon the project plan, the daily number of l rips by 
20-ton trucks between Fresno and the American Avenue Landfill 
would be 56 in 1985 and 58 in 1986. If the proposed waste-to
energy plant becomes operational by 1987, the daily number of 
truck trips drops to 24. By the year 1995, the daily number of 
truck trips with the waste-to-energy plant in operation 
(Scenario II) would be 30; the da 5.ly number of truck trips 
without the plant (Scenario III) would be 116 by 1995 . 

In order to eval uate noise imp cts from project-related in
creases in truck traffic, the numbers of .truck trips per day 
described above were added to existing traff ic volumea along 
the proposed alternative haul routes. Calculated noise expo
sure as defined by Ldn at 100 feet from the center of the 
roadway are sW111arized in Table 11. Distances from the ce ter 
of the roadway to the Ldn 60 dB contour are summarized in T ble 
12. 

The determination of whether or not a particular noise impact 
is significant is generally based upon comparisons with appl i
cable State and ocal standards and to recogni zed publ i c hea~ h 
criteria. The adopted policies of the Fresno Cou~ty Noia~ 
Element state that in order to maintain an acceptable noise 
environment, noise levela should not exceed Ldn 60 dB in areas 
containing noise-sensitive land uses. 'l'be Noi e Element recom
mends that proposed developments minimize adverse noise impacts 
on surrounding sensitive land uses by incorporating effect ive 
mitigation measures into project desig n. The Presno County 
Noise Ordinance contains exterior noise 1 vel standards for 
noise sources not pree•pted by State or Feder~l r~9ulations 
whicli are bas d upon the stati stical d i stribution of noise over 
~ime. The maximum levels permitted by the County ordin&nce are 
70 dBA during the daytime hours (7:00 a.m.-10:00 p.m.) and 65 
dBA during the nigh ttime hours (10: 00 p.m. 7:00 a.m.), when 
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measured at an existing sensit iv receiver location. As de
fined by the ordinan e, s ensitive receivers include chur ches, 
hospital s, schools, libraries and residential uses. 

By comparing Figures 14 a d 1 it is readily apparent that the 
total area impacted by nois levels exc eding Ldn 60 d9 or Lmax 
70 dBA is greatly increased th the expand d landfill opera
tion. However, noise levels resulting from iandfill operations 
on any one day would be similar to the presen operation since 
the same genera l procedures and equipment would be employed . 
When landfill operations occur within approximately 500 feet of 
an existing noise-sensi tive receiver, no ise levels may exceed 
County of Fresno standards while the equipment is being oper
ated in that location. At greater distances, or if landfill 
operations are ef ectively shielded by berms, noise levels 
would not be expected to exceed applicable standards. 

Project-related increases i n noise exposure from truck traf fic 
on American Avenue and on other sections of the proposed alter
native soli waste haul route s may be evaluated by comparing 
the 1985 and 1995 columns to the 1984 (ex J.sting onditions) 
columns of Tables 11 and 12. It is apparent from uch com
par isons that the greatest increases in traffic nois levels 
would occur on roadways which presentl y carry relative ly small 
traffic volumes. For Route •A• (Jensen Avenue), the largest 
increase would occur west of Cornelia Avenue where noise levels 
would increase by approximately 1.1 dB, Ldn by 1995 assuming 
that the waste-to-energy plant would not be constr~cted 
(Scenario III). In the res idential areas located along Jensen 
Avenue in the vicinity of the waste water treatment plant and 
between Elm Avenu . and Fig Avenue, noise levels would increase 
by approximately 0.2 dB oy 1995 without the waste-to-energy 
plant. Por Route •B• (North Avenue), the largest increase 
would occur west of West Avenue where noise levels would in
crease by approximately 3 dB, Ldn by 1995 without the waste-to
energy plant. On Aserican Avenue (Routes •A• and •B•), noise 
levels would increase by approximately 1.9 dB, Ldn by 1995 
without the waste-to-energy plant. 

Project-related increases in noise levels fran truck traffic on 
either of the alternative haul routes would be substantially 
mitigated by the construction of the waste-to-energy plant 
which would reduce the number of daily truck trips f r om 116 to 
30 by the year 1995. Resulting maximum increases in noise 
level 0 by 1995 would be 0.3 dB, Ldn along Route •A• and 1 dB, 
Ldn along Route •B.• Project related increases along Madera 
and American Avenues by 1995 would be 0.2 and 0.6 dB, L4n 
resp ctively. Such increases would not be considered signif i
cant. 

Although the type and location of pumping and electrical gener
ation equipment associated with a methane gas recovery system 
which may be installed at t he expanded landfill operation are 
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unknown, i t may be ass umed that noise levels exceeding appli
cable standards could occur~ 

3. it i gation Measures 

a. All equipment in us~ at the landfill site should be fitted 
with r es idential type mufflers. It was noted during field 
measurements at the Southeast site that no i se levels generat d 
by the water truck could be not i ceably reduced in this manner . 

b. Bours of landfill operation and truck travel between the 
proposed waste-to-energy plant and the l andfill site should be 
limited to between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. (emergency opera
tions excepted). This measure would prevent noise levels from 
project.-related activities from disturbing residential uses 
during the more sensitive times of the day. 

c. The berms that would be constructed around landfill opera
tions should be designed so that line-at-sight is interrupted 
between noise generating equipment and nearby noise-sensit ive 
land uses. 

d. The development of the waste-to-energy plant would sub
stantially reduce the number of daily truck trips between 
Pres o and the landfill site and thus reduce potential noise 
impacts. 

e. Consideration should be given to selecting Route . •A• 
(Jensen Avenue) as described in Section V,B as the haul route 
between the waste-to-energy plant and the landfill because 
project-related increases in the truck traffic would result in 
smaller increases in noise levels than would occur along Route 
•s• (North Avenue). 

f . Any pumping and electrical generation equipment associated 
with a methane gas recovery system should be selected for quiet 
operation and should be located in areas removed from existing 
or potential resid·ential uses. An alternative would be to 
place equipment in properly-designed enclosures to reduce noise 
to acceptable levels at nearby sensitive receivers. 

4. ' Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Noise levels generated by the proposed landfill expansion would 
result in an increase in the area exposed to noise exceeding 
applicable Count y of Fr~sno standards. Existing sensitive re
ceivers would only be a f fected by such levels when landfill 
operations are occurring within approximately 500 feet of their 
location. Such exposures would be temporary, and would be 
mitigated as landfill activities move to other areas of the 
site. 

Noise levels along the solid waste haul route would increase as 
the result of project-r·e1ated increases in truck traffic. If 
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Route •A• is selected, there would be no signi ficant increase 
in noise levels. I Route •B• is selected, no i se levels could 
increase significantly i f the waste-to-energy plan is not 
d·eveloped. 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS , POTBBTIAL IMPACTS, 
MITIGATION llBASORBS, UNAVOI DABLE ADVBRSB IMPACTS : 

BOllAH RBSOORCBS AND CONDITIONS 

A. SOCI AL 

1. Existing Conditions 

a. Land Use 

Land use on the project site and sur round i ng area i sho~n on 
Figure 16. The existing American Avenue Landfill is cateci on 
30 acres of the project s i te, 40 acres are planted i n al falfa, 
170 acres are undeveloped and 200 acres are planted in cot ton. 
One single family residence and related farm building s are 
located on the acreage planted with alfalfa. 

Surrounding land use to the east and south consists of agr i cul
ture, primar ily in the form of orchards, vineyar ds and c o t ton 
production. Land use to the .north i s partially agricul ure and 
partially vacant. 'l'bere are three single family reside nces to 
the north within 1,000 feet of the project site. Land use to 
the west is a mixtut:·e of . five single family residences on or· 
near the American Avenue fr ontage, a small enclave of mobile 
homes 1,400 to 1,900 feet north .Z>f the American Avenue f ron t
age, vacant land and a small orchard. 

Land use in the broader area consists almost entirely of agr i
culture or undeveloped land. There is some scattered rural 
residential development northwest of the project site and wha t 
appears to be a small mobile home park for farm workers about 
one mile east and one and one-half miles south of the i te. 

The nearest urban settl~ments in the area are the City o f 
Kerman, about five miles northeast of the site, the City of San 
Joaquin, about five miles southwest of the site, and the com
munity of Tranquillity, about six miles we s t-southwest of t he 
site. 

b. Public Land Use Policy 

The project site is designated as a disposal site under the 
Solid Waste Facility . Policy of the !,resno County General Plan 
(County of Fresno, 198.3). The policy was adopted by the Count y 
Board of Sup•rvisors in December, 1983 to serve on a~ inte rim 
basis until the revised CoSWMP is adopted. 

When the CoSWMP is approved by the Board of Supervisors, it 
wil l be incorporated into the Fresno County General Plan as 
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part of its Publ i c Fac ili ties Element (Anthcny, 1984). The 
CoSWMP des ignates the pr o ject ite as a regional 10.df ill. 

Al l property s ur rounding the project site is desiguated for 
agricultural use cy the Fresno County General P_ n. 

c. Zoning 

The project si te and all s urro und i ng land are d 
AE-20, Exclusive Agriculture, 20-acre mi nimum size. 
are . permitted in the AE- 20 District s ubject to 
use permit. 

2. Potential Impacts 

a. Land Use 

ignated as 
Landfill s 

condi ional 

The development of the project woul d r s ult in the removal of 
240 acres from agricultnr.al use. The soils on t he s ite are 
predominantly Class II and III soil s , with s me Class IV soils 
mixed in. Class II soils are considered to be pr ime ag ricul
tural soils. Class III and IV soils have severe l imi tations 
for agricultural use and require special hand l ing and/ o r con
servation pract~ces. 

The proposed project appears to be generally com~at ible . wi th 
the surrounding agricultural uses with one poss i ble except ion. 
Landfill ga s moving through soil to adjacent p ope ty can 
affect the g rowth and vitality of some types of egetation. 
Studies h ave shown that woody, deep rooting pl ant species re 
especially susceptible ~o damage from migrating LFG (Fl ower . 
19 77) • .Gas related vegetative stresses result from : ( 1 ) lack 
of oxygen in the root zone1 (2) high carbon dioxide concentra
tions1 (3) higher so i l temperatures1 and (4 ) trace concentra
tions of gases toxic to plants inherent in LPG, e.g. hydrogen 
sulfide and ethylene. 

The potential for the landfill t o produce landfill ga is 
described in Sections IV,A and v,o. It does not appear tha t · 
there would be any aignif icant production of landfill gas under 
Scenario II. Landfill gas could be produced in greater olumes 
under either Scenario I or I I I. As desc ribed i Sectio n 
III,B,10, the project plans include provisions for contro ll i ng 
landfill gas migration t hrough the soil. 

The extent to which the proposed landfill would be considered 
compatible with the residential uses located in its immedia t e 
vicinity is largely a subjective determination. Alth ugh t he 
landfill can be operated in an efficient and sanitary manner 
that would mitigate most potential impacts, the very nature o f 
the u' e would probably make it undesirable as a neighbor i n 
most cases . It is doubtful that many people would want to live 
adjacent to a lapdf ill. 
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Furthermore, a 100 foot high landfill over 440 acres would be a 
large formation in the midst of the surrounding flat land. The 
project plans call for perimeter landscaping and landscaping of 
the final landfill surfaces. Th landfi ll would still . how
ever, vis~ally dominate the i mediate l y surrounding proper
ties. The reactions of the sur ounding ~esidents may vary from 
finding the landfill height and configuration acceptabl e to 
considering i t a blight on the area. · 

It is unlikely that the project w Jld have any other signifi
cant impa~ts on land uses which are not adjacent to the pr oject 
site with the possible excep - on f litter, odor s and traffic 
noise c~nditions. Al t ho r h : easures t o contro l li t rare 
included in the proj~~t design, occasional litte~ prob ems may 
arise along the haul route and in the vicinity of the project 
site. These problems could be caused by improper loading 
and/or coveri~g of haul vehicles, wind conditions in the ar~G , 
and the occasional dumping of solid waste ' near the landfill 
during hours when it is closed ~ Such litter would be aesthet i
cally displeasing to affected property owners and, depending on 
the nature of the litter, could also be unsanitary. The gen
eration of odors by the project is not expected to b~ a problem 
as discussed in Section V1 Dw Should any significant odors 
ev•lop, however, they might affect the migrant workers mobile 

home park southeast of the project site or the residences 
northwest of the project site durin~ wind re~ersal periods in 
the winter. Residential and commercial uses loc ted along th 
haul route of the solid waste transfer trucks could be affected 

y noise impacts generated by project traffic. The potential 
for such impacts is described in Section IV,B. 

b. Public Land Use Policy 

The proposed landfill expansion is consistent with the Solid 
Waste Facility Policy of the Fresno County General Plan and 
with the revised CoSWMP. 

c. Zoning 

The expansion of the landfill is consisten with the agricul
t ural zoninq of the project site in that landfills are permit
ted subject to a conditional use permit. The expansion of the 
1 df ill cannot proceed until the County of Presno approves a 
conditional use permit for the project. 

d. Growth Inducement 

The expansion of the American Avenue LandZill to a regional 
fac i lity should have little, if any, growth inducing impacts. 
While it would accommodate the solid waste which would be 
generated by a growth in population, it would not induce such 
growth. Because the City of Fresno Landfill wi 1 reach c·apac
ity in 1985 and other landfills in the County will also close 
prior to 1990, it was determined that a regional l andfill was 
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urgently needed. The size and des ign configurat ion of the 
landfill we~e bas~d upon the need for a long term solution to 
the County's solid waste disposal requirements, rather than to 
serve as a new faci l ity designed exclus ively to accommoda te 
growth. 

3 e Mitigation Measures 

a. Th.e project plans include provisions for landscap ing, 
vector control, litter control, unsightline~s, du s t and odor 
control, noise control and landfill control which wi l l enha ce 
the compatibility of the .project with surrounding l and use s . 
These measures are described in Section III,B. 

b. Consideration should be given to acquiring the residences 
located adjacent to the landfill over time as th e l andfi ll 
operations approae~ .. the boundaries on which the reside nces a:e 
located. This measure would preclude any possible long-term 
conflicts with residences in the immediate area. 

c. The County of Fresno should apply zoning to property in the 
immediate project vicinity which will preclude any further 
reside t i al development in the area. 

4. Unavoidable Ad~erse Impacts 

The visual impacts described in this section would be an un
avoidable impact ·of t e project~ Whether or no these impact s 
would be considered adverse would be largely a subject ive 
judgement. There are relatively few residents in the immediate 
area who would be affected by the visual pr esence of the pro
jt'lct. There would also be an unavoidable loss of 240 acres of 
agricultural land. 
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B. TRARSPORTATION 

1. Existing Conditions 

a. Study Area 

The transportatio~ study area i ncl uded ~ 10-mile wide transpor
tation corridor (with itesbri.dge Ro ad on the north and 
Manning Avenue on the south) between the general loc~tion of 
the propo~~d waste-to-energy plan·t and the Ame r ican Avenue 
Landfi l l sit~. Mos t of the major east-w s t street~ and high
ways within this corr idor were reviewed as potential ro es for 
transporting solid waste materials and by- roduct s etween the 
waste-to-6nergy plant and the project site. 

The following listed east-west roadways we re init i al ly studied 
for t his BIR as potential haul routes but were dropped from 
further consideration for the reasons noted: 

( 1) 180) and Madera Avenue (Highway 

(2) 

_. e engt o t s au rout e + iw .les ior..9,~r per 
round trip than the J e nsen Avenue route) would i ncrease 
air pollution, noise pollution, and operation costs. Thi.s 
route includes travel on about 3 miles of major str eets 
within the City of Kerman. A majority o the propert ie s 
fronting on these major streets contain commercial devel
opments. The intrusion of project haul trucks i nto the 
t raffic flow on some of Kerman's majo; s t reets wou ld 
probably be perceived to have a negative impact on the 
commercial activities of the adjacent properties an or 
the City's aesthetics. 

Th~ numerous driveways and street intersections along this 
3-mile section of the Whitesbridge-Madera Avenue r out e 
would generate traffic c~nflicts with associ ated delays 
and hazards that would be svoided i f the s e lected r oute 
did not pass through this urbanized community. 

If Cal Trans should- - in the futu·re--improve Wh i tesbr i d9e 
Road (Sta~e Highway 180) west of Freeway 99 to a freeway, 
a multiple lane highway, or a combination of t hese t wo, 
then the utilization of all or a portion of the Whites
bridge haul r oute could be reconsidered. The timing and 
extent of future Whitesbridge Road improvements are spe c
ulat ive and, therefore, beyond the scope of this report . 

C~ntr al Avenue. , This would be the shortest distance haul 
route1 however, the numerous st~p sign controls wo uld 
cause increases in a ir polluti n,- noise pollution and 
operating costs . Na r rowness of the existing pavement, 
jogs in the alignment, and appear ance of roadway base 
failures, which ·would be seriously aggravated by repeti
ti ve heavy loads, were add itiona l justifications for 
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droppi.ng this route from consi eration . 

(3) Manning Avenue. Eac round trip uti lizing a Manning 
Avenue oute would be .5 miles l onger than ~ round trip 
on the Jensen Avenue route. This additional tr vel would 
increase air pollution, noise pollution , and Qperat i ng 
costs. 

b. Pot ential Solid Waste Baul Rou tes 

Of the routes considered, the remaining two potential route s 
are Route ~A• (Jensen Avenue) and Route •a• (North Avenue ) as 
shown on Figure 17 and described in greater detail below. 

(1) Route •A• 

Route •A• (Jensen Avenue) begins at t he ~aste-to-en rgy 
site on Cedar Avenue, a two-1 e arterial stree , and 
proceeds north to Golden State Boulevard. This port ion of 
Cedar Avenue passes through a par.tially developed indus
trial area. The roadway width is adequate1 ~he structural 
section is adequate but may need some surface maintenance 
in the near futurei and, the alignment is straight except 
for the curvilinear section whi~h provides a bulb type •T• 
intersection with Golden State Boulevard. The Golden 
State Boulevard ·median island area includes an accelera
tion lane to accommodate northbound Cedar Avenu~ lef t · 
turns. Northoound Cedar Avenue traffic is controlled by a 
stop sign at Golden State Boul evard. 

Route •A• follows Golden State Boulevard , a fou r -lane 
divided expressway, to a signalized intersectio n with 
Jensen Avenue and then proceeds along Jensen Avenue, an 
expressw4y from Gold~n State Boulevard to East Avenue and 
an arterial from East Avenu• to Madera Avenue, a distance 
of approximately 16.25 miles. 

Jensen Avenue between Golden State Boulevard and Pig 
Avenue is a fully developed, urban type, four-lane divided 
through street with traffic signal control at all major 
cross streets, specifically, Golden State Boulevard, East 
Avenue, Cherry Avenue, Elm Avenue and Pig Avenue. An 
overpass has been constructed in Jensen Avenue over the 
future Freeway 41 right-of-way. The adjacent properties 
are developed with commercial, industrial and resident i al 
land uses with most of the residential uses located west 
of Elm Avenue. 

West of Pig Avenue the cross section of Jensen Avenue 
transitions to a two-lane roadway defined by yell1~w center 
line markings and edge lines and continues this p11ttern to 
Madera Avenue. Paved shoulder areas are in place east of 
Dickenson Avenue. The roadway is structurally sound and 
geometrically good with a straight alig nment and a minimum 
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pavement width of 27 feet. Jensen Avenue traffic has a 55 
mph speed limit e~cept where reduced to 45 mph at a small 
urban area in t he vicinity of Valentine Avenue and the 
Fresno-Clovis Metropolitan Area east of W st Avenue. West 
of Fig Avenue, the adjacent land use beg ins transitioning 
from urban to rural. 

Route •A• from Cornelia Avenue t o the Amer ican Avenue 
Landfill site passes through r ural a·gricul,tural areas 
which include only a few rural residences. Traffic on 
this portion of Jensen Ave nue is control led by the fol
lowing: a four-way-stop intersect ion with flashing mast 
arm mounted red lights at Dickenson Avenue: a two-way-s t op 
at Madera Avenue. 

Route •A• turns south on Madera Avenue (State Highway 
145), a high quality two-lane expressway with lanes de lin·
eated with yel low center l i ne markings (including r eflec·
torized buttons) and edge line striping. 

Route •A• then follows American Avenue, an dequate t~o
lane arterial roadway, in a westerly d irectio . for abou t 
four miles to the project site . This two lane oadway is 
in §ood y:ondition except for a small area of appar nt bas1e 
failur~ just west of the landfill en t rance. Ea tbound 
American Avenue traf fi c is controlled by a stop si n at 
Madera Avenue . · 

Travel time on Route •A• (by automobile) was two minutes 
less per round trip than on Route •a.• Route •A• is 
approximately 25.25 miles in length. 

(2) Route •B• 

Route •B• (North Avenue) follow H the same path as Route 
•A• except that North Avenue, ra her than Golden State! 
Boulevard and Jensen Avenue, is utilized as the east-west: 
link between Cedar Avenue and Madera Avenue. 

North Avenue . is a straight two-lane roadway classified as 
a·n arterial from Cedar Avenue to Marks Avenue and unclas
sified from Marks Avenue to Ma~era Avenue. The paveme t 
width is adequate with a minimum width of 22 feet. h 
roadway does not have paved e:1oulders. There a pears to 
be roadway base failure in the vicinity of aughes Avenue, 
west of Cornelia Avenue, and b~tween Dickenson Ave nue and 
-Madera Avenue. Maintenance of this roadway has been fair. 

North Avenue traffic is controlled by two-way stop signs 
at Cedar, Elm, Valentine, Cornelia, Dickenson and Madera 
Avenues ~nd by a four-way stop sign at Frui t Avenue. There 
are no existing traffic signal controls on this i:· ute .• 

The adjacent l and use from Cedar Avenu e to Valentine 
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Avenue is & mixture of urban and rural uses. The adjacent 
l and use is rural agricultural from Va lentine Avenue to 
Madera Avenue. 

Rou e •B• is approximately 23.7 c m' l es in length. Al
though Route •a• i 1.5 miles shorter than Route •A,• the 
r ound trip travel time (by automobile ) for oute •s• took 
two minutes longer than that for Route •A.• 

c. Existing Traf f i c Volume and Capacit ies 

The existing traffic · volumes and capacities for Routes A and B 
are shown on Figure 17. ~he traffic volumes were obtained from 
the state and local sources listed in Section IX. The existing 
capacities are standard rule-of-thumb general olumes used in 
the traffic engineering profession. 

2. Potential Impacts 

The existing ADT volumes include the trips generated by present 
activity of the American Avenue Landfill site (approximately 50 
tons per day). The existing landfill activ ity is pr imarily 
locall.Y generated by i ndividual use ~·nd by commercial was te 
collection 89enci&s. An increase in th local popula t ion would 
most likely increase the tonnage of waste mater ial locally 
gene .rated~ however the trips to the American Avenue Landfill 
may not increase with an increas~ in the local pop ulation, 
particularly in light of the present trend toward higher den
sity land use which increases the potential for collection o f 
waste materials by private enterprises utilizing large trucks 
and thus reducing the number of trips to the landfill site by 
individuals. 

In response to the uncertainty of an increase or a decrease in 
local trips to the l andfill site, this report assumes no sig
nificant change in local trip volumes to the propoz ~1 proj c t 
site. 

The increase in daily volume of truck traffic that would be 
generated by the proposed pr oject under Scenatios II and II 
are listed on Table 13. !be project wou d generate 58 daily 
trips on the selected haul route in 1986 under Scenario II. 
This nuaber would drop to 12 trips per day in 1987 when the 
waste-to-energy plant begins operation. The 58 daily trip 
level would not again be reac:hed until the yea·: 2024. 

The maximum increase of truck trips that would be generated on 
the haul route under Scenario III would be 116 trips per day. 
This represents the •worst case• project traffic generation. 

Regardless of the scenario that is selected, the project would 
not have a s i gnificant impact on traffic conditions. The 
maximum volume of traffic that would be generated under worst 
case circumstances (Scenario III) would represent less than 
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Year 

198-t:\ 
1986 
198 7 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 

TABLB 13 

PROJECTED INCREASE IN DAILY TRUCK TRIP GENERATION FOR THE 
PROPOSED EXPANSION 9F FRESNO COUNTY'S AMERICAN AVENUE LANDFILL 

Inc:rease in Sol id Waste 20 Ton Truck Loads Haul Route Truck TriEs(3) 
Plow to the Landfill With Waste-to- Without Waste-to- With Waste- Without Waste-: 
Tona/Day ( 1) Energy Plant Energy Plant to-Energy Plant to~Bnergy-Plant 

Scenario II/Scenario III Scenario II Scenario Ill Scenario JI Scenario III 

550 550 28 28 56 56 
564 610 29 3l 58 62 
225 670 12 34 24 68 
236 730 12 37 24 74 
242 790 l,3 40 26 80 
248 850 13 . 43 26 86 
255 910 13 46 26 92 
261 970 14 49 28 98 
267 1030 14 52 28 104 
274 1090 J.4 55 28 110 

1995(2) 281 1150 15 sa 30 116 

(1) Does not include the existing 50 ton/day flow 
(2) Year of maximum solid waste flow (EMCOM Report 1984) 
(3) Does not include local haul trips 
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1 percent of the capacity of any of the roadways on Route A or 
Route B. As shown in Figure 17, all of the roads a e presently 
operating well below their exi sting capacit ies, with most 
operatin~ at less than 30 percent of capacity . Th us , t he re is 
ample capacity for th~ project generated traffic and consider
able additional traff c growth on the s treets. 

3. Mitigation Measures 

a. It is recommended that R ute •A• (Jensen Avenue) be given 
primary consideration as the solid waste haul route be t een the 
waste-to-energy plant and the landfill site . This r ecommenda
tion is based upon the assumption that the waste-to-e"erqy 
plant will be eveloped at the general location described in 
this EIR and the following: 

( 1) Route •A• is cl as~ if ied as ar. expr ssway or arterial 
throughout its length; Route •a• is unclassified from 
Marks Avenue to Madera Avenue. 

(2) Route •A• is structurally sound throughout its length and 
can accept repeated truck loading without anticipation of 
above normal roadway maintenance; Route •a• has several 
sections of roadway with apparent base failure that would 
most likely be aggravated by repeated truck loading and 
result in substantial road~·ay rehabilitation costs. 

(3) The average pavement width of Route •A• is wider than that 
of Route •a.• 

(4) The existing roadway surface condition of Route "A• is 
better than of Route •s.• 

(5) Route •a• is shorter in length, but longer in travel time 
than Route •A.• 

(6) Stop sign control on Route •s• is more frequent than on 
Route •A,• which would mean a relative increase in air 
pollution, noise pollution and operating costs if route 
•a• were selected. 

(7) Route •s• passes through less urbanized areas than Route 
•A.• It must be pointed out that Route •s• is a two-lane 
roadway in the urban and semi-urban area, ·while Route •A• 
is a four-lane roadway with raised median islands , curbs 
and gutters and is signalized at major intersections for 
most of its urbanized length. The General Plan Update 
proposed by the City of Fresno provides for residential 
development westerly along North Avenue to Walnut Avenue 
and westerly along Jensen Avenue to West Avenue, which is 
one mile west of Walnut Avenue. 

A roadway classifif'id ~:> an arterial in the City of 
Fresno's General Plan anticipates traffic volumes in the 
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ran9e of 24,000 ADT, i ncl uding a ignificant percentage of 
trucks , and a variety of ad jacent land uses, ir.cluding but 
not limited to residential, co m rc i al, and industrial. 
The arter i al classificat ion a l:So carr ies with it the 
requirements: to provide adequa te rights-of-way to accom
modate the an icipated traffic.volumes; ~o provide raised 
and l andscaped median islands; to pro~ide street trees; 
and, to assure installation of traffi c control features 
sufficient to minimize a ny adverse traific impact on the 
adjacent land uses. These requirements have either been 
impleme nted or are planned for t he ur banized portion of 
J nsen Avenue. 

b. Prom a safety and convenience viewpoin , the i ns tall ation 
of separate right-turn lanes should be cons idered at the f ol
lowing locations: (1) southbound on Madera Ave nue at Amer i can 
Avenue, (2) northbound on Madera Ave~ e at Jensen Avenue, and 
(3) westbound on American Avenue a he entrance to the land 
fill. 

c. To minimize thP traffic safety hazards associated wi th 
foggy driving condit i~ns during the winter months , t he waste
to-energy plant shou1 · be required to provide on-site temporary 
storage of one winter day's delivery of so id waste to permi t 
cess ation of hauling operations for one f 1Jll day if ecessary 
due to weather conditi ons. The volume of solid waste generated 
per day during the winter months is substantially less than 
during the summer months1 therefore, the materials can be 
hauled during the less fa99y hours of the day without requi ing 
additional equipment. 

4. Unavoidable Adverse tmpacts 

There are no unavoidable adverse impacts related to traffic. 
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C. BIS'l"ORICAL RBSOORCBS 

1. Existing Condi t ion 

An archaeological investigation was conducted for the project 
site. The investigat i on cons is t ed of a review of available 
literature and archaeological recor ds for the project site and 
surrounding area and a field reconnai s sance of th entire site. 

The literature and record search revealed that no historic or 
pre-historic sites have been previous ly identified on the 
project site or w i~hin a 1-mi l e radius. No histori~al re
sources were discovered on th pr o j ect ·s ite during the field 
reconnaissance. 

2. Potential Impacts 

Based on the above, it has been concluded that development of 
the project s.te is not expected to result in any impacts on 
historical resources. 

3. Mitigation Measwre 

In the event that historical resources are discovered during 
project development, a qualified archaeologist should be !lot i
f ied immediately so that appropriate mitigative act. i on can' be 
taken. 

4. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The proposed project would no·t resul. t in any unavoidabl e ad
verse impacts rel ting to historical resources . 
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D. PUBLIC BBA.t.'l'B AND 5APET'l' 

1. Exist i ng Conditions 

a. Introduction 

Existing and proj ected h alth and safe t y considerations for the 
American Avenue Landf ill projec t covered in th is section in
clude odors, vect o r s, landfill gas and fire control. Other 
concerns related to p ublic health such as litter, dust contro l 
and leachate product ion are presented in other sections. 

b. Odors 

'l'he b~cterial decomposition of t he organic coruponents in ref~se 
produce ripe, unpleasant odors. These short-term, period ic 
odors are common to all l andfills. They may occur when refuse 
is delivered to the site, before the material is cove r ed, or 
after a period of time as decomp sit ion proceeds underground . 

Odors can be largely eliminated by proper landf ill management 
and operating procedures. 

To date, there have been few complaints from the publ ic re
garding odors emanating from the American Avenue Landf ill 

. (Gaylord~ -1984). 'l'his may be attr i buted to the relatively 
small amount of municipal refuse r ce i ved and the frequen t 
application of adequately thick soil cover. 

c. Landfill Gas 

LPG, a produc~ of the decomposition o aolid waste , may contain 
up to 50 percent methane by volume. If exposed to an ignitio n 
source, methane gas can be explosive at concentrations between 
5 and 15 per ent in air. It is flammable at higher concentra
tions. Normally, LPG moving through soi l aoes not pose a 
safety threat unless it is allowed to lnf iltrate into an en
closed space and a heat source or spark is available . 

As noted in Section IV,A, most if not all gas generated on-si te 
at the American Avenue Landfill (approximately 140 cfm) pres
ently vents into the atmosphere. 

d. Vectors 

Vectors are defined as any agents capable of carry ing and 
transmitting disease pathogens. They include rats , flies, 
mo squitc.es and some birds. The availabili ty of food' scr aps, 
shelter and breeding areas can entice such animals to inhabit 
l andfill sites. However, a well-run landfill wher waste is 
compacted and daily cover is provided does not normally promot 
vector harbora9e. 
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Accord i ng t o s taff of the County of Fres~o Beal h Department, 
there have been a limi ted number of complaints regarding insect 
pests, r odents, or t he like at the Am rican Av nue site 
{Caroz za, 1984 ). 

e . Fire Baz3rd 

Fir haza s can resul t rom a v r ie ty 04 co .di~ ions at a 
landfil l . Fi res can s t a r t due to de livery of hot or burning 
waste loads, sparks from ref use veh icl~s and equipme~t, or from 
heat generated by biochemical reactions during was t decompo
s i tion . 

There have not b n any ser i ous f i r e r elated i ncidences affect
ing +- l1e safety of eithe r the ope r a to s or t he p ublic at the 
Amer i can Avenue Landfill . 

2. Potential Impact s 

The long-term impact of the ope rat i on of the landfill und r 
3cenario II upon publ i c healt and safe t y i s not expect9d to be 
significant. Be9 innin9 in 19 87, 80 percent of the aste de
l i vered to t he site would be ~esid~al ash, wh ich i s _rimarily 
inorganic. Th i s r educes the p~ss ib i li ty of LFG em issions 
becoming a problent. In addition, insects, b irds , and rodents 
would find fewer attra~tions at a landf i l t ha t include s a 
signif i cant volWll~ of ash. 

Incinerator ash, whi ~h in noncombustible, doe s not i i t s e lf 
present a f ire hazard . However, the dumping o f hot ash l oads 
with unproces sed waste could cause fires in the refuse. Quench
ing wil l cool most ash, but pockets o f unquenched ash could 
occur. This problem c an be avoided if operators and drivers 
observe loads and tak& care not to mix hot ash with combustibl 
r efuse. · 

The remaining portion of the unprocessed r efuse stream (600 tpd 
from 1985 to 1987, 50 tpd t here after) would be municipa l s lid 
waste . Odor, vector, gas, and fire control can t..e mit i gated by 
the landfill operators acting in accordance wi th the sta nda rd 
ope r ating pro~ed ures as prescr i bed by the Cali f orni a Waste 
Management Board . These provisions call f or t he waate to be 
compacted upon deliver y and then covered with at least 6 inches 
of soil at -day's end. 

The he alth and safety aspects of the landf i ll expans i on wQuld 
be no different should either Scenario I or III be implemented. 
The same control strategies would be equa!ly effective, regard
l ess of the dail y tonnage delivered to the landfill. 

3. Mitigation Measures 

Regardl e ss of which scenario is used for the proposed pr o ject, 
certain precautions mus t be taken to prevent the occurren ce o f 

91 

CUP 
2146



an health or safety hazards. The p eliminary design for t he 
pr . ject incorporates a number of c ntrol strategies, listed 
be low. · 

a. ~ hielding of he active working face {filling from the 
landfill perimeter t ward the interior of the si te) would 
s creen some of the odors from dtifti ng to off-$ite locations . 
Compacting the waste and then covering it with at least 6 
inches of soil each day would also help suppress odo~s. Cracks 
that develop in the cover soil layer would be filled as neces 
sary in the course of routine site maintenanc~. 

b. Covering and compacting wbstes are the most important 
controls· agains t birds, rodents and insects . · These steps 
prevent vectors from emerging or burrowing in to refuse mate
rials . Mosquito control would be achieved by initia l and 
periodic grading to fill in depress i ons tha t otherwise might 
develop into s t agnant breeding ponds . If necessary, trapping 
and poisoning programs which have prove n, effective elsew!lere 
could be implement~d here. 

c. Accidental fires in landf ill equipment and vehicles would 
be controlled by portable extinguishers. Fires that occur in 
the landfilled waste would be extingui-shed by landfill person
nel using soil cover specifically stockpiled fo·r t hat p urpose 
and/or with wate~ applied by a water ~ruck. In the event t hat 
operators are unable to control a fire, the North Central Fire 
Department could be conta~ted. The station is located nine 
miles away, by road, in the town of Kerman. 

d. The preliminary design for the expansion of American Avenue 
calls for ga~ probes to be installed at the site bo undary 
when~ er the fill advances to within 1,000 feet of a structure 
or , onvers~ y, when any building is constructed within th e 
same dist ance. ~hould gas concentrations at the probes exceed 
40 perc nt of the lower explosive 1 imi t (LE·L) for mathane ( 5 
percen t ~Y volume in air) 1 a gas migration contra~ plan would 
be implemented. 

Because Federal regulations adopted by the state require that 
gas concentratiorts never exceed the LEL at t.he property bound
ary , whether or not buildings are located nearby, gas probes 
should be installed as necessary to ensure that gas migration 
: s not occur r ing regardless of whether o~ not structures are 
present. 

Two methods of controlling LFG migration through soil were 
discussed in the Preliminary Design, Construction and Opera
tions Report for American Avenue ana Landfill Expans ion, pre
pared by EMCON Associates, April , · 1984. They are: 

(1) An impermeable membrane barrier that lines the bottom 
and side slopes of the landf il l, preventing of f-site 
migration. 
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( 2 ) A vacuum system that evacu~ es gas th ough wells and 
collection pip • The gas can be vented to the atmos
phere, burned, or used ·to generate electricity. 

A m~mbrane system is both dif ficult and costly to install fter 
a LFG problem has been detected. The incorporation J f a gas 
extraction system would be more practical. Des ign par' ameters 
for this type of control have been outlined in the plans fo r 
the project. 

In the e,.. 11nt that the waste-to-energy plan is ;1ot implemented, 
LFG is to be recovei-ed and us'!d as fuel to generate electricity 
on site for sale, according to the project plans. 

4 . Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The proposed project would not result in any unavoidable ad
verse impacts relating to public health and safety. 
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SBC ION VI 

ru'/?ERNATIVES '1'0 PROPOSED P!lOJBC'l' 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This section presents the State mandated •no project alterna
tive •, alternative locati ns for the reg i onal land i l l a ~d 
alter native design configura tions fo r its developme nt. 

Information on the alternative~ was taken primarily from two 
sources: Pro ect Mana ement Re ort American Avenue Landfill 
Expansion, resno oun y, a l orn a, prepare y M ssoc1-
ates, August, 1983; and the Fresno County Solid Waste Manage
ment Plan (Revised Draft), prepared by the County of Fresno 
Resources and Development Department, May, 1984. Copies of 
these d cuments are available for review h e Resources and 
Development Department. 

B. RO PROJECT 

If the project is not approved, the impacts associated with the 
xpansion of the existing Amer can Avenue Landf il l would not 

o cur. The 30-acre existing landfill would continue to oper
at~ . In October, 1983 it was estimated that the l andf ill had a 
remaining capacity of 145,200 cubic yards and that c losure 
would occur in 1985. 

The City of Fresno would be the primary agency aff ected if the 
American Avenue Landfill is not expanded as proposed. It would 
be nec essary for the City to find other means of disposing of 
the 550 tons per day of solid waste which it c urrently (1984) 
collects. The possible me ans of disposing of the solid waste 
include: (1) take advantage of the limited opportunity and 
negotiate with Clovis; (2) modify Fresno interim permit; (3 ) 
us e of a private t«cility1 and (4) purchase a private permitted 
site having adequa te capacity to deal with the problem unt il 
American Avenue is ready. If the site is not permi t ted, a new 
site would have to be located and permittad in t .he i nterim. 

Alternative means of dlsposing of the 30 tons per day of sol id 
waste which is currently collected in the west side of Fresno 
County and disposed o f at the American Avenue Landfill also 
would have to be found if the proposed project is not ' '·pproved. 

Consideration of any one of these alternatives ~ould result in 
a need for a detailed analyses of pot ential i mpacts. The 
analysis is needed only if the American Avenue Landfill expan
sion does not oc cur and other means of solid waste disposa 
must be found. 
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C. ALTBBNATIVB LOCATIONS 

In 1979, a Technical Ass i sta~ce Pane l was provided to the 
tresno-Clovis Metropolitan Solid Waste Commission by the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency to as sist in developing a meth
odology to properly site landfills. The Commiss i o n, us 9 r:he 
Request for Proposal process, selected a tea of engineers , 
geol gists, chemists and hydrogeologists .from the ~ali ornia 
State University Research Foundation to analyze waste s tream 
characteristics, secondary markets , di sposal alternat ives, and 
potential landfill sites. Commission staff and tn~ consul
tants, through evaluation and public hearings c.-.... er a period o f 
thr e years, identified over 30 site,J. Six c.1£ the sites we e 
eventual ly analyzed for groundwate r flow and soil co ns i 
tuents. Ta~le 14 summarizes the six sites studied. 

Dur i ng the public review process, a l of the six sites wer e 
eliminated with the exception of the American Avenue s i te. The 
reasons for thEiiir elimination varied. In the case of t he 
Priant site, the·e were siting problems and cons i derable publ ic 
opposit i on. The hydrogeologic conditions at ~he Clovis Exte n
sion site made it only a fair landfill sit,e and it was also too 
small to meet the need for a 20-25 year capacity time span . The 
M4dera County site wa~ opposed by the Madera County Board of 
Supervisors. There was extensive public oppositi~n to the 
Henderson Avenue site including opposition from the Fre s no 
County Parm Bureau because the site was in productive agricul 
tural use. The Wbitesbridge site was opposed by several groups 
for differeat reasons. These included surraunding proper t y 
owners, the . Kerman Chamber of Comaerce and the State Department 
of Fish· and Game. The latter agency was cor.1cerned because of 
the presence of an endangered animal species on the s i te 
(Anthony, 1984). On August 19, 1982, the American Avenue site 
was selected to be the regional landfill by the PCM/SWC. 

Additional background information on the site selection process 
and on the individual sites that were considered is available 
in documents that are available at the Pr~sno County Resources 
and Development Department. 

D. DBSIGll ALTBBllATIVIS 

Three landfill configurations, each with a different disposal 
capacity and service life and each having varying visual im
pacts were considered by the PCM/SWC for the American Avenue 
si e. The three alternative configurations were: maximum 
capacity and visual impacts, minimum capacity· and visual im
pacts and intermediate capacity and visual impacts. 

Development of the project si.te according to the first al terna
tive, maximum capacity and visual imp&cts, would result in the 
creation of an ongated m.ildl;{ sloped plateau about 100 feet 
above the existing ground surface. This scenario would pro
vide a disposal capacity of 38.7 mil lion cubic yards and an 
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TABLE 14 

PROPOSED REGIO~AL LANDFILL SITE ALTt:RNA'fIVES 

Round Trip Approx. 
Distance Prom Geohydr ologlst Price 

Na.e Location Description Centr oid* Soils Groundwater Recommendation Per Acre 

Friant Priant Expressway/ Rolling Foothills 30 ai. good variabl e, excellent $2 , 000-6 ,000 
Lost Lake <!razing Land generally 

'00+ acres below 70 

Clovis Auberry Road/ Expansion 35 ai. fair variable, fair $2, 000-6,000 
Extensi~ Dry t::reek existing s i te, generally 

Rolling foothi l ls below 100 ' 

'° 
Gruing Land 

°' 100 acres 

Mader.s Avenue 9/ Slightly 31 :ai. allOd generally good $2,000-6 ,00n 
county Road 35 r olling bills bel ow 90' 

482 acres 

Henderson Henderson Rd. Ag land, flat 42 al . good below 120' excellent $2,000-6,000 
Road North of 589 acres 

Manning 

Whitesbridgt: Whitesbridge/ Grazing land 44 mi . good 90 1-110' excellent $2,000-'i,OOO 
Yuba flat 640 acres 

Amer ican American Ave .. / Existing site 44 ml . good 90 1-110 ' excellent $2,000-5,000 
Yuba e xpans ion, flat 

ag land 
440 acres 
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estimated 36 to 94 y e ar service life de~ nding on the fill 
scenario. 

Development according to the second alternative, minim m capac
ity and visual impacts, would result in the creat ion ,f several 
elevated ridges rising to a ma%imum height of 50 feet above 
gently r lling terrain. Th~ configuration would prov ide a 
disposal capacity of 12.4 million cubic yards and have an 
est i mated service life of 16 to 52 years depending on the fill 
sce·nario. 

Development of the project site according t o the third sce
nario, intermediate c p i y and visual impacts , would create a 
series of grassy k olls, ntervening saddles and broad rQllin~ 
illeadows rising to a maxim m elevation of 75. feet above the 
surrounding landscape. This configuration has a disposal 
capa ity of 26.8 million cubic y rdG and wo · ld provide an 
estimated service life of 29-80 years for the three fill sce
narios. 

The first alternative, in a slightly modified ve rs ion , was 
selected by the PCM/SWC as the proposed design conf iguration 
for the American Avenue Landfill because of its gr~ater capac
ity and, thus, its longer life span. The modifications consis t 
of a reduction of the project site from 480 to 440 acres and a 
softening of the · perimeter slopes of the landfill configura
tion. Th s is the design configuration which is evaluated in 
this EIR. 

The proposed landfill would cover the project site regardless 
of which design conf1guration is used for it s de velopment . 
Development of the landfill, therefore, under the minimum and 
intermediate capacity and visual impacts altarnativ~s would 
result in substantially the same impacts on surface water, 
groundwater, geology, land, flora, fauna, historic resources, 
social and public health and safety conditions as those de
scribed in this EIR for the maximum capacity and visual impact 
alternati~e. The impacts related to air qt~lity, noise, and 
traffic and circulation would also be substantially the same as 
those described in the EIR but would be of shorter duration 
because of the smaller capacities and, thus, the shorter life 
spans of th• landfill. The visual presence of a 50 or 75 foot 
high laadfill which would be developed under the minimum and 
intermediate visual impact alternatives respect! ely would be 
somewhat less than that of a 100 foot high landfill. This is a 
subjective consideration and would primarily affect only those 
residents of nearby properties. 
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VII 

RELATIONSHIP EBTWBBH SHORT-TERM SBS 
ARD LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The project involves enlarging the e xisting American Avenue 
Landfill in two phases: first, to 160 acres on land currently 
owned by Fresno County and ultimately , up to a 440-acre site on 
adjoinin9 land that would be acquired by the County. The EIR 
e~aluated th~ cumulative : mpacts which would be genera~ ed by 
dev l opment of the landfill on the 440 acres because it repre 
sented •worst case• conditj.ons·. 

Development of the project would result in a minor increase in 
emissions of nitrogen oxides , carbon monoxide, particulates and 
hydrocarbons as a result of additional traffic and landfil l 
eq1lipme t use . Although the emissions are insignif icant in 
themselves, the~r would add cumulatively to the degradation of 
air quality in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin. There woul d 
also be an increase in noise levels in the project area f rom 
traffic and landfill equipment use. Both emiss ions and noise 
would cease upo~' closure of the landfill. 

Development of th1a i'roject would also re sult in the loss of 
approximately 170 acres of disturbed nat i ve vegetati on. Al
though the loss J;o not significant bec au sP of the disturbed 
cond;tion of the project site, it would add cumulatively to the 
loss of alkali s ink hab~tat in the San Joaqui n Valley, and 
thus, to the breeding habitat of some wildl ife. No rare or 
endangered speciet1 of plant~, or anima l s appear to 1 ive on the 
site. 

Two hu~1dred forty acres of agricultural land would be removed 
from ~gricultural use as a result of development of the pro
ject.. This would add cumulatively to the loss of agricul tural 
lan~ in the San Joaquin Valley. 

The use of the project site for a landfill wou l d not have 
cumulative impacts which could be substantially mi tigated 
t 'hrough the choice of another site. It appears that the noise 
and air emissions wc~!d occur to some degree regardless of s ite 
loc ation. There <:ould ~,tentially be a greater loss of nat i ve 
vegetation and wildlife habitat at another location than wou l d 
occur at the American Avenue site because a large portion of 
the American Avenue sit'! is no longer in a natural state . 
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VIII 

IRRBVBRSIBLB CBANG~S oa COMMITMEH'rS OF RESOURCES 

Development of the project could result in an irreversible 
commitment of 410 acres of agricultural and open space l and to 
use as a landfill. The ap9earance of the project site would be 
irreversibly changed from flat land to a 100-foot high ser ies 

• of knolls with intervening saddles. This change is further 
described in Section V,A • 
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AMBIENT NOISE LEVEL: 

A-WEIGHTED SOUND LEVEL: 

CNEL: 

DECIB~~: 

EQUIVALENT ENERGY 
LEVEL, baq: 

bdn= 

-
AP PEiWIX A 

ACOUST ICAL TERMI NOLOGY 

The composite of noise from all sour ces near 
and far. In th~s cont ext, the ambient noi~e 
level cofi5~itutes t he normal 01 exis ting 
level of environmental noi se at a given 
location. 
The sound pressure evel in decibe ls a s 
measured on a sound level met.er using the 
A-weighting filter network. The A-weighti ng 
filter de-emphasizes the very low and very 
high frequenc~ comporients of the sound in 
a manner simi l ar to t e response of the 
human ear and gives good correlation ~ith 
subjective reactions to noise. 
Community Noise Equiv~l ent ·· .. evel. Tl'-e 
a erage equivalent A~we: ghted sound level 
during a 24-hour . day, obtained a ter ad
~ition of five c bels •:o sound levels in 
the evening from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p~m. 
and after addition of t~n decibels to sound 
lev·els in the night before 7:00 a.m. and 
aft~~r 10:00 p.m. 
A un::. t for des(;ribing the arop1li tude of sound , 
equal to 20 ti.mes the logarithm to ..,he base 
10 of the ratio of the pressure of the sound 
measured to the reference pressure, which 
is 20 micropascals (20 micronewtons per 
square rae,te::). 
The sound level corresponding to a steady 
state sound level containing the same total 
energy as a time varying sigrnal o ver a given 
sampl e period. Leq is typically computed 
over 1, 8 and 24-hour sample periods. 
Day/Night Ave age Level. The ave rage 
E~uivaient A-weighted sound level during 
a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of 
ten decibels t o sound levels in the night 
before 7:00 a.m. a1d after 10:00 p.m . 

NOTF.: CNEL and Lein represent daily levels of noise exposure 
averaged on an annual basis, while Leq represents t he 
equivalent energy noise exposure for a shorter tiwe 
period, typically one hour. 

~: 

NO SE EXPOSURE CONTOURS: 

The maximum A-weighted noise level recorded 
during a no~se event. 
Th~ sound level exceeded x percent of t h~ 
time during a sample interval. Lie ~quals 
the level exceeded 10 percent of the t i me 
(L90, L50, etc.) 
Lines drawn about a noise source indi cati~g 
consta nt energy levels of noise exposure. 
CNEL and Ldn a r e the descriptors utilized 
herein to describe community exposure to no : se. 
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, Depar tment o f Resources and Development. Fresno __ ..,,,... __ 
County Solid Was t e Manage men t Plan (Revised Draft), May, 
1984. 

Gaylord, Ed, Supervising Engineer, Fres no County Department o f 
Resources and Devel pmen • Personal and tel e phone inter
views, Apri l , May ana June, 1984 • 
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County of Fresno 
 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND PLANNING 
ALAN WEAVER 

DIRECTOR 
 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIVISION 
2220 Tulare Street, Sixth Floor / Fresno, California 93721 / Phone (559) 600-4497 / 600-4022 / 600-4540 FAX 600-4200 

Equal Employment Opportunity • Affirmative Action • Disabled Employer 

 
 

Planning Commission Staff Report 
Agenda Item No. 2 
March 14, 2013 
 
 
SUBJECT: Initial Study Application No. 6631 and Unclassified Conditional 

Use Permit Application No. 3393 
 

Allow a 15,000 square-foot household hazardous waste 
collection and management facility within an existing 440-acre 
waste disposal site in the AE-20 (Exclusive Agriculture; 20-acre 
minimum parcel size required) Zone District. 
 

LOCATION: The project is located at the northwest corner of W. American 
and S. Humboldt Avenues approximately three miles southwest 
of the City of Kerman in the Fresno County (SUP. DIST.: 1) (18950 
W. American Avenue) (APN: 020-052-04ST, 05ST, 06T, 09ST, 
13ST; 020-210-26ST, 27ST, 33ST, 34ST, 35ST). 

 
Applicant: County of Fresno 
Owner: County of Fresno 

 
STAFF CONTACT: Ejaz Ahmad, Planner  

(559) 600-4204 
 
Chris Motta, Principal Planner  
(559) 600-4227 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
• Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for Initial Study (IS) Application No. 

6631; and 
 
• Approve Unclassified Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Application No. 3393 with 

recommended Findings and Conditions; and 
 

• Direct the Secretary to prepare a Resolution documenting the Commission’s action. 
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3393



Staff Report – Page 2 

 
IMPACTS ON JOB CREATION: 
 
The Commission’s action will have a limited effect on job creation.  Short-term jobs associated 
with construction activity could occur as the result of this proposal.
 
EXHIBITS: 
 
1. Mitigation Monitoring, Conditions of Approval, and Project Notes 
 
2. Location Map 
 
3. Existing Zoning Map 
 
4. Existing Land Use Map 
 
5. Site Plan 
 
6. Floor Plan/Elevations 
 
7. Applicant’s Submitted Operational Statement  
 
8. Summary of Initial Study Application No. 6631 
 
SITE DEVELOPMENT AND OPERATIONAL INFORMATION: 
 
Criteria  Existing  Proposed 
General Plan Designation Agriculture 

 
N/A 

Zoning AE-20 (Exclusive Agricultural; 
20-acre minimum parcel size 
required) 
 

N/A 

Parcel Size 440 acres 
 

N/A 

Project Site American Avenue waste 
disposal site with: 
 
• Self-Hauler 
• Scale House 
• Office and Maintenance 

Shop 
• Parking 
• Perimeter fencing  

 

A 15,000 square-foot household 
hazardous waste (HHW) 
collection and management 
facility within the 440-acre 
American Avenue waste 
disposal site.  The project 
includes: 
 

 

Structural Improvements 
 
 
 
 

• Self-Hauler 
• Scale House 
• Office and maintenance 

shop 
• Parking 

• 320 and 96 square-foot Haz 
Mat storage containers 

• 110 square-foot recycle 
storage container  

• 90 square-foot storage 
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Staff Report – Page 3 

Criteria  Existing  Proposed 
 • Perimeter fencing  containers with a 1,200 

square-foot canopied area 
dedicated for loading/sorting 
of the HHW  

• 160 square-foot office 
• 144 square-foot flush toilet 

with septic and leach field 
• 1,500 gallon potable water 

storage tank 
• 10,000 gallon fire suppression 

water storage tank 
 

Nearest Residence  3,000 feet (approximately) 
northeast of the proposed 
facility  
 

No change 

Surrounding Development  Vineyard, orchard, single 
family residences 
 

No change 

Operational Features American Avenue waste 
disposal site with related 
improvements  
   

• Allow a 15,000 square-foot 
household hazardous waste 
collection and management 
facility within the existing 
waste disposal site.   

• The facility will operate a 
Reuse Center (for the 
distribution of useable 
Household Hazardous 
Waste) and PaintCare 
Program (for the recycling of 
architectural coatings) as 
well as serve as a Certified 
Used Oil Collection Center 
and a Rechargeable Battery 
Recycling Collection site.   

• Material collected from 
County residents and small 
businesses will be sorted, 
tested, packed and placed 
into containers 

• Recyclable solid wastes will 
be sent off-site to a recycling 
facility and non-recyclables 
will be sent off-site for 
disposal.   

• HHW will be accepted 
between 9:00 a.m. and 1:00 
p.m. on Fridays and 
Saturdays once a week; 4 
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Criteria  Existing  Proposed 
weeks/month; 10 months/ 
year 

• The facility will operate 6:30 
a.m. to 5:30 p.m. (Monday 
through Friday); 7:30 a.m. to 
4:00 p.m. (Saturdays); and 
8:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 
(Sundays) 

 
Employees 9 (on-site) 

6 (off-site) 
3 to 4 full-time (initially) 
Up to 10 full-time (at full build-
out)  
 

Customers American Avenue waste 
disposal site: 
 
757 per week (maximum 
allowed: 2,527 per week) 

• 20 per each Friday-business 
customer (initially) 

• 90 per each Friday-business 
customer (at full build-out) 
 

• 100 per each Saturday-
residential customer (initially) 

• 200 per each Saturday-
residential customer (at full 
build-out) 

 
Traffic Trips 3,160 vehicle trips per week 

for the American Avenue 
waste disposal site (maximum 
allowed: 5,054 vehicle trips per 
week) 
 

At full build-out, the proposed 
facility will add a total of 876.5 
vehicle trips per week (780 trips 
by residential and business 
participants, 6 by visitors, 84 by 
employees and 6.5 by service 
and delivery trucks) to the 
existing 3,160 vehicle trips per 
week for the American Avenue 
waste disposal site.   
 

Lighting  Outdoor lighting for the 
existing improvements on the 
property 
 

Perimeter lighting and task 
lighting at various workstations  
 

Hours of Operation  American Avenue Waste 
disposal site: 
 
• 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., 

Monday through Friday 
• 7:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. on 

Saturdays 
• 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. on 

Sundays 
 

Household Hazardous Waste 
Collection and Management 
facility: 
 
• 6:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., 

Monday through Friday; 7:30 
a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on 
Saturdays; and 8:30 a.m. to 
4:00 p.m. on Sundays 

• Drop off from business 
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Criteria  Existing  Proposed 
 customers: 9:00 a.m. to 1:00 

p.m. on Fridays; and from  
residential customers on 
Saturdays 

 
 
EXISTING VIOLATION (Y/N) AND NATURE OF VIOLATION: N 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:  
 
An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was certified as having been prepared and considered 
by the decision-making body in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) for Conditional Use Permit (CUP) No. 2146 on May 7, 1985, authorizing the expansion 
of the 30-acre American Avenue landfill into a 440-acre regional non-hazardous sanitary landfill.   
 
Section 15162 of CEQA states that once an EIR has been certified for a project, no subsequent 
EIR shall be prepared unless: 1) substantial changes are proposed to the project; 2) substantial 
changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken; or, 3) 
new information of substantial importance is presented which was not known and could not 
have been known at the time the previous EIR and Negative Declaration was certified.  The EIR 
prepared for the project was certified by the Board of Supervisors.   
 
The subject application was reviewed by various agencies none of which identified any 
substantial changes to the environment resulting from this proposal which would trigger the 
need to prepare a supplemental EIR.  As a result, an IS was prepared for the project by County 
staff in conformance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
Based on the IS, staff has determined that a Mitigated Negative Declaration is appropriate.  A 
summary of the Initial Study is below and included as Exhibit 8. 
 
Notice of Intent of Negative Declaration publication date:  May 4, 2012. 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE: 
 
Notices were sent to 25 property owners within 1,320 feet of the subject property exceeding the 
minimum notification requirements prescribed by the California Government Code and County 
Zoning Ordinance. 
 
PROCEDURAL CONSIDERATIONS: 
 
A CUP Application may be approved only if four Findings specified in Zoning Ordinance Section 
873-F are made by the Planning Commission.  The decision of the Planning Commission on a 
CUP Application is final unless appealed to the Board of Supervisors within 15 days of the 
Commission’s action. 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
The project will be located within an existing 440-acre American Avenue waste disposal site.   
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County records indicates that, over the past several decades, the current use of the property  
has been expanded and modified through the approval of various discretionary land use and 
site plan review approvals.   
 
The first Conditional Use Permit No. 953 was approved by the County Board of Supervisors on 
March 16, 1971 to permit a 20-acre sanitary land-fill disposal site.  The site was expanded over 
an additional ten acres with the approval of Conditional Use Permit No. 1665 on December 27, 
1979.  Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Application No. 2146 and related Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) were approved by the County Board of Supervisors on May 7, 1985 to authorize 
expansion of the 30-acre disposal site into a 440-acre current regional non-hazardous sanitary 
landfill.  Later, on September 9, 1993, modifications to CUP 2164 by CUP 2623 resulted in an 
increase in the daily deliveries from 1,200 tons to 1,640 tons.  Related to these approvals, Site 
Plan Review (SPR) Nos. 5947 and 6324 and a revised SPR were approved on May 6, 1987, 
May 23, 1991 and January 9, 1994 for phased expansions of the facility and related 
improvements which included scales, gate house, office and maintenance building, and parking.   
 
The current Conditional Use Permit No 3393 proposes a 15,000 square-foot Household 
Hazardous Waste (HHW) facility on the subject property.  The proposed facility will operate a 
Reuse Center (for the distribution of useable Household Hazardous Waste) and PaintCare 
Program (for the recycling of architectural coatings) as well as serve as a Certified Used Oil 
Collection Center and a Rechargeable Battery Recycling Collection site.  The facility will collect 
and process household hazardous waste (HHW) from county residents and small businesses.  
Recyclable solid wastes will be sent to an appropriate recycling facility and non-recyclable solid 
wastes will be shipped off-site for disposal.   
 
As was required for prior approvals, approval of this application would require Site Plan Review 
(Section 874 of the Fresno County Zoning Ordinance).  Through the Site Plan Review process, 
the staff will make sure that prior to occupancy being granted for the proposed use, on-site and 
off-site improvements have been constructed according to the property development standards 
of the Zone District. 
 
ANALYSIS/DISCUSSION:   
 
Finding 1: The site of the proposed use is adequate in size and shape to accommodate said 

use and all yards, spaces, walls and fences, parking, loading, landscaping, and 
other features required by this Division, to adjust said use with land and uses in 
the neighborhood. 

 
 Current 

Standard: 
Proposed Operation: Is Standard 

Met (y/n) 
Setbacks Front:  35 feet 

Sides:  20 feet 
Rear:  20 feet 
 

Front (south property line 
abutting American Avenue):  
220 feet 
Rear (north property line): 6,380 
feet  
Side (east property line): 2,640 
feet  
Side (west property line): 6,380 
feet 

Yes 

Parking 
 

N/A Seven paved parking stalls 
 

N/A 
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 Current 
Standard: 

Proposed Operation: Is Standard 
Met (y/n) 

Lot Coverage 
 

No requirement 15,000 square-foot portion of a 
440-acre site 
 

N/A 

Separation Between 
Buildings 
 

Six foot minimum N/A N/A 

Wall Requirements 
 

No requirement N/A N/A 

Septic Replacement 
Area 
 

100 percent Septic tank and leach field for a 
144 square-foot flush toilet  

Yes.  Site is 
adequate in 
size to 
accommodate 
the septic 
replacement 
area 
 

Water Well 
Separation  

Septic tank:  50 
feet; Disposal field: 
100 feet; Seepage 
pit:  150 feet 
 

Will utilize an existing on-site 
well  

Yes.  The well 
is over 100 feet 
from the 
disposal field 

 
Reviewing Agency/Department Comments: 
 
Zoning Section of the Development Services Division:  Proposed improvements satisfy the 
setback requirements of the AE-20 Zone District in which the project site is located.   
 
No comments specific to the adequacy of the site were expressed by reviewing Agencies or 
Departments. 
 
Analysis: 
 
Staff review of the Site Plan by the Zoning Section of the Fresno County Department of Public 
Works and Planning demonstrates that the proposed development exceeds the minimum 
building setback requirements of the AE-20 Zone District.  The proposed facility will be setback 
approximately 220 feet from the southern property line (35 feet required), 6,380 feet from the 
northern property line (20 feet required), 2,640 feet from the eastern property line (20 feet 
required); and 6,380 feet from the western property line (20 feet required).  Ample area is 
available on the property for traffic circulation.  The project will use the existing access to the 
site off of American Avenue.   
 
Based on the above information, staff believes the site is adequate in size and shape to 
accommodate the proposed use. 
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Recommended Conditions of Approval:   
 
None. 
 
Conclusion:   
 
Finding 1 can be made. 
 
Finding 2: The site for the proposed use relates to streets and highways adequate in width 

and pavement type to carry the quantity and kind of traffic generated by the 
proposed use. 

 
  Existing Conditions Proposed Operation 
Private Road No 

 
N/A N/A 

Public Road Frontage  Yes Good (American Avenue) 
 

No change 

Direct Access to Public 
Road 

Yes Good (American Avenue) 
 

No change 

Road ADT 1900 
 

No change 

Road Classification Arterial with 60 existing 
right-of-way 
 

No change 

Road Width 24.2 feet  
 

No change 

Road Surface Asphalt paved 
 

No change 

Traffic Trips 3,160 vehicle trips per 
week for the American 
Avenue waste disposal 
site (maximum allowed: 
5,054 vehicle trips per 
week)  

At full build-out, the project 
will add a total of 876.5 
vehicle trips per week (780 
trips by residential and 
business participants, 6 by 
visitors, 84 by employees 
and 6.5 by service and 
delivery trucks) to the 
existing 3,160 vehicles trips 
per week for the American 
Avenue waste disposal site  
 

Traffic Impact Study (TIS) 
Prepared 

No American Avenue landfill 
traffic  
 

No TIS required by the 
County Design Division 

 

Road Improvements Required No.  American Avenue is 
in good condition 
 

No change  
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Reviewing Agency/Department Comments: 
 
Road Maintenance and Operations Division, Development Engineering Section (Department of 
Public Works and Planning):  No concerns with the proposal. 
 
Design Division (Development Services Division):  No concerns with the proposal. 
 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans):  No concerns with the proposal. 
 
No other comments related to the adequacy of street and highways were expressed by 
reviewing Agencies or Departments. 
 
Analysis:   
 
The project will utilize the existing American Avenue access to the property (Exhibit 5).  The 
County Design Division and California Department of Transportation review of the project did 
not require a Traffic Impact Study (TIS).  Additional traffic generated by this proposal will remain 
below the threshold of maximum traffic trips currently allowed to the 440-acre American Avenue 
waste disposal site.  Given the project will generate limited traffic, no additional road right-of-
way or off-site street improvements are required for this application.   
 
Based on the above information, staff believes that American Avenue at the subject property will 
remain adequate to accommodate the proposed use. 
 
Recommended Conditions of Approval:    
 
- None 
 
Conclusion:   
 
Finding 2 can be made. 
 
Finding 3: The proposed use will have no adverse effect on abutting property and 

surrounding neighborhood or the permitted use thereof. 
 
Surrounding Parcels 
 Size: Use: Zoning:  Nearest Residence: 
North Five acres to 

40 acres 
 

Single Family residence 
with field crops 
 

AE-20 156 feet north 

South 323 acres to 
483 acres  
 

Orchard; field crops 
 

AE-20 None 

East 320 acres Orchard; field crops 
 

AE-20 None 

West 1.25 acres to 
11.25 acres 
 

Single family residence with 
open field 
 

AE-20 130 feet west  
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Reviewing Agency/Department Comments: 
 
California Department of Public Health (CDPH) Office of Drinking Water:  Public shall not be 
allowed to access any utilities, including water at the proposed facility.   
 
North Central Fire District:  A fire sprinkler system shall be installed in accordance with the 
Fresno Fire Department Limited Area Sprinkler Standard under the canopy due to the extended 
response time from the nearest fire station.  Fire sprinkler system and the suppression systems 
in the Hazardous Material containers shall be monitored.  The project shall be provided with a 
minimum 20,000 gallon water tank and UL listed fire pump in the 100-150 gallon per minute 
(gpm) range and a 4½ inch suction outlet for water tank for use by fire apparatus within 10 feet 
of an access road, or install a fire hydrant with a minimum 8-inch main and a fire flow of 1,500 
gpm within 10 feet of the access road.  A fire protection water line shall be extended from the 
exiting fire pump at the adjacent County facility to provide a water supply to the fire sprinkler 
system and to a fire hydrant.  Given the distance, a minimum eight-inch water line is required to 
run the line.  Additional gates to the facility shall be provided with a fire access bypass keyway 
for electric gates or a fire access padlock for manual gates.   
 
This aforementioned requirement has been included as Conditions of Approval. 
 
Fresno County Department of Public Health, Environmental Health Division:  Prior to 
occupancy, the Applicant shall complete and submit a Hazardous Materials Business Plan or a 
Business Plan Exemption form.  All hazardous waste shall be handled in accordance with 
requirements set forth in the California Health and Safety Code, Chapter 6.5.  An application for 
revision of the existing solid waste facility permit shall be filed with the enforcement agency 
(LEA) at least 180 days prior to the proposed facility operations.  A Permanent Household 
Hazardous Waste Collection Facility Permit by Rule Notification (DTSC Form 1094B) (11/08) 
shall be submitted to the County of Fresno Department of Public Health, Environmental Health 
Division, CUPA Program.   
 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District:  The project will be subject to Air District Rule 
2201 (New and Modified Stationary Source Review Rule); Rule 2010 (Permits required) 
pursuant to District Rule 9510, Section 4.4.3; Regulation VIII – (Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions), 
Rule 4102 (Nuisance), Rule 4601 (Architectural Coatings), Rule 4641 (Cutback, Slow Cure, and 
Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and Maintenance Operations), Rule 4002 (National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants) may apply to the project.   
 
Zoning Section (Development Services Division):  Building permits will be required for all 
improvements noted under Items 9 and 10 of the Operational Statement (Exhibit 7).   
 
Building and Safety Section (Development Services Division):  Plans, permits and inspections 
will be required for the proposed development. 
 
Development Engineering Section of the Development Services Division:  An Engineered  
Grading and Drainage Plan will be required for all on-site and off-site improvements.  A Grading 
Permit or Voucher will be required for any grading proposed with this application 
 
The aforementioned requirements have been included as Project Notes. 
 
Water/Geology/Natural Resources Section of the Development Services Division:  No water 
related concerns with the proposal. 
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Fresno County Design and Road Maintenance and Operations Divisions, California Department 
of Transportation (Caltrans):  No concerns with the proposal.  
 
Analysis: 
 
The project is located in an agricultural area.  Surrounding parcels contain orchards and 
vineyards with sparsely located single family residences and range from 1.25-acre to 320-acre 
in size.  The nearest single family residence is approximately 3,000 feet northwest of the 
proposed facility.  The existing improvements on the property include scales, a scale house, an 
office and maintenance shop, and parking.    
 
The proposed household hazardous waste facility will occupy a 15,000 square-foot portion of a 
440-acre waste disposal site.  The recyclable household hazardous waste (HHW) collected at 
the site from county residents and small businesses will be shipped to an off-site recycling 
facility and non-recyclable solid wastes to an off-site disposal site.  Equipment used during the 
facility operation includes:  hazardous materials storage containers, recyclable storage trailer, 
modular office, and several storage modules for loading, sorting, and consolidation of 
Household Hazardous Wastes (HHW).  All equipment including a proposed water storage tank 
and a canopy over HHW reception/sorting area will be within 20 foot height.   
 
The Initial Study prepared for this project identified potential impacts related to aesthetics.  To 
minimize this impact, a mitigation measure is recommended in the Initial Study and has been 
accepted by the applicant.  The mitigation measure requires that all lighting be hooded and 
directed in such a manner as not to produce glare upon adjacent roads and properties.  Other 
impacts identified in the IS related to air quality, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, 
hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, noise, 
public services, utilities and service system have been determined to be less than significant. 
 
Staff notes that the proposed facility:  1) maintains small footprint in comparison to the 440-acre 
waste disposal site in which it is located; 2) maintains low height and is similar in look/design to 
the existing improvements on the property; and 3) similar in its function to the current use of the 
property.  Further, the facility will be:  1) set back at a reasonable distance from the nearest 
farmland; 2) enclosed by chain-link fencing; and 3) will be hidden from view from American 
Avenue due to the existing eight-foot high berm and mature trees along the perimeter of the 
site.   
 
Based on the above information and with adherence to a Mitigation Measure, Conditions of 
Approval including the recommended Site Plan Review and Project Notes as described above, 
staff believes this proposal will have no adverse effect on abutting properties and surrounding 
land uses. 
 
Recommended Conditions of Approval:  
 
-  See attached Exhibit 1 (Mitigation Measure, Conditions of Approval and Project Notes) 
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Conclusion:  
 
Finding 3 can be made. 
 
Finding 4: The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan. 
 
Relevant Policies: Consistency/Considerations:  
General Plan Policy LU-A.3:  County may 
allow by discretionary permit in areas 
designated Agriculture, certain agricultural 
uses and agriculturally-related activities, 
including certain non-agricultural uses, 
subject to the following criteria:  a) Use shall 
provide a needed service to surrounding 
agricultural area, which cannot be provided 
within urban areas; b) Use shall not be sited 
on productive agricultural lands if less 
productive lands available; c) Use shall not 
have a detrimental impact on water resources 
or the use or management of surrounding 
properties within 1/4 mile radius; d) Probable 
workforce located nearby or readily available. 

With regard to Criteria “a”, the proposed facility 
is to provide a safe and efficient means for 
Fresno County residents and small businesses 
to dispose of household hazardous waste 
(HHW) and is needed.  With regard to Criteria 
“b”, the project is not located on productive 
farmland.  Rather, it is located within a 440-
acre American Avenue waste disposal site 
which has been heavily disturbed with the 
existing land fill operations.  With regard to 
Criteria “c”, the project involves limited water 
use and as such will not impact groundwater 
resources, as noted by the Water-Geology-
Natural Resources Section of the Fresno 
County Department of Public Works and 
Planning.  With regard to Criteria “d”, the 
project is located approximately three miles 
southwest of the City of Kerman and 3.2 mile 
northeast of the City of San Joaquin and can 
provide an adequate workforce.   
 

Policy LU-A.12:  Agricultural activities be 
protected from encroachment of incompatible 
uses, Policy LU-A.13 requires buffers 
between proposed non-agricultural uses and 
adjacent agricultural operations, and Policy 
LU-A.14 requires an assessment of the 
conversion of productive agricultural land and 
that mitigation be required where appropriate.  
 

The proposed facility is located on an existing 
waste disposal site and not on farmland.  The 
facility will be enclosed by an eight-foot high 
chain-link fence and will be set back 
approximately 300 feet from the nearest 
farmland to the south of the property. 
 

General Plan Policy HS-B.1:  Fire hazards 
should be identified to reduce the risk to life 
and property.   

The project will adhere to fire protection 
requirements from the North Central Fire 
Protection District which has been included as 
Conditions of Approval. 
 

General Plan Policy HS-F.1:  Facilities 
handling hazardous materials or wastes shall 
be designed, constructed and operated in 
accordance with applicable hazardous 
materials and waste management laws and 
regulation.   
 

The project is consistent with this policy in that 
it would adhere to all the federal, state, and 
local laws for construction and operation of the 
facility.  

 

General Plan Policy PF-C.17:  County shall The Water/Geology/Natural Resources 
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Relevant Policies: Consistency/Considerations:  
undertake a water supply evaluation, 
including determinations of water supply 
adequacy, impact on other water users in the 
County, and water sustainability. 
 

Section of the Development Services Division 
reviewed the project and expressed no water-
related concerns with the proposal.  The 
proposal is consistent with this Policy. 

General Plan Policy PF-F.2: All new 
solid waste disposal sites and related 
facilities shall be located in areas 
where potential environmental 
impacts can be mitigated and the 
facilities are compatible with 
surrounding land uses subject to 
criteria a. b. c. and d.  Criteria PF-F.2 
a. states that the solid waste facility 
shall not be located within the conical 
surface area as defined by the 
Federal Aviation Regulations.  Criteria 
PF-F.2 b. states that the facility shall 
not be sited on productive agricultural 
land if less productive lands are 
available.  Criteria PF-F.2 c. states 
that the facility shall be located in 
areas of low concentrations of people 
and dwellings.  Criteria PF-F.2 d. 
states that the facility shall be located 
along or close to a major road system.  
 

With regard to Criteria “a”, the proposal is not 
located within the conical surface area of an 
airport.  With regard to Criteria “b”, the 
proposal is not located on farmland but on an 
existing waste disposal site.  With regard to 
Criteria “c”, the project area has low 
concentrations of people and dwellings.  With 
regard to Criteria “d”, the project site abuts 
American Avenue, which is a major 
thoroughfare in the area.  The proposal meets 
this policy. 
 

General Plan Policy PF-F.6:  County shall 
impose site development and operational 
conditions on new solid waste facilities in 
order to mitigate potential environmental 
impacts on existing and planned land uses in 
the area.   
 

The proposed facility will be located within an 
existing waste disposal site.  Through 
mitigation measures and conditions of 
approval included in the Initial Study prepared 
for the project and Exhibit 1 of this report, 
potential environmental impacts on existing 
land uses in the area will be reduced to a less 
than significant level.   
 

 
Reviewing Agency Comments: 
 
Policy Planning Section of the Development Services Division:  The subject property is 
designated Agriculture in the County General Plan and is not under a Williamson Act Land 
Conservation Contract.  The project shall adhere to the aforementioned General Plan Policies 
LU-A.3, LU-A.12, LU-A.13, LU-A.14, HS-B.1, HS-F.1, PF-C.17, PF-F.2, and PF-F.6. 
 
Analysis: 
 
The General Plan allows the subject non-agricultural use in the areas designated Agriculture in 
the Fresno County provided the use substantially adheres to criteria a. through d. of Policy LU-
A.3.  The proposal meets all criteria of Policy LU-A.3.  The project also meets criteria a. through 
d. of Policy PF-F.2 related to the project’s compatibility with surrounding land uses.  Other 
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policies are also met in that the project:  1) is located on an existing waste disposal site; 2) 
maintains significant distance from the nearest farmland; 3) will adhere to local Fire 
Departments’ requirements and federal, state, and local laws for construction and operation of 
the facility; and 4) will not impact groundwater resources.  
   
Based on the above considerations, staff believes the proposal is consistent with the county 
General Plan. 
 
Recommended Conditions of Approval:  
 
None. 
 
Conclusion:  
 
Finding 4 can be made. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT:  
 
None. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
Staff believes the required Findings for granting the Unclassified CUP Application can be made 
based on the factors cited in the analysis, the recommended Conditions of Approval and Project 
Notes regarding mandatory requirements.  Staff therefore recommends adoption of the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the project and approval of Unclassified Conditional 
Use Permit Application No. 3393 subject to the recommended Mitigation Measures, Conditions 
and Project Notes. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MOTIONS: 
 
Recommended Motion (Approval Action) 
 
• Move to adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for Initial Study Application No. 

6631; and 
 

• Move to determine the required Findings can be made and move to approve Unclassified 
Conditional Use Permit Application No. 3393, subject to the Mitigation Measure, Conditions 
of Approval and Project Notes attached as Exhibit 1; and 

 
• Direct the Secretary to prepare a Resolution documenting the Commission’s action. 
 
Alternative Motion (Denial Action) 
 
• Move to determine that the required Findings cannot be made (state basis for not making 

the Findings) and move to deny Unclassified Conditional Use Permit Application No. 3393; 
and 
 

• Direct the Secretary to prepare a Resolution documenting the Commission’s action. 
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Mitigation Measures, Recommended Conditions of Approval and Project Notes: 
 
See attached Exhibit 1. 
 
 
EJ:jem 
G:\4360Devs&Pln\PROJSEC\PROJDOCS\CUP\3300-3399\3393\sr_CUP3393.doc 
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