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EXECUTIVE S UMMARY

PURPOSE OF REPORT

The California Integrated Waste Management Act
of 1989 (Act), as specified in Public Resources Code
(PRC) Section 41701(b), requires that each couhty
prcparé a Countywide Siting Element to be part of a
Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan.
This Element shall include “an estimate of the total
transformation or disposal capacity in cubic vards
that will be needed for a 15-vear period to safelv
handle solid wastes generated within the county
that cannot be reduced. recycled. or composted.”

This report begins an effort to examine the ad-
equacy of remaining permitted landfill disposal
capacity in California, and the problems associated
with the dcvclbpment of additional capacity to
dispose of the waste which cannot be reduced,
recycled. or composted. This initial effort will be
continued in 1992 and 1993 under a contract to be
awarded by the California Integrated Waste Man-
agement Board (Board).

This report identifies those areas of the state which
may now have a critical shortage of remaining
capacity. It also provides a preliminary indication of
the extent of need for permitted landfill disposal
capacity, in each county and for the state as a whole.
These estimates are based on each county's own
assessment of its remaining capacity.

As a snapshot of remaining permitted landfill
disposali capacity in each county as of January 1,
1990. this report provides a preliminary benchmark
which coincides with the beginning of the
Countywide Integrated Waste Management
planning process. This report will also serve as the
foundation for the Board's more extensive future

analyses conducted under contract and its long-term
monitoring of landfill capacity. ‘

SCOPE OF REPORT

At the request of the Board’s Policy, Research and
Technical Assistance Committee, the Board ap-
proved a workplan on October 30, 1991, “to develop
an ‘interim report to document the rémaining
countywide permitted disposal capacity, using
...January 1, 1990 information supplied by (each)
County Local Task Force (LTF)” (Agenda Item #18,
October 30, 1991 Board Meeting Agenda). -

" To quickly estimate the extent of need for landfill

capacity throughout the state; the scope of this
report, as described in the approved workplan, was
primarily limited to the existing county data that
were available in Board files. The data compiled and
presented in this report are the most current data
available for all the counties in California. These
data are based upon “official findings™ of remaining
permitted landfill disposal capacity, in years, as
required of each County Local Task Force by the
California Integrated Waste Management Act of
1989. '

This réport represents an interim view of landfill
disposal capacity in that a more extensive data-
gathcrihg and analysis effort is currently being
initiated by the Board. The Board’s pending 1992/
1993 Landfill Disposal Capacity Contract will refine
and verify the data, findings, and conclusions
presented here. It will also discuss problems that
delay or prevent the development of new landfill
capacity and strategies for overcoming these prob-
lems. Furthermore. as acknowledged in the adopted
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- workplan for this report, “a more detailed report”
will be possible once Countywide Integrated Waste
Management Plans are submirtted by each county.

METHODOLOGY AND
LIMITATIONS

This report simply compiles. organizes, and totals the
“official findings” of remaining permitted landfill
disposal capacity submitted to the Board by each
county as of January 1, 1990. It is important to note
that this report does not verify the validity or accuracy
of these findings. It also does not compare these data
with information in the Board’s Solid Waste Informa-
tion Systemn (SWIS). These issues will be addressed in
the 1992/1993 contract mentioned previously.

The accuracy of the data submirtted by the counties
and presented in this report depends upon the
methodologies employed by each county. Counties
differ in many ways (e.g., in terms of policy, pro-
grams, operations, technology, climate, demograph-
ics, economics, environment, geography, politics, and
social structure). It is, therefore, not surprising that
the methodologies used by counties to determine
remaining permitted landfill disposal capacity as of
January 1, 1990, were different in many cases.
Counties were not required to characterize method-
ologies for the Board. Therefore, this report does not
document every methodology used in the estimation
of remaining capacity. However, examples of some of
the methodologies employed by counties are
illustrated in the introduction to this report.

Although the accuracy of the data submitted by
counties has not been verified, the data are useful in
identifving those counties that have indicated a
potentially critical shortage of remaining permitted
landfill disposal capacity. It is also useful in gaining a
sense of the magnitude of remaining permitted
capacity, statewide. As additional information is
received by the Board, in the form of final Source
Reduction and Recycling Elements, Countywide
Siting Elements, and Countywide Integrated Waste
Management Plans, the estimates of remaining
permitted landfill disposal capacity can be refined.

SUMMARY OF
FINDINGS

STATEWIDE

DAILY DISPOSAL

The amount of solid waste disposed in California
each day was 7.9 lbs. per person as of January 1,
1990. This compares with 7.4 lbs. disposed as of
June, 19853, according to the Board report, “A
Comprehensive Plan for Management of Nonhazard-
ous Waste in California.” The available data, ‘
however, provide no evidence to project 2 future

trend in per capita waste disposal.

ANNUAL DiSPOSAL

The total amount of solid waste disposed annually
in California as of January 1, 1990, was approxi-
mately 42.5 million tons. From Januvary 1, 1987, to
January 1. 1990, annual disposal grew by almost 5.5
million tons or 9.18 million cubic vards. This was
about nine percent more than expected in the
previous Board report of landfill capacity entitled,
“Report on Remaining Disposal Capacities for
Ccounties and the State as of January 1987.”

REMAINING PERMITTED
LANDFILL DISPOSAL CAPACITY
As reported by the counties, the total amount of
remaining permitted landfill disposal capacity in
California as of January 1, 1990, was 669,060,000 tons
or 1.12 billion cubic vards. This compares with
almost 587 million tons or 985 million cubic yards, as
of January 1, 1987, according to the Board report,
“Report on Remaining Disposal Capacities for -
Counties and the State as of January 1987.” In three
vears, estimated capacity increased 82 million tons or

138 million cubic vards.

BYy REGION -

REMAINING PERMITTED
LANDFILL DiISPOSAL CAPACITY

* The need for landfill capacity as of January 1,
1990, affected both urban and rural regions. and
was not an isolated phenomenon (see Table 1 on
page viii).
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e Remaining landfill capacity was distributed
regionally as shown in Figure 1 (see page ix).

BY COUNTY

REMAINING PERMITTED
LANDFILL DiIsPOSAL CAPACITY

¢ There were ten counties that reported less than
five vears of permitted landfill disposal capacity
as of January 1, 1990 (see Table 2 on page x).
This was 18 percent of the state’s counties.

‘e There was only one cdunty that reported five to
eight vears of remaining capacity as of Januarv I,
1990 (see Table 2).

® There were 18 counties that reported 9 to 15
years of remaining capacity as of January 1, 1990
(see Table 2). This represents 31 percent of the
state's counties.

¢ In toral. 29 counties or 50 percent of the state’s
counties reported 15 vears or less of capacity as of
January 1, 1990 (see Table 2). '

About 70 percent of the residents of California
lived in a county reporting 15 years or less of
permiuted landfill disposal capacity as of Janu-
ary 1, 1990 (see Figure 2 on page ix).

SUMMARY OF

"CONCLUSIONS

The follbwing are preliminary conclusions based upon
the data provided by counties as required by the
California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989.

* Counties representing approximately 70 percent
of the state’s population indicated they will be
facing a landfill capacity shortage within the next
15 vears, if conditions as of January 1, 1990,

- remain the same. More importantly, almost 40
percent of the state’s population resides in ten
counties that indicated less than five vears
remaining landfill disposal capacity.

By applying specific assumptions about the achieve-
ment of diversion goals and the growth rate of waste
disposal, the following preliminary conclusions are

suggested:

¢ Remaining permitted landfill disposal capacity
statewide, as of January 1, 1990, might be

approximately 13 to 18 vears.

¢ Achievement of diversion goals as required by
the Act may extend California’s rematning
landfill capacity as of January 1, 1990, by approxi-

mately five years.

REMAINING PERMITTED LANDFILL DISPOSAL CAPACITY BY REGION

[
B e S I e e e

POPULATION

PERCENT OF
STATEWIDE
REMAINING
CAPACITY

"PERCENT
OF. STATE
POPULATION

REGION

Region | - Northern California 2,298,680
Region 2 - Bay Area 5,997,200
Region 3 - Central California 4,177,250
Region 4 - Southern California 17.027.100

7.8% - 10%
20.0% 13%
14.2% 19%
58.0% 58%

B R e U
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TABLE 1: REMAINING PERMITTED LANDFILL DISPOSAL
CAPACITY OF COUNTIES BY REGION AS OF JANUARY 1, 1990

REG‘ION 1: NORTHERN CALIFORNIA Santa Clara ‘ 29ycarsu
o g e
Amador 32 years ’
Burte 15 years ) :
REGION 3: CENTRAL CALIFORNIA
Colusa 100 years
Del Norte 2 years Calaveras 43'ycars
El.Dorado 5 years Fresno 36 years
Glenn 32 years Inyo ‘ 17 vears
Humboldt 9 years Kern 9 years
Lake 45 years Kings 2 years
Lassen 20 years Madera 1 years
Mendocino 9 years Mariposa 126 vears
Modoc 19 years Merced 4 years
Nevada 0 years Mono 55 years
Placer 11 years Monterey 50 years
Plumas 13 years San Benito 18 years
Sacramento 11 years San Joaquin 25 years
Shasta 30 years San Luis Obispo 10 vears
Sierra 15 years Santa Barbara 30 vears
Siskiyou 23 years Santa Cruz . 12 vears
Sutter/Yuba 12 years Stanislaus 9 years
Tehama 30 years Tulare 30 vears
Trinity 36 years Tuolumne 3 years
Yolo 40 years
REGION 4: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
REGION 2: BAY AREHA . ,
Imperial 35 years
Alameda 15 years Los Angeles 4 years
Contra Costa 3 years Orange 20 years
Marin 12 years Riverside 21 years
Napa 4 years San Bernardino 11 years
San Francisco — San Diego 10 vears
San Mateo 4 years Ventura 11 years

(M 100% of Waste Exported

e e — e —— e — e O — e e e e e —e s e
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FIGURE 1: REMAINING LANDFILL CAPACITY IN
TONS BY REGION AS OF JANUVARY 1, 1990

. .

1 0%

D REGION ' — NORTHERN CALIFORNIA D REGION 3 ~ CENTRAL CALIFORNIA

D REGION 2 - BAY AREA B REGION 4 — SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

FIGURE 2: PERCENTAGE OF CALll-'oﬁNlA’s POPULATION BY
REMAINING LANDFILL CAPACITY AS OF JANUARY 1, 1990

32%

D <5 YEARS CAPACITY D 9-15 YEARS CAPACITY

D 5-8 YEARS CAPACITY m >15 YEARS CAPACITY
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%’WWW
15 YEARS OR
LESS REMAINING CAPACITY AS OF JANUARY {1, 1990

TABLE 2:

RANKING OF COUNTIES WITH

ANNUAL DisPosAL

REMAINING PERMITTED CAPACITY

1990 cusic cuslic YEARS
- COUNTY POPULATION TONS YARDS TONS YDS REMAIN'
Nevada 77,500 55,000 110,000 421.000 842,000 0
Madera 86,400 42,000 70,000 42,000 70,000 1
Del Norte 21,650 NA NA NA NA .2
Kings 100,800 81,000 203,000 84.000 414,000 2
- Contra Costa 797,600 308,000 615,000 914,000 1,800,000 3
Tuolumne 48,000 64,000 107,000 164.000 272,000 3
Los Angeles 8,832,500 13,500,000 22,500,000 100.000,000 165,000.000 4
Merced 176,300 198,000 450,000 1,300.000 2,800.000 4
Napa 109,900 244,000 405,000 1,100,000 1,800,000 4
San Mateo 647.400 886,000 984,000 3.500.000 3,900,000 4
El Dorado 123,900 167,000 334,000 550,000 1,100,000 5
Humboldt 118,400 133,800 223,000 1.100.000 1,700,000 9
Kern 537,300 938,000 1,500,000 8.200.000 13,800,000 9
Mcndocino 79,700 244,000 364.000 2,000,000 3,000,000 9
Stanislaus 365,100 386,000 - 643,000 4,000,000 6,900,000 9
San Diego 2,480,100 4,000,000 6,700,000 43.600,000 72,700,000 10°
San Luis Obispo 215,000 340,000 560,000 3,500,000 5,800,000 10
Placer 170,100 196,000 356.000 7,500,000 13,400,000 11
Sacramento 1,031,500 1,350,000 2,250,000 10,950.000 17,520,000 11
San Bernardino 1,396,600 2,000,000 3,400,000 23,400,000 39,000,000 11
Ventura 666,800 1,270,000 ' . 2,110.000 14,000,000 23,000.000 11
Marin 229,900 255,000 638,000 3,900,000 8,200,000 12
Santa Cruz 228,700 380,000 760,000 5,000,000 10,600,000 12
Surtter/Yuba 63,700 115,000 192,000 1,600,000 2,700,000 12
Plumas 19,600 12,000 33,000 154,000 441,000 13
' Sor;oma 384,700 536,700 891,000 5,790,000 9,649,000 13
Alameda 1,274,700 3,000,000 4,000,000 32,400,000 45,700,000 15
Butte 180,400 142,000 237,000 3,200,000 5,300,000 1s
Sierra 3,280 11,300 22,500 171.000 342,000 - 15
Totals 30,854,800 278,540,000 457,750,000 .

20,467,530

50,657,500

! Years remaining by county cannot be determined by simply dividing remaining cubic yards or tons by annual

disposal due to variation among county methodologies (sec Pages 2 & 3. Methodologies & Limitations).
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located in Article 8.0 (Procedures for Preparing and
Revising Countywide Siting Elements and ‘

Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plans),

specifies the role of the Local Task Force. It
requires each LTF to determine and verify the

remaining permitted combined disposal.capacity of -

existing solid waste facilities in its county. Such '
findings were to be calculated as of January 1, 1990,
the effective date of the Act. '

This report rcpréscn'ts an interim view of landfill
capacity in that a more extensive data-gathcring
and analvsis effort 1s currently being initiated by
the Board. The Board's 1992/1993 Landfill Dis-
posal Capacity Contract will refine and verify the
data. findings, and conclustons prcscnied here. It
will also discuss problems that delay or prevent the
development of new landfill capacity and strategies
for overcoming these problems. Furthermore, as
_acknowledged in the adopted workplan for this
report, “a more detailed report™ will be possiblc
once Countywide Integrated Waste Management
Plans are submitted by each county.

At the request of the Policy, Research and Techni-
cal Assistance Committee, the Board approved a
workplan on October 30, 1991, “to develop an
fnterim report to present remaining countywide
permitted disposal capacity, using . ..January 1,
1990 information supplied by (each) County Local
Task Force (LTF)” (Agenda Item #18, October 30,
1991, Board Meeting Agenda). This report was
prepared pursuant to the approVed workplan.

METHODOLOGY AND
LIMITATIONS

Pursuant to its responsibility.to oversee the
development and implementation of local
integrated waste management plans, the California
Integrated Waste Management Board requested
each county to provide information about the ,
establishment of their integrated waste
management planning process. Among other
requirements, each county Local Task Force was
required to submit a written statement to the Board

documenting in vears each county’s remaining
permitted cambined disposal capaciry.

To facilitate county compliance with this require-
ment, the Board sent each countv a standard letter
requesting a determination and verification of the
county’s remaining permitted combined landfill
disposal capacity, in vears, as of January 1, 1990 (see
Appendix A). In response, each county submitted an
“official finding™ of remaining capacity, in years.
Although not required, some counties provided
additional information on capacity.

If-additional information was not voluntarily submit-
ted by a county or was not readily available in the
existing Board files for the county, gaps were filled
by calling county officials or converting existing
county data into the desired form. For example, if a
county indicated its annual disposal in tons, but did
not provide a figure for annual disposal-in cubic
vards. the annual disposal in tons was converted to
cubic yards by using the county’s compaction rate or
a standard conversion factor of 1200 pounds per

cubic yard.

To catalog this information for easy reference. tables
were designed that list annual disposal in tons and
cubic yards and remaining permitted disposal
capacity in tons, cubic vards. and vears. Table 3 (see
page 6) summarizes data for each county and for the
state as a whole. It is important to note that this
table, and other similar tables throughout the report,
were designed to catalog data rather than provide
readers with all of the information necessary to

compute a county's remaining capacity in vears.

In fact, remaining capacity in vears cannot be
calculated by simply dividing the amount of permit-
ted landfill space (i.c.. remaining permitted capacity)
by the amount of waste disposed annually (i.e.,
annual disposal). Many other factors influence a
coun:y’s determination of remaining capacity in
vears (e.g., assumptions about growth in the amount
of waste disposed or the amount of waste diverted).
The specific methodologies used by counties are not
documented in this report because the counties were
not required to provide this information to the Board.

B e e i T g
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The accuracy of the data_submittéd by the counties
and presented in this report depends upon the
methodologies employed by each county. It is
important to note that this report does not verify the
validity or accuracy of the data submitted by
counties. It also does not verify county data by
comparing it with the Board’s Solid Waste Informa-
tion System (SWIS). :

Counties differ in many ways (e.g., in terms of
policy, programs, operations, technology, climate,
demographics, economics, environment, geography,
politics, and social structure). It is, therefore, not
surprising that the methodologies used by counties
to determine remaining permitted landfill disposal
capacity as of January 1, 1990, were different in
many cases. Although all of the methodologies
emploved by the counties are not documented here,
some examples of the way in which counties
conveyed findings to the Board are illustrated
below.

COUNTY OF LAKE

The County of Lake provided the following
information about how it estimated the “Life
Expectancy” of its landfill. The remaining landfill
capacity of its landfill was based upon:

a. The “design capacity calculated in the Devel-
opment Plan.”

b. “Measured refuse volume data - 1985, 1986 and
1987."

¢. “Assumed annual demand increase of 4.1%, the
same as the U.S. Department of Commerce
forecasted (sic) annual Lake County population
growth rate of 4.1%.”

d. Aerial Photogrammetry to determine the calcula-
tions of waste volume disposed during the year
and the capacity remaining at year end.

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

A letter dated March 28, 1991, was submitted to the
Executive Director of the Board. In that letter, the
County indicated that its landfill capacity would be
“mathematically exhausted™ by the vear 1999,

According to the County, this capacity assumed a
1990 average disposal rate and operation of landfills
an average of six days per week. The County,
however, cautioned that this figure was misleading,
since a number of landfills were operating under
restrictions “which significantly impact their
operations.” Based upon the restrictions in effect,
and assuming a diversion rate of 25 percent, the
letter estimated that Los Angeles Counry “will
experience daily disposal capacity shortfalls within
five years.”

COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA

The County of Santa Clara provided the following
information to the Board in a letter dated September
12, 1990. The County indicated that the estimate of
remaining capacity in years was “taken from the
1989 County Solid Waste Management Plan. It
allows for a 1.1 percent annual growth rate (based
upon Association of Bay Area Governments popula-
tion estimates for the San Francisco Bay Area) and a
25 percent reduction in the waste stream by 1995. It
does not inciude expansions” at several landfills.
“Nor does it take into account the state-mandated
goal to reduce the waste stream by 50 percent by the
year 2000.” '

COUNTY OF SAN JOAQUIN
The County of San Joaquin divided the total annual
tonnage disposed in 1989 for its six landfills by the
capacity remaining in tons for those same landfills to
obtain an average “current capacity for the county”
of 25.6 years.

1
Lastly, it is important to note that remaining
permitted capacity for Alpine and San Francisco
Counties has been omitted from the report because
both counties export all of their waste. The Alpine
County Local Task Force finding indicated that the
County had more than eight years of remaining
capacity. San Francisco County was not required by
the California Integrated Waste Management Act to
establish a Local Task Force. It was under no
obligation, therefore. to prepare findings of remain-
ing capacity for the Board. Alameda County,
however, includes the capacity that is used and
needed bv San Francisco County.

e e e e e e e e e e e ———————r————
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"DEFINITIONS

Thc following terms are used throughout this
report when discussing landfill disposal capaciry:

REMAINING PERMITTED
DiIsPOSAL CAPACITY
As used in this report, the term “Remaining Permit-
ted Disposal Capacity” can have two different
meanings. It can refer to the total amount of
remaining landfill space of all permitted solid waste
facilities in a county, as of January 1, 1990, if
“expressed in cubic yards or weight in tons. It can
also refer to the ability of a county to continue to.
dispose of solid waste, if expressed in number of
years.

EXTENT OoF NEED

The extent of need for landfill capacity is defined in
this report in terms of years of remaining capacity.
To facilitate a determination of the extent of need
for additional permitted landfill capacity in each
county and statewide, the following criteria were
emploved to aggregate the “findings” of each

county.
® Less than five years of remaining capacity
¢ Five to eight vears of remaining capacity
¢ Nine to 15 years of remaining capacity

* More than 15 vears of remaining capacity

These categories coincide with the Public Re-
sources Code (PRC) Section 41791 of the PRC
requires counties to prepare and submit Countywide
Integrated Waste Management Plans (CIWMP) to

- the Board according to their remaining landfill

capacity. Any county that had less than five vears
remaining capacity as of January 1, 1990, must
submit its plan by January 1, 1992. Any county that
had between five and eight vears capacity as of
January 1, 1990, must submit its plan by January 1,
1993. Any county that had over-eight vears of
capacity as of January 1, 1990, must submit its plan
by January 1, 1994.

These categories also coincide with PRC Section
41701, which requires each county to estimate the
total transformation or disposal capacity that will be
needed for a 15-year period to safely handle the
solid wastes generated within the county that cannot
be reduced, recycled, or composted. When a
county’s remaining capacity in vears is viewed in
light of the time it typically takes to develop a new
landfill, or expand an existing landfill, these time
categories provide an indication of severity or extent
of need for additional landfill capacity.

SOLID WASTE
Nonhazardous municipal, industrial, and commercial
non-liquid waste.

L S e S e
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CHAPTER 2

FINDINGS

<

~

STATEWIDE
ANNUAL DISPOSAL

Thc amount of solid waste disposed annually in
California can be characterized by volume and
weight. By volume, the amount of waste disposed
annually in California was 71.9 million cubic vards,
as of January 1, 1990. This was 197,000 cubic vards
per day. By wc‘ight. the amount of solid waste
disposed annually by each county resulted in 42.5
million tons statewide disposal, as of January 1, 1990
(sec Table 3 on page 6). This equates to 116,534
tons per day or 7.9 Ibs. per person per day. This per
capita figure was derived by dividing statewide
annual disposal by the total population (1990
population).

The revenue received by the Board from landfill
tipping fees fluctuates over time with the amount of
waste disposed. According to counties, the per
capita rate of disposal increased during the late
1980’s. In contrast, according to testimony by Tom
Wright, representing Orange County, before the
Policy, Research and Technical Assistance Commit-
tee at the Landfill Capacity Workshop held on
February 20, 1992, some landfills are receiving less
waste per capita now than expected.

With respect to total annual waste disposal, it was
projected in a February, 1987, staff report to the
Board entitled “Update on Remaining Disposal
Capacities for the Counties and State™ that the
state’s annual disposal in 1991 would be 39 million
tons. Annuai disposal, however, as of January 1,
1990..exceeded that by 3.5 million tons or 9 percent
according to the compilation of data submitted by
each countyv Local Task Force.

In 1988, 38 million tons of waste were disposed,
according to a statement in Public Resources Code,
Section 40000(a). Two years earlier, in 1986, 37
million tons of waste were disposed in California,
according to the February 26, 1987, report to the
Board. Based upon 1982 data, which was updated by
Board staff in 1984 and 1985 and presented in “A

- Comprehensive Plan for Management of Nonhaz-

ardous Waste in California” 30 million tons were
being disposed annually as of June, 1985.

A summary of available information on past annual

disposal is presented below.

REMAINING PERMITTED CAPACITY
Based upon data provided by each county, there was
a collective capacity in California to dispose of 669
million tons of solid waste as of January [, 1990 (see
Table 3). This was the equivalent of more than one

billion cubic yards.

S uUMMARY O F
W A s T E D 1

e e e e e e e e it

ANNUA'L
S P O S A L

WASTE DisPOsSAL

PERIOD IN MILLION TONS
1989 (Januarv 1,1990) .................. 42.5
1988 ..ttt 38.0
1987 ... Not available (NA)
1986 . iiiiiit e 37.0
1985 (June 1985) ..ottt 30.0

B I e i T e e e e g
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TABLE 3: EXISTING CONDITIONS STATEWIDE AS OF JAN. 1, 1990

1

ANNUAL DIsSPOSAL REMAINING PERMITTED CAPACITY

19980 ‘ CuBIc Cusic YEARS
REGION COUNTY POPULATION TONS YARDS TONS YARDS REMAIN!

2 Alameda  1,274700 3,000,000  4,000.000 32,400,000  45.700,000 15
1 Alpine 1,100 14,700 24.500 —— 100% Exported? ——

1 Amador 29,600 123,000 155,000 4,100,000 5,200,000 32
1 Butte 180,400 142,000 237,000 3,200,000 5,300,000 15
3 Calaveras 31,550 41,000 82,000 ' 3,800,000 7,600,000 43
1 Colusa 16,150 17,900 44,600 1,800,000 4,400,000 100
2 Contra Costa  797.600 308,000 615,000 914,000 1,800,000 3
1 Del Norte 21,650 " NA NA NA NA 2
1 E! Dorado 123,900 167,000 334,000 550,000 1,100,000 5
3 Fresno 661,400 927,000 - 1500000 24,000,000 40200000 36
1 Glenn 24,550 22,700 37,700 1,000,000 1,700,000 32
1 Humboldt 118,400 133,800 . 223,000 1,100,000 1,700,000 9
4 Imperial 108,300 99,000 297,000 4,500,000 13,500,000 35
3 Inyo 18,200 31,800 53,000 1,200,000 2,000,000 17
3 Kern 537,300 938,000 1,500,000 8,200,000 13,800,000 9
3 Kings 100,800 81,000 203,000 84,000 414,000 2
I Lake 50.200 28,000 47,000 3,500,000 5,900,000 45
1 Lassen 27,000 13,600 65,000 406,000 1.500,000 20
4 Los Angeles 8,832,500 13,500,000 22,500,000 100,000,000 165,000,000 4
3 Madera 86,400 42,000 70,000 42,000 70,000 1
2 Marin 229,900 255,000 638,000 3,900,000 8,200,000 - 12
3 Mariposa 14,050 11,000 18,500 1,400,000 2,300,000 126
1 Mendocino 79,700 244,000 364,000 - 2,000,000 3,000,000 9
3 Merced 176,300 198,000 450,000 1,300.000 2,800,000 4
1 Modoc 9,600 2,302 NA NA NA 19
3 Mono 9,750 13,700 36,400 756,000 2,000,000 55
3 Monterey 353,400 477,000 694,000 31,900,000 46,300,000 50
2 Napa 109,900 244,000 405,000 1,100,000 1,800,000 4
1 Nevada 77,500 55,000 110,000 421,000 842,000 0
4 Orange 2,398.400 4,000,000 8,100,000 122,500,000 203,400,000 20
1 Placer 170.100 196,000 356,000 7,500,000 13,400,000 11

e e e e e —————————————— e ——
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TABLE 3:

EXISTING CONDITIONS STAfEWIDE AS OF JAN. 1, 1990

ANNUAL DISPOSAL

REMAINING PERMITTED CAPACITY

1990 cusBiIC Cusic YEARS
REGION COUNTY POPULATION ToNsS YARDS TONS YARDS REMAIN!

1 “ Plumas 19,600 12,000 33,000 154,000 . 441,000 13
4 Riverside 1,144,400 1,900,000 3,500,000 74,800,000 " 136,000,000 21
r Sacramento 1,031,500 1,350,000 2,250,000 10,950,000 17,520,000 11
3 San Benito 36,400 17,900 47,700 750,000 2,000,000 18
4 San Bernardino1,396,600 2,000,000 3,400,000 23,400,000 39,000.000 11
4 San Diego 2,480,100 4,000,000 6,700,000 43,600.000 72,700,000 10
é San Francisco 724,000 NA NA —— 100% Exported2 —

3 San Joaquin 477,700 555,000 832,000 14,200,000 21,300,000 25
3 San Luis Obispo 215,000 340,000 560,000 3,500,000 ‘ 5,800,000 10
2 Saq Mateo 647,400 886,000 984,000 _ 3,500,000 3,900,000 4
3 Santa Barbara 368,000 4 675,000 1,079,000 17,691,000 . 28,306,000 30
2 Santa Clara 1,493,800 1,870,000 3,100,000 42,000,000 70,000,000 29
3 Santa Cruz' 228,700 380,000 760,000 5,000.000 10,600.000 12
I Shasta 145,300 231,000 463.000 9.427,000 18,854.000 30
1 Sierra 3,280 11,300 22,500 171,000 342,000 15
1 Siskivou 43,300 39,000 77,400 1,500,000 2,950,000 23
2 Solano 335,200 13,500 22,400 402,000 667,000 30
2 Sonoma 384,700 536,700 891,000 5,790,000 9,649,000 13
3 Stanislaus 365,100 386,000 643,000 4,000,000 6,900,000 9
1 Sutter/Yuba 63,700 115,000 192,000 1,600,000 2,700,000 12
1 Tehama 49,100 33,000 62,500 931.000 1,760,000 30
1 Trinity 13,050 10,200 62,000 357,000 2,170,000 36
3 Tulare 309,200 317,000 635,000 9,000,000 18,000,000 30
3 Tuolumne 48,000 64.000 107,000 164,000 272,000 3
4 Venwra 666,800 1,270,000 2,110,000 14000000 23000000 11
1 Yolo 140,000 196,000 294,000 18,600,000 28,000,000 40
California Total 29,500.230 42,535,102 71,987,200 669,060,000 1,123,757,000(page 26)

! Years remaining by county cannot be determined by simply dividing remaining cubic vards or tons by annual

disposal due to variation among county methodologies (see Pages 2 & 3, Methodology & Limitations).

2 Long-term export agreement.

e T S
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TABLE 4: EXISTING CONDITIONS FOR NORTHERN
CALIFORNIA (REGION 1) ASs OF JANUARY 1, 1990

ANNUAL DISPOSAL REMAINING PERMITTED CAPACITY

1990 CuBIC cusBlic YEARS
COUNTY POPULATION TONS - YARDS TONS YDs REMAIN!
Alpine 1,100 14,700 24,500 — 100% Exported
Amador 29,600 123,000 - 155,000 4,100,000 5,200,000 32
' Buree 180,400 142,000 237,000 3,200,000 5,300,000 15
Colusa 16,150 17,900 44,600 1,800,000 4,400,000 100
Del Norte 21,650 NA NA NA NA 2
E! Dorado 123,900 167,000 334,000 550,000 1,100,000 5
Glenn 24,550 22,700 37,700 1,000.000 1,700,000 32
Humboldt 118,400 133,800 223,000 1,100,000 1,700,000 9
Lake 50,200 28,000 47,000 3,500,000 5,900,000 45
Lassen 27,000 13,600 65,000 406,000 1,500.000 20
Mendocino 79,700 244,000 364,000 2,000,000 3,000,000 9
Modoc 9,600 2,302 NA NA NA 19
Nevada 77,500 55.000 110,000 421.000 842,000 0
Placer 170,100 196,000 356,000 7,500,000 13,400,000 1
Plumas 19,600 12,000 33,000 154,000 441,000 13
Sacramento 1,031,500 1,350,000 2,250,000 10,950,000 17,520,000 11
Shasta 145,300 231,000 463,000 9,427,000 18,854,000 30
Sierra 3,280 11,300 22,500 171,000 342,000 15
Siskivou 43,300 39,000 77,400 1,500,000 2,950,000 23
Sutter/Yuba 63,700 115,000 192,000 1,600,000 2,700,000 1z
Tehama 49,100 33,000 62.500 931,000 1,760,000 30
Trinity 13,050 10,200 62,000 357,000 2,170.000 36
Yolo 140,000 196,000 294,000 18,600,000 28,000,000 40
Regional Totals 2,438,680 3,157,502 5454200 69,267,000 118,779,000

-

! Years remaining by county cannot be determined by simply dividing remaining cubic vards or tons by
annual disposal due to variations among county methodologies (sce Pages 2 & 3, Methodology &

Limitations). : r

e e e e e e e e e e e e oo e e i
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BY REGION

For the purposes of regional analysis, and to be
consistent with previous Board studies, the state was
divided into four regions: Northern California, the
Bay Area, Central California, and Southern California.
Annual disposal and remaining permitted disposal

REGION TwoOo: BAY AREA
(SEE TABLE S5, PAGE 9)
ANNUAL DisposAL: In Region Two, 7,113,200
tons or 10,655,400 cubic yards of solid waste were
disposed annually.

REMAINING PERMITTED CAPACITY: The

. “ -
capacity for each region are presented below. remaining permitted capacity for this region was 90

. million tons or 142 million cubic vards.
REGION ONE:

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA

REGION THREE!:
(SEE TABLE 4, '

CENTRAL CALIFORNIA
(SEE TABLE 6, 10)
ANNUAL DisposaL: In Region Three, 5,495,400

PAGE 8)
ANNUAL DisposaL: In Region One, 3,157,502 tons
or 5,454,200 cubic yards of solid waste were

PAGE
disposed annually. tons or 9,270,600 cubic vards of solid waste were

disposed annually as of January 1, 1990.

REMAINING PERMITTED CAPACITY: The

remaining permitted capacity for this region was REMAINING PERMITTED CAPACITY: The
out 69 million tons or 1 illi i .. . . . .

ab 19 million cubic yards. remaining permitted capacity of this region was

about 127 million tons or 211 million cubic yards.

B e I S S I

TABLE §: EXISTING CONDITIONS FOR THE BAY AREA
(REGION 2) AsSs OF JANUARY 1, 1990

e e e e T e

ANNUAL DISPOSAL REMAINING PERMITTED CAPACITY

1990 Cusic cueic YEARS

COUNTY PoOPULATION TONS YARDS TONS YDs REMAIN'
Alameda 1,274,700 3,000,000 4,000,000 32,400,000 45,700,000 15
Contra Costa 797.600 308,000 615,000 914,000 1,800,000 3
Marin 229,900 255,000 638,000 3,900,000 8,200,000 12
Napa 109,900 244,000 405,000 1,100,000 1,800,000 4
San Francisco 724,000 NA NA —— 100% Exported

San Mateo 647,400 886,000 984,000 3,500,000 3,900,000 4
'Santa Clara 1,493,800 1,870,000 3,100,000 42,000,000 70,000,000 29
Solano 335,200 13.500 22,400 402,000 667,000 30
Sonoma 384,700 536,700 891,000 5,790,000 9,649,000 13
Regional Totals 5,997,200 7,113,200 10,655,400 90,006,000 141,716,000

! Years remaining by county cannot be determined by simply dividing remaining cubic yards or tons by annual
disposal duc to variations among county methodologies (see Pages 2 & 3, Mcthodolo_gy & Limitations).

e e e e e e e e st e e e s et et s e e e e it

REACHING THE LIMIT: AN INTERIM REPORT ON LANDFILL CAPACITY IN CALIFORNIA 9



TABLE 6: EXISTING CONDITIONS FOR CENTRAL
CALIFORNIA (REGION 3) AS OF JANUARY 1, 1990

ANNUAL DISPOSAL REMAINING PERMITTED CAPACITY

1990 ' , cuaic cusic YEARS
COUNTY . . POPULATION TONS YARDS TONS YDs . REMAIN!
Calaveras A 31,550 41,000 82,000 3,800,000 7,600,000 43
Fresno 661,400 927,000 1 ,500,600 24,000,000 40,200,000 36
Inyo 18.200 31,800 53,000 1,200,000 2,000,000 17
Kern 537,300 938,000 1,500,000 8,200,000 13,800,000 9
Kings 100,800 81.000 - 203,000 84,000 - 414,000 2
Madera | 86,400 42,000 70,000 42,060 70,000 1
Mariposa 14,050 11,000 18,500 1,400,000 2,300,000 126
Merced 176,300 198,000 450,000 1,300,000 2,800,000 4
Mono 9,750 13,700 36,400 756,000 2,000,000 55
Monterey 353,400 477,000 - 694,000 31,900,000 46,300,000 | 50
San Benito 36,400 17,900 47,700 750,000 ' 2,000,000 - 18
San Joaquin 477,700 555,000 832,000 14,200,000 21,300,000 25
San Luis Obispo 215,000 340,000 560,000 3,500,000 5,800,000 10
Santa Barbara 368,000 675,000 1,079,000 17,691,000 28.306.000 30
Santa Cruz 228,700 380,000 760.000 5,000,000 10,600,000 12
Stanislaus 365,100 386,000 643,000 4,000,000 6,900,000 9
Tulare 309,200 317,000 635,000 9,000,000 18,000,000 30
Tuolumne 48.000 64,000 107,000 164,000 272,000 3
Regional Totals 4,037,250 5,495,400 9,270,600 126,987,000 210,662,000

" Years remaining by county cannot be determined by simply dividing remaining cubic yards or tons by annual

disposal due to variations among county methodologies (see Pages 2 & 3, Methodology & Limitations).

REGION FOUR: " amount represents almost five times the amount
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA _ deposited for any other region.

(SEE TABLE 7, PAGE! 1)
. REMAINING PERMITTED CAPACITY: The

ANNuAL DisposaL: In Region Four, 26,769,000 remaining permitted capacity of this region was
tons or 46,607,000 cubic vards of solid waste were about 383 million tons or 653 million cubic yards of
disposed annually as of January 1, 1990. This waste.

————— e ——————————,—————————————————————————————
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TABLE 7:

CALIFORNIA (REGION 4) AS OF JANUARY 1,

EXISTING CONDITIONS FOR SOUTHERN

1990

\WWWN

ANNUAL DISPOSAL

REMAINING PERMITTED CAPACITY

" YEARS

. 1990 Cusic Cuslc
COUNTY POPULATION Tons YARDS TONS YOS REMAIN!
- Imperial 108,300 99,000 297,000 4,500,000 '13,500,000 35
Lo$§ Angeles 8,832,500 13,500,000 22,500,000 100,000,000 165,000,000 4
Orange 2,398,400 4,000,000 8,100,000 . 122,500,000 203,400,000 20
Riverside 1,144,400 1,900.600 3,500,000 74,800,000 136,000,000 21
San Bernardino 17396,600 2,000,000 3,400,000 23,400,000 39,000,000 11
Saﬁ Diego 2,480,100 4,000,000 6,700,000 43,600,000 72,700,000 10
Ventura 666,800 1,270,000 2,110,000 14,000,000 23,000,000 11
Regional Totals 17,027,100 26,769,000 46,607,000 382,800,000 652,600,000

! Years remaining by county cannot be determined by simply dividing remaining cubic yards or tons by annual

disposal due to variations among county methodologies (see Pages 2 & 3, Methodology & Limitations).

Each region contained counties that indicated less
than eight vears of remaining capacity. As shown on
Figure 1, Southern California had 58 percent of the
remaining statewide capacity in tons. Central Califor-
nia had 19 percent of the state’s remaining capacity in
tons. Northern California and the Bay Area combined

also had about 23 percent of overall capacity in tons.

BY COUNTY

Tablc 8 and Map 1 present annual disposal and
remaining permitted capacity data for each county in
California.

There are ten counties within the state that indicated
less than five years of remaining landfill capacity (see
Map 2 on page 15). This represents about 18 percent
of all counties. One county indicated five to eight
vears of remaining capacity, which represents less
than one percent of all counties (see Map 2). Com-

bined, these two categories comprise about 19

percent of all counties and 11 million people or 38

percent of the state’s total population.

There were 28 counties that indicated more than 15

years of remaining capacity (see Map 4 on page 17).

An alphabetical listing of all counties and their

corresponding remaining landfill capacity is pre-

sented in Table 9. A ranking of counties with less

than 15 years capacity, ranked from least years

remaining to most years remaining, can be found in
Table 10. This table includes all of the counties in

the “less than 3, “5 t0 8” and “9 to 15” year

categories.

Fourteen of the 29 counties that indicated 15 years

or less of remaining capacity are rural. According to

the County Supervisors Association of California, a

“rural” county is defined as one with less than

200.000 population. However, two of the most

R U U U e U S S
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TABLE 8: EXTENT OF NEED BY COUNTY AS OF
JANUARY 1, 1990 ‘ '

EXTENT OF NEED

1990 YEARS . <5 5-8 915 >15

COUNTY - - POPULATION REMAIN YEARS YEARS YEARS YEARS
Alameda - 1,274,700 15 : ‘ L

Alpine 1,100 —— 100% Exported

Amador 29,600 32 4 : .' o
Butte 180,400 15 : g

Calaveras 31,550 43 '

Colusa 16,150 100

Contra Costa 797,600 3

Del Norte 21,650 2

El Dorado 123,900 ] i

Fresno 661,400 36

Glenn 24550 32

Humboldt ) 118,400 9 L

Imperial : 108,300 35

Inyo 18,200 17

Kern- 537,300 9 ' ®

Kings 100,800 2 °

Lake 50,200 45

Lassen 27,000 20

Los Angeles - 8,832,500 4

Madera 86.400 1

Marin 229,900 12 .

Mariposa 14,050 126 ' g
Mendocino 79,700 9 g i

Merced . 176,300 4 °

Modoc 9,600 19

Mono 9,750 55
Monterey 353,400 50 -®
Napa 109,900 4 .

Nevada 77.500 0 o -

————— e —————————————————— e ———————————————————————
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TABLE 8: EXTENT OF NEED BY COUNTY AS OF
JANUARY 1, 1990 :

EXTENT OF NEED

P 1990 YEARS <S 5-8 9-15 >15
COUNTY POPULATION  REMAIN YEARS YEARS YEARS YEARS
Orange 2,398,400 20 : ¢
Placer 170,100 11
Plumas 19,600 13 ]
Riverside 1,144,400 21 o g
Sacramento 1,031,500 11 e
San Benito 36,400 18 —— 100% Exported o
San Bernardino 1,396,600 -1
San Diego 2,480,100 10
San Francisco 724,000
San Joaquin 477700 25 : ¢
San Luis Obispo 215,000 10 - o
San Mateo 647,400 4 b
Santa Barbara 368,000 30
Santa Clara 1,493,800 29
Santa Cruz 228,700 ‘ 12 hd
Shasta 145,300 30 » ¢
Sierra 3,280 15 e
Siskivou 43,300 23
Solano 335,200 30
Sonoma 384,700 13
Stanislaus 365,100 9
Sutter/Yuba 63,700 12 o
Tehama 49,100 30
Trinity 13,050 36
Tulare 309,200 30
" Tuolumne 48,000 3 L
Ventura 666,800 11 b
Yolo 140,000 40 ¢
California Total 29,500.230 10 1 18 26

T e e e e e e e e e e T s
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LANDFILL CAPACITY STATUS FOR ALL COUNTIES

mopcT
@ NUMBERS INDICATE YEARS OF REMAINING
PERMITTED LANDFILL CAPACITY

Seasra LassEn

20

PLumas

MONTERE -

LOS AnCELES

DATA CURRENT AS OF JANUARY 1, 1990 SOURCE: LOCAL TAsk FORCE DATA FOR EACH COUNTY
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M AP T W O

COUNTIES WITH LESS THAN FIVE YEARS REMAINING LANDFILL

CAPA;ITY AND COUNTIES WITH FIVE TO EIGHT YEARS REMAINING
LANDFILL CAPACITY

Ssmivou

D COUNTIES THAT HAVE LESS THAN 5 YEARS OF
REMAINING PERMITTED LANDFILL CAPACITY

Seasta - D COUNTIES THAT HAVE 5-8 YEARS OF
SEEN
REMAINING PERMITTED LANDFILL CAPACITY

EIGHT OF THESE COUNTIES ARE RURAL AND THREE ARE
URBAN, AS DEFINED BY THE COUNTY SUPERVISORS
ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA. OF THE THREE MOST
POPULATED COUNTIES IN THIS CATEGORY, TWO ARE
LOCATED IN THE BAY AREA AND ONE 1S LOCATED IN
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA. THEY ARE LISTED BELOW IN’
ORDER OF YEARS OF CAPACITY REMAINING.

Prumasg

LT

M-aTEREY

San BEANANDING

YeAns or
CaraciTy
CounTy REMAINING

Lo ANGELES

CONTRA COSTA
DEL NORTE
EL DORADO
KINGS

LOS ANGELES
MADERA
MERCED
NaPA

NEVADA

SAN MATEO
TUOLUMNE

R.vERsIOE

Sam OiEZO

WbHaOABA—-BDNUNW

DATA CURRENT AS OF JANUARY 1, 1990 SOURCE: LoOcAL TASK FORCE DATA FOR EACH COUNTY

e e e e e e e @@ e e e e
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M_AP T HREE

COUNTIES WITH 9 TO 15 YEARS REMAINING LANDFILL CAPACITY

SisnIvC, ) MODOI
COUNTIES THAT HAVE 9-15 YEARS OF
REMAINING PERMITTED LANDFILL CAPACITY

THERE ARE 18 COUNTIES WITH 9 TO 15 YEARS REMAINING
LAssES LANDFILL CAPACITY. THEY REPRESENT OVER 30 PERCENT
OF ALL COUNTIES. THE COUNTIES ARE LISTED BELOW.

GmasTa

PLumas

Sigana

San FRAnC aIT

Sim MaTLO

SantaCn.

MONTEREY

YEZARS 6'

CA'AG'T' SaN BERNARDING
CouNTYy ‘REMAINING
ALAMEDA 15
BuTTE s .
HUMBOLDT" 9 ventune con fraeer
KERN 9
MARIN 12
MENDOCINO 9
PLACER "
PLUMAS 13
SACRAMENTO 1"
SAN BERNARDINO 1
SAN DiEGO 10
SAN Luts OBISPO 10 San DIEGO
SANTA CRUZ 12
SIERRA 18
SONOMA 13
STANISLAUS 9
SUTTER/YUBA 12
VENTURA 1"

DATA CURRENT AS OF JANUARY 1, 1990 SOURCE: LOCAL TASK FORCE DATA FOR EACH COUNTY
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M AP F O UR

COUNTIES WITH GREATER THAN 15 YEARS REMAINING LANDFILL CAPACITY

COUNTIES THAT HAVE MORE THAN 15 YEARS OF
REMAINING PERMITTED LANDFILL CAPACITY

SragTa
* LassEN

YEARS OF

CapPacity
COUNTY REMAINING
AMADOR 32
CALAVERAS 43
COLUSA 100
FRESNO 36
GLENN 32
IMPERIAL 35
INYO 17
LAKE 43
LASSEN 20
MARIPOSA 126
Mopoc 19
MONO 55
MONTEREY 50

San Fuancisco

San Margo

SanraCmuz

MOoNTEREY

San BENNARDING

YEARS OF
CAPACITY
COUNTY REMAINING LO% AncELEs
ORANGE 20
RIVERSIDE 21
SAN BENITO 18
SAN JOAQUIN 25 Cuance RivEnsioe
SANTA BARBARA 30
SANTA CLARA 29
SHASTA 30
SisSKiYou 23
SOLANO 30
TEHAMA 30
TRINITY 36
TULARE 30
YoLo 40

DATA CURRENT AS OF JANUARY |, 1990 SOURCE: LOCAL TASK FORCE DATA FOR EACH COUNTY
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populated counties in California (Contra Costa and or less. Although a majority of those residents today

Los Angeles) are ranked five and seven, respectively. ~  live in counties within a major metropolitan area,

: many rural counties also indicated 15 years or less
Almost 19.5 million people or 70 percent of capacity. As the maps illustrate, there are counties
California’s population roday reside in counties that located throughout California with only a few vears
indicated as of January 1, 1990, capacity of 15 years of capacity remaining.

e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e et et et
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CHAPTER 3: CONCLUSIONS

»

Eadh county in California submitted to the Board
official findings of remaining permitted landfill dis-
posal capacity in years, as of January 1, 1990. These
findings were based upon a “determination” and
“verification” performed by each county, as required
by the regulations adopted pursuant to the Act.

The most recent landfill siting experience of a
number of counties indicates that it can take many
years. As recounted by staff of Calaveras, Contra
Costa, Kern, Los Angeles, Orange, and San Joaquin
Counties, siting a new disposal facility can take as
long as 14 years. Two of the most recently sited
landfills include Bee Canyon in Orange County and
Rock Creek in Calaveras County. It took 14 years for
the County of Orange to obtain all of the permits
rrequired for the Bee Canyon facility. The Rock
Creek facility was permitted in about ten years.
Contra Costa County, on the other hand, is continu-
ing its efforts to site a new landfill after more than
ten years.

Also, it is estimated that it would take between five
and eight vears to expand an existing landfill. This is
based upon information related to the permits
processed by Board staff during the past five years.

As of January 1, 1990, abour half of the state’s
counties indicated less than 15 years of remaining
disposal capacity. These counties contained 70
percent of the state’s population. Based upon this
information, and the most recent siting experience of
a number of counties, one might conclude that the
state will face a serious shortage of landfi!l disposal
capacity within the next 15 vears, if capacity is not
expanded through waste diversion and landfill
deveiopment.

However, the extent of need for additional landfill
capacity may moderate over the next eight years, if
planned diversion programs are effective at
meeting the statewide diversion goals of 25 percent
by 1995 and 50 percent by the year 2000. Since
counties were not required to describe the method-
ologies employed in determining and verifying
official findings of remaining capacity, it is un-
known to what degree diversion programs increase
or decrease the yearly estimates of remaining
landfill disposal capacity. So, to provide a sense of
the potential impact of diversion resulting from the
implementation of AB 939 on the future need for
landfill capacity, three different scenarios were

developed.

Each of these scenarios assumes a base diversion
rate of 11 percent as of January 1, 1990. This is the
average diversion rate of more than 80 percent of
the state’s jurisdictions as determined by the
Board’s ongoing Interim Database Project as of
April 9, 1992. It is also consistent with the Board’s
March, 1992, policy decision regarding require-
ments for counting so-called “special wastes,” such

as inert materials, for diversion credit.

The first scenario (#1) assumes a constant diversion
rate of 11 percent, with a two percent annual
growth in waste generation. The second scenario
(#2) assumes the same base rate of diversion (11
percent) and two percent growth in waste genera-
tion, but also assumes achievement of the 1995
diversion goal of 25 percent. The third-scenario
(#3) assumes the same base rate of waste diversion
and two percent growth in waste generation, but
also assumes achievement of the waste diversion
goal of 50 percent by the year 2000.
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SCENARIO 1: 1990 DI‘VER‘SION kE_MAlns CONSTANT

WASTE WASTE WASTE % REMAINING YEARS

YEAR GENERATED! " DISPOSED! DIVERTED! DIVERSION? CAPACITY! REMAINING
1990 50.80 4250 - 559 1 669 13
1991  sie2 46.12 5.70 11 627 12
1992 . 52.85 4704 5.81 . n 580 o
1993 . 53.91 47.98 5.93 n . 533 10
1994 54.99 4894 - 6.05 1 485 9
1995 56.09 49.92 6.17 11 436 8
1996 - §7.21 50.92 629 11 : 387 7
1997 5835 51.93 6.42 11 336 6
1998 59.52 5297 6.55 1 284 5
1999 60.71 54.03 6.68 11 231 4
2000 61.92 55.11 6.81 1 177 3
2001 63.16 se22 695 1 122 2
2002 64.43 57.34 7.09 1 65 1
<1

2003 65.72 58.49 7.23 11 8

Assumption — Waste Generation Increases 2% per Year
! Amounts are given in millions of tons.

21990 Diversion Rate assumed tobe 11%

————— e —————— — — ——————
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SCENARIO 2:

ACHIEVEMENT OF 25% DIVERSION BY 1995
THEN DIVERSION REMAINS CONSTANT

—— e e e e e i e —— — . - ) .

WASTE WASTE WASTE % REMAINING YEARS
YEAR GENERATED! DISPOSED! DIVERTED! DIVERSIONZ2 CAPACITY! REMAINING
1990 . . 50.80 4250 5.59 11 669 14
1991 51.82 44.56 7.25 14 -"627 13
1992 52.85 43.87 8.98 17 582 12
1993 53.91 43.13 10.78 20 538 1
1994 54.99 42.18 12.81 23 495 10 .
1995 56.09 42.07 14.02 25 453 9
199 57.21 4291 14.30 25 411 8
1997 58.35 43.76 14.59 25 368 7
1998 59.52 44.64 14.88 25 324 6
1999 60.71 45.53 15.18 25 279 6
2000 61.92 46.44 15.48 25 234 5
2001 63.16 47.37 15.79 25 187 4
2002 '64.43 48.32 16.11 25 140 3
2003 65.72 49.29 16.43 25 92 2
2004 67.03 50.27 16.76 25 42 <l

Assumption — Waste Generation Increases 2% per Year

! Amounts are given in millions of tons.

2 1990 Diversion Rate assumed to be 11%

D R e ot
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SCENARIO 3: ACHIEVEMENT OF WASTE DIVERSION GOALS
(25% BY 1995, 50% BY 2000)

WASTE WASTE WASTE. PERCENT REMAINING YEARS

YEAR ’ GENERATED' DisPOSED' . DIVERTED! DIVERSION2 CAPACITY! REMAINING
1990 ‘ 50.80 42.50 5.59 11 669 18
1991 . 5182 4456 7.25- 14 627 BT
1992 52.85 43.87 8.98 17. 582 16
1993 53.91 - 43.13 ’ 10.78 20 538 15
1994 54.99 42.18 ) 12.81 v 23 495 14
1995 56.09 42.07 14.02 25 : 453 13
1996 57.21 39.93 17.28 30 411 12
1997 58.35 37.93 20.42 35 371 11
1998 59.52 35.71 23.81 40 333 10
1999 60.71 33.21 - 27.50 45 297 9
2000 61.92 3096 30.96 50 264 8
2001 63.16 - 31.58 31.58 50 233 7
2002 64.43 32.21 32.21 50 169 6
2003 ' 65.72 32.86 32.86 50 8 J
2004 67.03 33.51 33.51 . 50 136 4
2005 68.37 34.19 34.19 50 103 3
2006 69.74 34.87 34.87 50 69 2
2007 71.13 35.57 35.57 50 34 1
2008 72.55 36.28 36.28 50 -2 <l

Assumption — Waste Generation Increases 2% per Year
I Amounts are given in millions of tons.

2 1990 Diversion Rate assumed to be 11%

e e e et et e e e e e et e e e e e e e =
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B e T e S S S Ses SV el

SCENARIO

—

WASTE DIVERSION RATE

REMAINING CAPACITY

. 11% Baseline, Remains constant 13 years
2 11% Baseline, Achievement of 25% Diversion 14 years
3 11% Baseline, Achievement of 50% Diversion 18 years

According to these three scenarios, California would
have had between 13 and 18 vears of capacity
remaining, as of January 1, 1990 (see above chart).

In conclusion, based upon the findings presented in
Chapter 2, as of January 1, 1990, almost 40 percent
of the state’s population resided in 11 counties that
reported five or fewer years of disposal capacity
remaining. This is approximately one-half to one-
third the time it took to develop the most recently
sited landfills. Furthermore, as indicated by coun-
ties, a majority of California’s population will
experience a shortage of capacity by the year 2005.

For the state as a whole, it appears that total
remaining statewide landfill disposal capacity was 13
years, as of January 1, 1990, based upon county
estimates of remaining capacity and assuming a base
diversion rate of 11 percent, no further increase in
diversion, and two percent annual growth in waste
generation. The achievement of the 25 percent and

50 percent diversion goals appears to extend.
statewide landfill capacity remaining as of January 1,
1990, by approximately five years, assuming that
waste generation grows by two percent per year.
However, projecting remaining capacity for the state
as a whole will not reflect critical capacity shortfalls
in certain counties or regions of the state.

As a means to further investigate this issue, the
Board's 1992/1993 Landfill Disposal Capacity
Contract will continue the study of landfill disposal
capacity, which the Policy, Research and Technical
Assistance Committee began in chis report. The
contract provides for the verification of the findings
presented here and the organization of county and
regional data into a statewide computer database for
future reference. It also requires the definition of
the term “critical™ and the identification of state-
wide strategies for addressing areas with a critical

shortage of landfill disposal capacity.

e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e et e ™
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TELEPHONE COMMUNICATION

Beals, Tim. County staff, Sierra County, Inter-
viewed January 11, 1991.

Madden, Christy. Ventura County Solid Waste,
Ventura County, Interviewed March 27, 1991.

Pulse, Sherri. Department of Public Works, San
Mateo County, Interviewed November 18, 1991.

Scanlon, Donna. Santa Barbara County, Inter-
viewed March 28, 1991. '

Zimmerman, Anne. Brown, Vence & Associates,
Del Norte County, Interviewed December 3, 1991.

TESTIMONY AT LANDFILL
CAPACITY WORKSHOP

Wright, Tom. Harding, Lawson & Associates
(formerly with Orange County), February 20, 1992.

BoARD DECISION

Board decision regarding revision of the definition
of “Normally Disposed Of” wastes, Board meeting,
Redding, March 26, 1992.

LETTERS CONCERNING LTF FINDINGS

Boss, John F. Executive Manager EMCON Associ-
ates, Placer County, Site Life at Western Regional
Sanitary Landfill, November 1, 1990.

Bowerman, Frank. Director IWMD, Orange
County, Orange County Landfill Capacity, February
1, 1991.

Bragdon, Harvey. Director of Community Develop-
ment, Contra Costa County, January 10, 1991.

Brock. Lawrence J. Chairman LTF, Plumas
County, Required Local Task Force Information,
February 15, 1991.

Cave, Trent. Director of Environmental Manage-
ment, Napa County, Solid Waste Management,
August 13, 1990.

Cheff, William. ‘Dircctor of Public Works, Butte
County, Integrated Waste Management Plan,
September 14, 1990.

Cortez, Ronald. Integrated Waste Program Man-
ager, Merced County, Required LTF Information
for Merced County, March 6, 1991.

Covey, Clifford K. Program Manager-Environmen-
tal Health, Solano County, June 12, 1990.

Curry, Richard. Chairman LTF, Shasta County,
January 9, 1991.

Dalta, Mark. Chairman — SWMTAC, Tulare
County, April 11, 1991.

deGrassi, Dan. Planning Department, Santa Cruz
County, January 4, 1991.

Devencenzi, Stephen A. Solid Waste Program
Manager, San Luis Obispo County, Resolution of
the Solid Waste Task Force, January 2, 1991.

Diehl, Martin R. Associate Engineer, Lassen
County, Progress Report on AB939 Goals, July 1,
1991.

Dunlap, Melba. Supervisor Second District,
Riverside County, California Code of Regulations
Title 14, Sec;ion 18777 (b), January 28, 1991.

Erickson, Maggie. Chair LTF, Determination of
Due Date For CIWMP and Siting Element, April

- 20, 1990.
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Frye, Ron. Waste Management Coordinator, Fresno
County, December 6, 1990. .

Gordon, Richard. President — Calaveras County"
LTF, Calaveras County, CIWMP Filing Due Dates
Based On County_-Wi'de Permitted Capaciry,
October 18, 1991.

Gorzell, Lee. Deputy of Public Works, Modoc
County, December 6, 1991.

Gravenkamp, D.A. Director of Public Works,
Siskiyou County, January 9,1991.

Harris, Virginia-Jane. Chairman — E| Dorado
County LTF, El Dorado County, Disposal Facility
Capacity, November 26, 1990.

Hartridge, Debra. Chair, Humboldt County,
November 26, 1990. :

Hearne, Stana. Alameda County IWMP Task
Force, Alameda County, Landfill Capacity Determi-
nation, May 9, 1991.

Hickey, Norman W. Chief Administrative Ofﬁcér_.
San Diego County, August 6, 1990.

Hinchman, David. LTF Chairman, San Joaquin
County, Remaining Permitted Landfill Capacity,
April 24, 1990.

Hubbell, Wilson G. Chairman Solid Waste LTF,
Santa Barbara County, Required LTF Information,
July 17, 1991.

Krug, Janet Warrick. Environmental Compliance
Analyst, Colusa County, Findings of the Colusa
County LTF, November 6, 1990.

Lear, Jeanne. Administration Coordinator, Alpine
County, Required LTF Information, February 11,
1991.

Maxfield, Patrick. Department of Public Works,
Sacramento County, Remaining Capacity Keifer
Landfill, September 4, 1990.

Maxwell, Michael Q. Director of Public Works,
Modoc Counry, Waste Volume Report Background
Information, December 1990.

McKenna, Dianne. Chair of Santa Clara LTF, Santa
Clara County, September 12, 1990.

McMillan, Jack. LTF Chairman, LTF Information,

"October 1991. .

Melton. Robert J. Director — Department of -
Health, Monterey County, Monterey County
Landfill Capacity, October 22, 1990.

Milis, L. Dale. Director of Public Works. Kern
County, October 1, 1990. '

Nielsen, Raymond. Director of Public Works. Kings
County, Hanford Landfill Capacity, January 22,
1991.

Orfanos, S. Harry. Director of Public Works,
Imperial County, Certification of Remaining
Landfill Facilities, January 23, 1991.

Phelan, Michael L. Chairman LTF, Mendocino
County, Determination of Remaining Landfill
Capacity, December 1990.

Scheiber, Joe for Molinelli, Paul. Amador County -
LTF Chairman, Amador County, Landfill IWM
Task Force, January 7, 1991.

Tidemanson, T.A. Chairman LLTF Committee, Los
Angeles County, Remaining Permitted Disposal
Capacity of Solid Waste Facilities in Los Angeles
County, March 28, 1991.

Townsend, Robert E. Public Works Director, Lake
County, Exhibit “D" Eastlake Sanitary Landfill,
September 1988.

Ward, James. Public Works Director, Mono County,
January 1990.

Westermeyer, Dan. Assistant Planner, Trinity
County, September 18, 1990.

Wyse, James A. Professional Engineer, Mariposa
County, Landfill Capacity, September 24, 1990.
REPORTS

A Comprehensive Plan for Management of Nonhaz-
ardous Waste in California, California Integrated
Waste Management Board, June 1985.

Buena Vista Landfill RDSI, Amador County,

‘February 4, 1991.
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Existing Conditions Sﬁmmary. Butte County, July
5, 1991.

Glenn Counrty Source Reduction & Recycling
Elements, Section VIII, Glenn County, Table 8.2-1.

Interim Database Project, Waste Generation Unit,
Planning & Assistance Division, CIWMB, April
1992.

Madera County Preliminary Draft SRRE, Table 2-3,
Table 8-1.

Marin County Waste Management Advisory
Commirtee, LTF for AB939, Marin County, Marin
County Solid Waste Disposal Facility Capacity, May
1, 1991.

Nevada County Preliminary Draft SRRE, pg. 8-2, 8-
3, 1990.

Report on Remaining Disposél Capacities for
Counties and the State as of January 1987, California
Integrated Waste Management Board, February
1987.

San Benito County Preliminary Draft SRRE, pg.
ES-3, Table VIII-2, April 1991.

San Bernardino County Sgnitary Landfill, San
Bernardino County, June 30, 1990.

Stanislaus County Preliminary Draft SRRE, pg. 2-
22, 8-3, 8-4, October 15, 1991.

Sutter/Yuba County Preliminary Draft SRRE',11990.

Tuolumne County Preliminary Draft SRRE, pg 1-1,
9.5, 9-6, March 1991.
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APPENDIX A

”
%FOINIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

8800 Cal Center Drive
Sacramento. California 95826

November 21, 1991
County Local Task Force

Subject: Required Local Task Force Information

Honorable Chairman:

The California Code of Regulations Chapter 9, Articles 7.0 and 8.0, Sections 18761 and 18777, mandate
certain Local Task Force (LTF) actions. California Integrated Waste Management Board (Board) staff
‘ have reviewed LTF files and have determined there are required documents that are not present in your
file. The followi.ng item(s) which are checked should be forwarded to the Board as soon as possible.

Data of LTF establishment [Section 18761(a)].

Documentation, by minute order or resolution, that the LTF was approved by the Board of Supervisors
{Section 18761l (a)j.

Documentation, by minute order or resolution, that the LTF was approved by a majority of incorporated
cities with a majority of the incorporated population (Section 18761 (a}].

——A LTF membership roster reflecting the entity each member represents and length of term to be served
by each member [Section 18761(a)(1l)].

——_Awritten statement from the LTF to the Board indicating how often it will meet [Section 18761(a)(1}].

— A written statement from the LTF to the Board stating the remaining combined countywide permitted
disposal capacity in years. This finding should consider population increases. remaining landfill
capacity in years. This finding should consider population increases, remaining landfill capacity

as of January 1, 1990, etc. The method used to determine remaining capacity must be shown (Section
18777(b) ) .

—A time schedule developed by the LTF for submission of the locally approved Siting Element and the
Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan to the Board [Section 18777(b)(2)].

Give that locally adopted Source Reduction and Recycling Elements and Household Hazardous Waste Elements
are due to the county on July 1, 1991, your assistance in complying with these requirements as soon

as possible would be greatly appreciated. In addition, please provide the name of the chairman or contact
person for the LTF.

If you have any questions. contact either Dianne Range, Local Assistance Branch Northern California,
at (916) 255-2304 or Judith Friedman, Local Assistance Branch Southern California at (916) 255-2303.

Sincerely,

: John D. Smith, Manager
Local Assistance Branch

— Printed on Recycied Paper —
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