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From: Peggy Norton <peggynorton@yahoo.com >
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 8,01 AM

To: Gould, Maggie S.

Ce: Tim Flynn-O'Brien; =David Wood CPA=

Subject: Traffic analysis - transfer station project #1010582
Attachments: SSR_CVs_Dana_2017.pdf

Maggie - Please include this in the documentation for the EPC, 48 hour comments. Please confirm
receipt. Thank you.

Peggy Norton, President
North Valley Coalition

On Thursday, September 7, 2017 10:00 PM, Dana RowanGould <dana@sustainablesystemsresearch.net> wrote:

Hi Peggy,

You are correct that I'm not a PE. | prepared the report and had it checked over by Kevan Shafarzideh, a
professor of Civil Engineering, specializing in traffic, at Cal State Sacramento.

If the TE says the assumptions aren't valid, the response would depend on which assumptions they question
and how? Nearly all assumptions in my report were from the City, the rest were documented very clearly
(more clearly than the assumptions they presented in the TS). | also included the range of possible impacts
which was pretty conservative (and in some cases quite generous to the TIS). And while | did prepare the
report in response to the Draft TIS, | reviewed the final as well and nothing of substance had changed, so
the analysis in my report stands unchanged.

Re: my qualifications - I'm attaching my CV. Much of my experience centers on travel demand (estimating
how many vehicles will be traveling as a result of a land use or policy) and the resulting air quality and health
impacts. Those areas were the focus of my critique of the City's traffic analysis.

Let me know if you need anything else.

Thanks,
Dana

Dana Rowangould
Sustainable Systems Research, LLC
(5630) 341-3262



Sustainable Systems Reszarch, L1 £

DANA (ROWAN) ROWANGOULD
D WA@SUSTANABLESY STEMSRESEARCH.NET

EDUCATION

Ph.D., Univessity of California, Davis, Ecology Graduate Group (Environmental Science and Policy
Emphasis), 2013.

M.S., University of California, Davis, Agricultural and Resource Economics, 2009.
B.S., Rice University, Civil and Environmental Engineering, 2002,

EXPERIENCE

Affiliate Assistant Professor. Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, University of Washington,
2013 - Present
Principal. Sustainable Systems Research, LLC, 2012-Present
Recent Consulting:
Earthjustice, Evaluaiion of Los Angeles Meiropokitan Transportation Authority Bus Elecirification Potential (2017)
Natural Resources Defense Council, Evaluation of Hosuston Point Source Emissions (2017)
Coalition for Healthy Ports, Evaluation of the Port of NY/N] Clean Trucks Program Rollback (2016-2017)
Environmental Defense Fund, Develgping a Roadway Air Pollution Environmental Justice Screening Tool for
Housion, Texas, 2015-2016
Natural Resources Defense Council, Air Ownality Inmpacts of Well Stimulation, 2015,
Natural Resources Defense Council, Traffic and Environmenial Justice Analysis of the Southern California
International Gateway Project, 2012, 2015.
Ecosystem Management, Inc, Albuguerque Ragional Transporiation Infrastructure and Land Use: Climats Change
Impacts And Adaptation, 2014
Natural Resources Defense Council, Review of the Air Onality Impacts of the WesPac Pittsburg Energy
Infrastructure Project, 2014,
Natural Resources Defense Council, Review of Port Demand and Air Quality Inmpacis in the Bayonne Bridge
Raising EA, 2013-2014
Eastern Environmental Law Center and Natural Resources Defense Council, Mapping Communities and
Pollution Sonrces in NY/NJ, 2013
Diesel Health Project and Natural Resources Defense Council, Mapping Pollution Sources and Demographics
in Kansas City, KS, 2013
Natural Resources Defense Council, Coa/ Dust and Rail: Inpacts of Coal Transport from the Powder River Basin,
2012
East Yard Communities for Environmental Justice and Natural Resources Defense Council, Review of the
Transportation and Air Quality Analysis in the I-710 Draft EIR, 2012
Natural Resources Defense Council, Ports and Air Quality: Moving Toward Clean Cargo, 2012
Postdoctoral Researcher. Center for Regional Change, University of California, Davis, Jan — Aug 2014
Gradnate Student Researcher. Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, University of California,
Davis, 2005-2012
Teaching Assistant. Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, University of California, Davis,
2012 - 2013
Environmental Scientist. Groundwater Services, Inc., Houston, Texas, 2002-2004
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PUBLICATIONS

Rowangould, D., Rowangould, G., Niemeier, D. Evaluation of the Health Impacts of Rolling Back a Port
Clean Trucks Program. Submitted to the Transportation Research Record.

W, Y., Rowangould, D., London, J., Karner, A. Modeling Health Equity in Active Transportation
Planning,. Submritted to the Transportation Research Record.

Karner, A., Rowangould, D., London, J. (2016). We Can Get There From Here: New Perspectives on
Transportation Equity. A White Paper from the National Center for Sustainable Transportation at the
University of California, Davis.

Rowangould, D., Karner, A., London, J. (2016). Identifying Environmental Justice Communities for
Transportation Analysis. Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 88:151-162.

Rowan, D., Eldridge, M., Niemeier. D. (2013). Incorporating regional growth into forecasts of greenhouse
gas emissions from project-level residential and commercial development. Energy Pokey, 62:1288-1300.

London, J., A. Karner, J. Sze, D. Rowan, G. Gambirazzio and D. Niemeier. (2013). Racing Climate Change:
Collaboration and Conflict in California's Global Climate Change Policy Arena. Global Environmental
Change 23(4):791-799

Rowan, D., Karner, A., Niemeier., D. (2010). Miles per gallon illusions and Corporate Average Fuel
Economy distortions: When even the transport experts have trouble. Transportation Research Record,
2191:8-15.

Sze, J., Gambirazzio, G., Karner, A., Rowan, D., London, ]., Niemeier, D. (2009). Best in show? Climate
and environmental justice policy in California. Environmental Justice, 2(4):179-184.

Niemeiet, D., Rowan, D. (2009). From kiosks to megastores: The evolving carbon market. Calfornia
Agrienlture, 63(2): 96-103.

Madani, K., Rowan, D., Lund, J. (2007). The next step in central valley flood management: Connecting
costs and benefits. Proceedings of the University Council on Water Resources Annual Conference,
Boise, ID. July 24-26, 2007.

SELECTED PRESENTATIONS

Rowangould, D. Karner, A., London, J. (2015). Identifying Environmental Justice Communities for
Transportation Analysis. Poster presentation at the Transportation Research Board’s 94" Annual
Meeting. Washington, DC. January 11-15, 2015.

Rowangould, D. Niemeier, D. (2014). Smart growth policy and practice: Retrospective evaluation of

residential development in the Sacramento region. Poster presentation at the Transportation Research
Board’s 93 Annual Meeting. Washington, DC. January 12-16, 2014.

Rowan, D., Karner, A. (2011). Moving toward equity: The ongoing struggle for environmental justice in
California. Session co-organizer and moderator. Interdisciplinary Graduate and Professional
Symposium, UC Davis, Davis, CA. April 23, 2011.

Rowan, D., Niemeier, D. (2011). Greenhouse gas emissions inventories of proposed residential and
commercial developments: Dealing with growth. Poster presentation at the Transportation Research
Board’s 90th Annual Meeting. Washington, DC, January 23-27, 2011.

Karner, A., Rowan, D., London, J., Sze, J., Niemeier, D. (2009). Environmental justice, gender, and conflict

in California climate policy. Poster presentation at the 4th International Conference on Women’s Issues
in Transportation. Irvine, CA, Oct. 27 — 30, 2009.
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TIMOTHY V. FLYNN-O'BRIEN
Attorney at Law
£17 Gold Avenue SW
Alvuguergue, New Mexico 87132-3014
Phomne: 505-242-4088 / Fax: 866-428-7568

September 10, 2017

Karen Hudson, Chair Planning Staff
Care of Maggie Gould, Planning Staff
Via email MGould@cabgq.gov
Environmental Planning Commission
P.0. Box 1293

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

RE: Response to September 14, 2017 Staff Report
Project No. 1010582/ 16EPC-40077

Dear Chair Hudson and Commissioners,

I represent the Greater Gardner Neighborhood Association and several businesses
in this matter and have represented these parties in prior proceedings with regard to the
combined transfer station, convenience center and household hazardous waste facility. The
Staff's recommendation of approval is not supported by the evidence or the applicable law.
Much of the Staff report duplicates prior Staff reports to which I have previously
responded. Those responses are not repeated but are incorporated herein, This response
focuses on the fact that the recommendation that the zone change be approved is
inconsistent with the City Council's Economic Impact Analysis (EIA). In addition the Staff
analysis fails to identify and examine the effect of unsupported and inconsistent
assumptions underlying the traffic analysis. Since the fundamental role of the EPC is to
critically address these issues, and since that role is particularly important when the City is
the applicant, I respectfully request that you consider the following comments.

Economic Impact Analysis

The City Council's Economic Impact Analysis (EIA) determined that the transfer
station and convenience center would harm surrounding property. The EIA determined
that the value of adjacent property (such as Mr. Stepp's) would decline by 12%. For
property in the affected area the EIA concludes the harm is diminution of value by 6%. The
ElA applied these reductions in value to property tax assessment values to come up with
total diminution/harm of $5M.,



I retained a New Mexico licensed MAI appraiser to review the Economic Impact
Analysis and provided her review to Planning Staff. The Staff report does not address the
critique.t The key findings of the MA!l review are:

* The MAI appraiser concurs that the project will have an adverse impact on adjacent
property and the neighborhood but concludes that the EIA estimate of 6% negative
effect ($5M) is understated and that the project will likely have an overall adverse
impact of 12% to 18% (equating to $10M to $15M)

» The EIA reliance on property tax and assessment data as a proxy for market data
results in a "vast understatement of the value diminution”

° The idea that the negative impact is only reflected in diminution of raw land value
and not on the value of improvements is not supported by the data

The critique concluded "the adverse impact on property values in the area of the proposed
Edith Transfer Station and Convenience Center, are well understated at 6%. It is much
more likely that the impact is more aligned with the best presented data presented in the
author's bibliography, which suggests a 12% to 18% loss in value.”

Resolution 270-1980(E) provides: "A change of zone shall not be approved where
some of the permissive uses in the zone would be harmful to adjacent property, the
neighborhood or the community.” There is no wiggle room in the ordinance. "Shall not be
approved" is mandatory. 14-16-1-5(A)(3). The City has the burden to demonstrate there is
no harm. Here the evidence is that there is harm. The City Council's EIA admits harm.
There may be a dispute as to whether the economic harm is $5M, or $10M to15M, but the
fact of harm is admitted. Pursuant to Res. 270-1980(E) the zone change request shall not
be approved. Staff proposes that Finding 9(E) merely state: "There is potential for a
negative impact on land values for the commercial /industrial property adjacent to the
site.” The City Council ordered the EIA, directed the EPC to proceed no further until the EIA
was received and, the conclusion of the EIA is that there is harm. The harm issue needs to
be addressed.

The EPC should recommend denial of the zone change and Finding 9(E) should
read:

Finding no. 9(E). The applicant has not met its burden to demonstrate that the
permissive uses of the SU zone would not be harmful to adjacent property, the
neighborhood or the community. The transfer station and convenience center will
cause harm to adjacent property in diminished property values of at least $5M and
the evidence supports actual harm of between $10M to $15M. The transfer station
use is dissimilar to existing uses because existing uses do not include any
accumulation of solid waste.?

1 Although provided before the 10-day deadline Staff did not acknowledge or refer to the
critique in the Staff report. The EPC should address the issues raised by the critique. After
the Staff report was published I raised the fact that the critique was not included with other
10-day material and, subsequently, the critique was provided as supplemental information.
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Traffic

The applicant's TIS assumes the project will not affect peak hour traffic. TIS, p 12
(attached) ("based on the proposed schedule for the facility and the transfer operation, it is
assumed new trips between the Transfer Station and collection routes will occur outside
the AM, Mid-Day, or PM peak hours...."). Whether peak hour traffic is affected is the
ultimate question and the assumption is not evidence that the project will not cause
harmful delays. The TIS, therefore is simply an unsupported assumption and applicant fails
to meet its burden. Cf. Boucherv U.S. Suzuki Motor Corp., 73 F.3d 18 (2nd Cir. 1996)
(expert report based on unsupported assumption or speculative assumption, i.e,,
assumption not accompanied by sufficient factual foundation is inadmissible) 3

Another major flaw in the TIS is that it assumes that the existing convenience
centers/transfer stations will continue to operate. Elsewhere the applicant relies on
closing the existing centers to calculate savings to SWD operations. If the zone change is
approved nothing prevents closing those existing centers. The reliance on internally
inconsistent assumptions (closing existing centers to calculate savings but on keeping
those centers open to calculate traffic) is not valid

Staff recommends that the EPC disregard the Sustainable Systems review of the TIS,
which identifies other deficiencies. The review was prepared for the community, notas a
TIS for the City. The review has been in the record in this case since January of 2017 and
was first provided to Staff in prior cases concerning the WTS in 2015. Seemingly playing a
game of "gotcha", Staff now claims that the 2015 review should be ignored because the City
requires that a TIS submitted to the City be prepared by a New Mexico licensed engineer
(PE) and the review it was not prepared by a PE. This is a review of the TIS, not a TIS.
Moreover, the TIS submitted by applicant is not signed and has no engineer's stamp. If the
“prepared by a licensed engineer requirement” has any applicability it applies to the
applicant's unsigned TIS. The review identifies defects in the TIS that should be addressed
and resolved.

Staff also argues that the review should not influence the EPC because the
assumptions in the review are not valid. This assertion is made without identifying the so-
called not valid assumptions so a point-by-point analysis is impossible. The review's
assumptions are from City/applicant and its TIS. If those assumptions "are not valid” the

3 Not only is there no factual basis for the assumption that a "proposed schedule” will
prevent increases in AM, Mid-Day or PM peak hour traffic the underlying data relied on by
the TIS is inconsistent and the TIS is incomplete. The TIS states there are 248 loads per day
directly hauled to the landfill. The application states there are 272 trips to and from the
landfill. Would the City accept an assumption that "some schedule" will prevent impact to
peak hour traffic from a private developer requesting a zone change?

3



TiS relied on by applicant is not valid.? In any case there is no City or EPC requiremeni that
only o licensed eciginect can review or critigue the data submitted by the applicant The
tact Is that the deficiencies pointed out in that critique are real and should be resolved
before the EPC ar City Council accept the unsigned 118 as a fair representation of the effect
of tratfic generated hy the project.

The applicant has not et its burden under Res, 270-1980(D) to prove the
existing zoning is inappropriate and other burdens of Res. 270-1980. The Applicant
and Staff claim there are changed conditions but provide no evidence of changed
conditions that justify the change since zoning was established in 2002, 2002 is the
relevant date. The applicant has also not demonstrated, as is required, a public need for
the change and that that need Is best served by changing the zoning of this particular piece
of property. The City previously advocated multiple transfer stations. Most candidates for
mayor do not support the single consolidated facility proposed at this location. This was
not the #1 site. Studies of available property relied on by Staff are too old to be relevant
and did not consider acquisition by eminent domain. The applicant and Staff have also
failed to address inadequacies pointed out by the City Council in prior iterations of the
Administration’s attempt to justify this request.

Conflict with Comprehensive Plan. Res, 270-1980(C) requires an analysis for
conflicts with the Comprehensive Plan and other city plans. As specifically identified in my
letter of January 9, 2017 the Staff analysis simply repeats the applicant’s claims without
analysis, fails to address conflicts and is otherwise flawed. There are numerous conflicts as
set forth in my January 9 letter and in the record. Despite having our analysis for over half
a year the proposed findings do not address the conflicts. This analysis is required by 270-
1980(C) and prior cases.

For the above reasons I request that the EPC recommend denial as required by Res.
270-1980.

Very truly yours,

Timothy V. Flynn-0'Brien
TVFOB/lw

David Wood
Peggy Norton

“The concern with assumptions is applied only on the community's evidence and is not
applied to the City TIS, which is based on the unsupported assumption that an unidentified
"schedule” will prevent peak hour traffic and that existing stations will remain open.
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Transfer Station Traffic Impact Analysis, Seplember, 2015 1210021603/1410013200

4.0 PROJECTED TRAFFIC

a.

GROWTH RATE

Historical traffic data from MRCOG was reviewed to establish an appropriate
annual growth rate for travel in the study area. Reviewed data, Indicates
application of a 1.00% annual growth rate would be reasonable and
appropriate for the Year 2018 Opening Day analysls.

SITE MOTORIZED VEHICLE TRAFFIC

Collection Vehicle Trip Activity

Currently, the drivers of collection vehicles break from their routes when bins
are full and direct haul to the landfill. Subsequent to this proposed
reconfiguration and creation of the primary center of operations at the
existing SWMD site, drivers will travel directly to the new Transfer Station,
where the vehicles will be unloaded. Drivers then will return to thelr routes,
This new process for handling the community’s waste represents new trips
to/from the study area during the day.

Based on data relating to current SWMD operations, there are currently 248
loads per day directly hauled to the landfill, which would represent
approximately 500 daily directional trips. These are existing trips that are
part of the existing background traffic, i.e., traffic levels exclusive of any
trips associated with this proposed reconfiguration project. Although trips
that occur between the collection vehicle routes and the landfill will be
removed from the circulation system, these trips occur outside of the project
study area and, therefore, have no effect on this analysis.

New trips In the study area will occur as drivers travel to/from the new
Transfer Station in association with their respective existing collection
routes. However, based on the proposed schedule for the facility and the
transfer operation, it is assumed new trips between the Transfer Station and
collection routes will occur outside the AM, Mid-Day, or PM peak hours that
are being analyzed. Also, because existing callection vehicles currently
depart the existing SWMD facility in the AM and arrive back in the PM, those
outbound and inbound trips are already accounted for in the existing
background traffic. Therefore, the only project-related additional trips
anticipated to occur during the peak hours in the study area, as a result of
this proposed reconfiguration, are associated with transfer trucks traveling
between the new Transfer Station and the landfill.



Gould, Magﬂie S.

——————— ey
From: Peggy Norton <peggynorton@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 6:17 PM
To: Gould, Maggie S.
Cc: Tim Flynn-O'Brien; =David Wood CPA=
Subject: Project #1010582, Edith transfer station

Hello Maggie - This is an email conversation we had from April 12, 2017 to April 25, 2017 regarding
comparing traffic reports and economic reports. It also asks about the legal issue which was answered in a

different communication. Would you please enter this entire conversation into the record for this project,
within the 48-hour deadline and confirm that. Thank you.

Peggy Norton, President
North Valley Coalition

On Tuesday, April 25, 2017 11:31 AM, "Gould, Maggie S." <MGould@caba.gov> wrote:

Yes. Sorry about that.

From: Peggy Norton [maiito:peggynorton@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 11:27 AM

To: Gould, Maggie S.

Cec: Dicome, Kym

Subject: Re: Project #10105682, Edith transfer station

Did you mean to say you have not received comments yet?

Peggy Norton, President
North Valley Coalition

On Tuesday, April 25, 2017 11:15 AM, "Gould, Maggie S." <MGouild@cabg.gov> wrote:

Hello,

I have received comments yet.
Thank you,

Maggie Gould, MCRP

Planner

City of Albuquerque, Planning Department
600 Second St. NW

Albuquerque, NM 87102

505-924-3910

mgould@cabg.gov



From: Peggy Norton [mailto:pegaynorton@vahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 10:38 AM

To: Gould, Maggie S.

Cec: Dicome, Kym

Subject: Re; Project #1010582, Edith transfer station

Hi Maggie - Regarding the traffic issue, has the department submitted their comments? If so, can | geta
copy? Regarding the protests, has the Legal Dept. reviewed it and can | get a copy?

Peggy Norton, President
North Valley Coalition

On Monday, April 17, 2017 3:52 PM, "Gould, Maggie S." <MGould@cabq.gov> wrote:

Hello,

Regarding the written protests, City Legal is reviewing the issue and will make a decision prior to the EPC taking an
action on the case.

Maggie Gould, MCRP

Planner

City of Albuquerque, Planning Department
600 Second St. NW

Albuquerque, NM 87102

505-924-3910

mgould@cabg.gov

From: Peggy Norton [mallto:pe orton@yahoo.com
Sent: Thursday, April 13, 2017 9:38 PM

To: Gould, Maggie S.

Cc: Dicome, Kym

Subject: Re: Project #1010582, Edith transfer station

Hello Maggie - The feasibility study and the Economic Analysis present conflicting information. Will this
conflicting information be summarized in a report to the Commissioners?

An additional question - Does Planning agree that sufficient written protests to the zone change by property
owners within 100 feet have been submitted? If so, how will you deal with that? if not, why not.

Peggy Norton, President
North Valley Coalition

On Thursday, April 13, 2017 2:46 PM, "Gould, Maggie S." <MGould@cabg.gov> wrote:

Hello,

We will issue a supplemental staff report prior to EPC hearing the case.
We will address the EIA.

Our traffic engineers have both studies and will provide comments.
Can you be more specific about what you are asking for with the third point?

2



| did review Vicente Quevedo’s staff report.
Thank you,

Maggie Gould, MCRP

Planner

City of Albuquerque, Planning Department
600 Second St. NW

Albuquerque, NM 87102

505-924-3910

mgould@cabg.gov

From: Peggy Norton [malilto:pe orton hoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, April 12, 2017 7:32 AM

To: Gould, Maggie S.

Subject: Project #1010582, Edith transfer station

Hello Maggie - | have some questions about the next hearing for the Edith transfer station, project
#1010582.

Do you plan to revise the previous staff report to the EPC to include the following?
1. Findings of the Economic Impact Assessment (EIA) which is currently being prepared

2. Analysis of the two traffic studies highlighting their material differences

a. Solid Waste Management Department Transfer Station Traffic Impact Analysis Report which was
prepared by Wilson and Company, the project manager

b. The Review of Traffic Impacts from the Proposed Waste Transfer Station prepared by Sustainable
Systems Research

3. Comparative analysis of the feasibility study prepared by the City and the Economic Analysis prepared
by Kelly O'Donnell, Ph.D.

Have you reviewed the first staff report from planner Vicente Quevado?

Thank you.

Peggy Norton, President
North Valley Coalition



February 8, 2016 LUHO recommendation - questions not addressed in the December
1, 2016 application

1. “and include 208 trips to and from the site”. Don't state what this number
represents. LUHO stated “not clear if these are new additional trips or converted

trips from the existing trips”. P. 9 in LUHO (ldentical wording in new EPC letter, never
appears in traffic study)

2. “In addition, the proposed Convenience Center will add an estimated 225 new
“public self-haulers” to the site, It is not clear in the record if, and how many
additional trucks will be added to the operation and whether the public haulers
are semi-truck traffic”. (Pg 10, LUHO) This is still not clear and phrasing is not used
in TIA. Who or what is a public self-hauler and how many transfer trucks are
required to haul this. They have not included new transfer truck trips during
the week for convenience center traffic. Can a public hauler be a semi truck?
“These issues appear to be glossed over in the Staff report to the EPC.

3. If an intersection is LOS D, applicant argues new trips are outside morning and
afternoon peak hours and intersection will remain a D. There will be new traffic
during morning and afternoon peak hours at all intersections, including 4* and
Griegos which is an F. Peak hours are 3-6:30, convenience center is open until 5,
some traffic will likely come through 4* and Griegos. LUHO stated "under the DPM,
the minimum standard level of service cannot be less than a LOS D on roadway

elements where the level of service is controlled by traffic control devices”. LUHO
doesn't state what happens in this situation.

4. Requirement for TIS in DPM: 100 or more additional (new) peak direction,
inbound or outbound trips ... “or the development's peak hour (emphasis
added)”. This criteria is never mentioned. Additionally, last time, threshhold was
borderline, this time it was not even that. (See TIS) Page 10 LUHO

5. Staff did not appear to scrutinize, dispute or evaluate, the applicant’s
appraisal that the new trips added from the proposed use will not impact peak

traffic conditions for the transfer stations peak periods or for the standard
morning or evening peak periods.

P. 11 LUHO The Primary question becomes if the new trips occur “primarily”
outside of the peak periods for the intersections studied, how do the
new trips that occur within the peak periods impact those peak
periods.

A related question that was unresolved is how are these new trips
disbursed throughout the peak periods.

As the LUHO stated, “The applicant's conclusion that the threshold is not
met seems to rely on a careful, perhaps fragile, distribution of truck trips
throughout the day to avoid exceeding the DPM threshold”.



The TIA does address convenience center traffic times (without documentation)
which validates the above concern from LUHO: 225 in/225 out each weekday. 12
in/12/out in AM peak (8-9:30, 1.5 hours), 20 in/20 out during mid-day peak (11-
1:30, 2.5 hours), 16 in/16 out during pm peak (3-5, 2 hours). That means 177

in/177 out (9:30-11 and 1:30-3, 3 hours). They do state 9-11 and 1-3 are peak
hours for convenience centers.

Transfer truck trips are addressed in TIA - assume worst case scenario of 65 in mid-
day peak and 65 in evening peak.

So, evening peak would be increased by 65 transfer truck trips, 32 convenience
center trips which equals 97 and 100 is the threshhold for TIS. (p.13, TIA)

Traffic Study: How is the statement “proposed transfer truck trip activity will
generally occur between the hours of 8:30 am to 4 pm (note that 8:30-9:30 is
within AM peak hours, never included)” true when it will require 8 hours
minimum to transport all the garbage (no breaks or traffic tie-ups) to the landfill

and no collection trucks return to the ETS site until after 9:30 am (outside peak
hours).

LUHO p. 13 The record has no findings or conditions (regarding the distribution
of trips) that these trips will occur outside of peak periods. In TIA p. 12, “it is
assumed new trips between the Transfer Station and collection routes will occur

outside the AM, Mid-Day, or PM peak hours that are being analyzed. The
number of trips is never addressed.

The convenience center traffic was counted one Tuesday and the applicant
determined that would be the basis for determining the count for convenience
center traffic. And only 16 vehicles are going to enter and leave between 3 and 5 (2

hours), and 177 will enter and leave from 9:30 -11 and 1:30-3 (3 hours).
Documentation?

Note that TIA is for County and TIS is for City. This report is not submitted to or
approved by City or County. Data is 3 years old.



September 11, 2017

Karen Hudson, Chairwoman
Environmental Planning Commission
c/o City of Albuquerque Planning Dept.
600 2™ Street, NW

Albuquerque, NM 87102

emailed to Maggie Gould, Planner
Re: Edith Transfer Station Project #1010582

Dear Ms. Hudson:

| have sent in letters and data and concerns regarding traffic impacts from the
proposed Edith Transfer Station. | was anxious to see the response in the 10-day
deadline since the City had 8 months to analyze this information (4 months since my
May submittal). None of this has been addressed in the 10 day comments.
Therefore, the City has not shown there to be no negative impacts from traffic and
approval of this zone map change request would violate R270-1980(E).

| saw an emalil from the planner, Maggie Gould, to Racquel Michel, the traffic
engineer, requesting comments comparing the traffic study prepared by the Project
Manager, Wilson and Company, to the traffic study review prepared by Sustainable
Systems. Rather than address the issues raised in the report, the traffic engineer
attempts to invalidate the credentials of the person preparing the review, although

there is no requirement to be a licensed traffic engineer in New Mexico to review the
document.

We have no information about who prepared the Traffic Impact Analysis report based
on what is now three year old information. Some of the concerns raised by the LUHO
in the last appeal have not been addressed. | was unable to find that report in the
staff documents and so | include it here, although many of the concerns are stated
elsewhere. The suggestions presented by the City senior engineer, Jeanne
Wolfenbarger (see letter submitted May 1, 2017), have not all been addressed, and
some of them are included in the traffic analysis by Sustainable Systems Research.

The report from the DPM about when a traffic study is needed suggests hiring a
consultant to prepare the traffic impact study; however, this study was done by the
Project Manager. The report was not submitted to the County or the City; there is no
independent review of this study except by Sustainable Systems Research. The
counts presented by Wilson and Company continue to be accepted without
documentation for the determination that a TIA is not required. Their own study
reports an estimate of 97 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour - 100 would
trigger the need for a traffic impact study. A development's peak hour traffic
increase is not being calculated which is also a criteria for requiring a traffic study.
Estimates for convenience center traffic are accepted without documentation.



There is much questionable about this traffic impact analysis. However, NMDOT
required a traffic study and accepted this one for their determination of traffic
impacts at I-25 and Comanche. The Economic Impact Assessment also accepted and
used this traffic study to justify some of their findings. The Economic Impact
Assessment is the first report to state that transfer trucks will be parked overnight at
the landfill and their morning impacts have not been considered.

In the Wilson response to Sustainable Systems Research report, “The City of
Albuquerque, Bernalillo County, and the New Mexico Department of Transportation
all agreed on the boundaries of the area encompassing the roadway elements
assumed to be impacted by the proposed development that would be included in the
TIS. The intersections along Montafio Road or Candelaria Road are outside of this
influence area.” How does this statement take into consideration the fact that there
will be additional garbage trucks from the west side and north valley using 2™ Street,
Montano, and Edith? (Griegos between 2™ Street and Edith is not usable, according
to route maps.) Private vehicles from the west side and the north valley will use the
Montano corridor and 2" Street or Edith. Where is the scoping report, as required in
Appendix A of the Traffic Report? This same Appendix states “The minimum
intersection analysis area requirement is site access and adjacent intersections, plus
the first major intersection in each direction from the site”.

And | restate - neither the City nor the County has received or approved this report.

The Economic Impact Assessment determines a minimum loss of property value in
the area of $5 million. The traffic report avoids addressing many of the traffic
issues. The burden is on the applicant to show why the zone map change should be
made, and according to R270-1980(E), demonstrate that there will not be harm to
the adjacent property, the neighborhood or the community. The applicant has been
unable to do this with these two items alone, and therefore the Environmental
Planning Commission should not approve this request.

Sincerely,

Peggy Norton, President
North Valley Coalition
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6:00 AM

7:00 AM 8:00 AM

9:00 AM

10:00 AM

AVERAGE WEEKDAY
12:00 PM

11:00 AM

4th Street & Griegos
AM Peak Period (7:00 AM - 8:00 AM)
Existing Intersection Total = 2,677

2nd Street & Griegos
AM Peak Period (7:15 AM - 8:15 AM)
Intersection Total = 2,869

Comanche & Edith
AM Peak Period (7:30 AM - 8:30 AM)
Intersection Total = 2,906

Comanche & 125 NB Frontage Road
AM Peak Period (7:30 AM - 8:30 AM)

Intersection Total = 3,418

1:00PM

2:00PM

3:00PM

4:00 PM

4th Street & Griegos
Mid-day Peak Period (12:15 PM - 1:15 PM)
Intersection Total = 2,932

2nd Street & Griegos
Mid-day Peak Period (12:15 PM - 1:15 PM)
Intersection Total = 2,291

Comanche & Edith
Mid-day Peak Period (12:15 PM - 1:15 PM)
Intersection Total = 2,730

Comanche & 125 NB Frontage Road
Mid-day Peak Period (12:15 PM - 1:15 PM)
Intersection Total =3,012

©

4th Street & Griegos
PM Peak Period (4:30 PM - 5:30 PM)
Intersection Total = 4,243

2nd Street & Griegos
PM Peak Period (4:15 PM - 5:15 PM)
Intersection Total = 3,346

Comanche & Edith

PM Peak Period (3:45 PM - 4:45 PM)
Intersection Total = 4,069

Comanche & 125 NB Frontage Road
PM Peak Period (4:30 PM - 5:30 PM)
Intersection Total = 4,036

Comanche & 125 SB Frontage Road
PM Peak Period (4:15 PM - 5:15 PM)

5:00 PM

Intersection Total = 3,416

Comanche & 125 SB Frontage Road
AM Peak Period (8:30 AM - 9:30 AM)

Intersection Total = 3,225

Comanche & 125 SB Frontage Road
Mid-day Peak Period (2:00 PM - 3:00 PM)
Intersection Total = 2,768

Shift start 6:00 AM
Commercial
/ Collection

Commercial Commercial Roll-Off Collection trucks (20 trucks) return with first load, and leave to pick up next load for 3.5 loads. Commercial collection trucks return with last load,

collection New Trips =70in /70 out = 140 total and park for the day. Existing Trips =20 in

leave site (7:30 AM - 1:00 PM), most return by 11:30 am (1:00 PM - 2:30 PM)

by 6:20 AM. . . o . .

Existing Commercial Front-Load & Rear-Load Collection trucks return to site with Commercial Front-Load & Rear-Load Collection trucks

Trips = 54 1st load, leave site to pick up 2nd load. New Trips = 34in/ 34 out = 68 total return with last load, and park for the day.

out (8:30 AM - 10:30 AM) Existing Trips =34 in (1:00 PM - 2:30 PM) e
out to Cerro Colorado

Residential collection trucks return with last load, and
park for the day. Existing Trips =45 in
(1:00 PM - 2:30 PM)

Residential Collection trucks return to site with 1st load, leave site to pick
up 2nd load. New Trips = 45 in/ 45 out = 90 total
(9:30 AM - 11:30 AM)

First transfer truck

Shiftstart 7:00 AM | FLISEELLLE leaves 8:30 AM

. . Existing Trips
Residential =45 out

Commercial

Last transfer truck
trip - final clean-out.

One (1) transfer truck leaves site every 7 min. Average 8.5 in /8.5 out per hour.
New Trips = 64 out / 64 in
(8:30 AM - 4:00 PM)

Convenience Center traffic. Average 25 in/25 out per hour.
New Trips =225 in/ 225 out
(8:00 AM - 5:00 PM)

Convenience Center l
open 8:00 AM

Convenience Center PM Peak Usage

Convenience Center AM Peak Usage
2:00 PM - 4:00 PM

9:00 AM - 11:00 AM

Comanche Rd.| ' eeroeredaromn e

4500 approx. average weekend traffic

14,400 5verage weekday traffic
(Counts performed April 18 & 19, 2015)

(MRCOG 2014)

Edith Blvd.

STUDY AREA 1
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Basic Project Info: Existing Site
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Basic Project Info: New Facility Site

Site Area

approx. 22 acres

Landscape Area
238,300 s.f.

Parking
590 total spaces

Collection Trucks
173 spaces

Light Duty
44 spaces

Automobiles
319 spaces




Basic Project Info : New Structures

§ Administration
4 (2-stories)
11,000 s.f.

! Transfer Station
62,000 s.f.

Vehicle Maintenance
40,000 s.f.

T
| \f “W 1

Scalehouse
, 700s.f.

HHW & Reuse Drop-off
4,500 s.f.

Parking Structure
(2-stories)
33,400s.f.




Basic Project Info : Proposed Landscape Plan

EDITH BLVD,

RANKIN RD.

PLANT LEGEND

KEY

COMMON MAME

LACEBARY ELM
AFGHAN PINE
BOX ELDER
MODESTO ASH
GOLDEN RAIN TREE

DESERT WILLOW

CANADA RED CHOKECHERRY
BLACK LOCUST
MEXICAN ELDER

ALGERITA

BOTANICAL NAME

ULMUS PARVIFOLIA

PINUS ELDARICA

ACER NEGUNDO

FRAXINUS VELUTINA

KOELREUTERIA PANICULATA
CHILOPSIS LINEARIS

PRUNLIS X VIRGINIANA "CANADA RED'
ROBINIA PSEUDOACACIA

SAMBUCUS NEOMEXICANA

RHUS TRILOBATA

PRUNUS AMERICANA
CAESALPINIA GILLIESH
FORESTIERA NEOMEXICANA
SALIX EXIGUA

CARYOPTERIS X CLANDONENSIS
AMORPHA CANESCENS
FALLUGA PARADOKA
HESPERALOE PARVIFLORA
NOLINA MICROCARPA
SPORCAOLUS WRIGHTI
MAHONIA SYN BERBERIS FREMONTI



= g ‘3.h=
R

e
Ty,

LA | > Edith Transfer Station
N EPC Hearing

Project Features Jih




Project Benefits

Decreases in 2 million truck travel miles per year.
Equivalent to:

Annual greenhouse gas emissions from
» 936 passenger vehicles
> 1,593 tons of waste sent to the landfill

CO2 emissions from
» 611 homes’ electricity use for 1 year
> 500,000 gallons of gas consumed

CO2 emissions sequestered by
> 113,974 tree seedlings grown 10 years
» 3,643 acres of forests in one year

Savings in operations of $75 million over 20 years.

Convenient disposal of waste & therefore a decrease in illegal
dumping.

@



COMANCHE ACCESS (COLLECTION)

= Comanche Ave. Drive Access to Loop Road

= Scale at South Side of Transfer Station

= Entry & Exit at South Side of Transfer Station

= Exit to Edith Blvd NE

By
8 UAL

CEGhBIVANE



COMANCHE ACCESS (PUBLIC)

Comanche Rd. NE Driveway for Public Convenience Center and HHW Access

= Comanche Dr Access to Scale Lanes

= Public Queue to Convenience Center
= Convenience Center to Scale Exit

= Exit to Comanche




EDITH ACCESS (TRANSFER)

= Edith Rd NE Entry to Loadout
= Load and Tarp in Building

= Exit to Edith Rd NE




Transfer Station

Loadout Ports

Perimeter Fan Rooms

Collection Truck unload area

Optimal Public unload area

>
=
&

U

Transfer Station entry queuing > (1-2) lanes at 300’

ADMINISTRATION
BUILDING

Improved transaction time at the Scalehouse
Scalehouse entry queuing > (2) lanes at 300’




Dust & Odor Control

= Enclosed transfer station building

= Fresh air will be drawn in at the perimeter of the building and
pulled upward to ceiling air intakes and ducted to fan units at the
sides of the building.

KEEPS AIRBORNE

FLOW PUL

INTERIOR RN
AIR PULLED FRESH AIR FROM DUST IN CHECK.
TO FANS FOR EXTERIOR TO DUCTS
FILTRATION

-.:

FRESH AIR

\ FILTERED

AIR




Dust & Odor Control

= A misting system will be used during operational hours to control
dust.

= The loadout level truck drive-through will be enclosed. Gaps
between the bottom of the floor deck and the top of the transfer

truck trailer will be “gasketed” with a flexible rubber curtain.
/— MISTING SYSTEM

-NEGATIVE AIR

INTERIOR FLOW PULLS KEEPS AIRBORNE
AIR PULLED FRESH AIR FROM DUST IN CHECK.
TO FANS FOR EXTERIOR TO DUCTS
FILTRATION ABOVE

\ FILTERED

AIR

FRESH AIR




Dust & Odor Control

=  Qutbound transfer trailers will be tarped in an enclosed




Dust & Odor Control

All delivered waste materials will be unloaded
and reloaded the same day.

Transfer station floor will be swept once a day
by a dry sweeper.

The tip and loadout level floors will be washed
down periodically. A detergent masking agent
will be used every two weeks as part of this
process.

Effective odor control is part of the permitting
process with the New Mexico Environment
Department Action Plan for the site.

Transfer Station doors will be equipped with
overhead air curtains. Fast-roll doors will be
used to keep negative air flow.




Noise Control

High-speed doors will be used to
contain interior noise.

Noise will be controlled since the
transfer station will be enclosed.

Collection trucks enter the transfer
station with RFID (Radio Frequency
Identification Tags) so they will spend
less time on site.

Site perimeter walls, building wall
extensions and roof canopies will be
used to contain noise.

Building walls will utilize materials and
assemblies that absorb sound.

Landscaping that buffers noise will be
incorporated in perimeter areas of the
site.




Other Mitigation

Storm Water
Management &

Quality

Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan per EPA MS-4 Permit

Best management practices
Ponds

Landscape / bioswales

Oil/water separators

Fugitive Litter Control

» Tarps on transfer trailers

 Public tarping policy & fines

« Daily litter patrol

» Landscape features that capture litter

Middle Rio Grande Conservancy
District — Alameda Lateral

* Access by MRGCD
 License agreement
* Maintenance

* Protection of lateral




We Listened...

The Design Team facilitated several Public / Stakeholder Meetings
over a 8 month period.

Each meeting was followed by a public comment period and follow-up
responses.

This included a meeting sponsored by the North Valley Coalition and meetings

with the Design Advisory Task Force, Community appointed representatives
met with the Design Team.

A public comment forum has also been available via the Project Website
www.abgets.com

From this, the Design Team was provided input that became Site
Plan Alternates and features that are now part of the final design.




Stakeholder / Public Input — Design Enhancements

Public drop-off placed

away from the street The added Loop Road helps divert
corner. | collection trucks from the Comanche
| Edith intersection.

Orientation of TS doors to the
site interior.




Stakeholder / Public Input — Design Enhancements

The Rankin Road driveways
provide staff access formerly at
the Comanche driveway.

The Edith Blvd
driveway has been
moved south approx.
70’ to provide more
distance to the
Comanche Edith
intersection.




Stakeholder / Public Input — Design Enhancements

Robust treescapes and Cyclist Safety
masonry wall screening at
site perimeter / street edges.

LACEBARK ELM

AFCHAN PINE

BOX ELDER

MODESTO ASH

GOLDEN RAIN TREE

DESERT WILLOW

CANADA RED CHOKECHERRY
BLACK LOCUST

MEXICAN ELDER

Narrow driving lanes

Enhance signing for bicycle lanes

Enhance striping at roadways & driveways

Intersection improvements

Driver training

Truck side guards

@




Current & Next-Steps

EPC Hearing

Design Development/Engineering
60% Design

NMED Permit Application Submittal
95% Design/Engineering

NMED Review & Permit

100% Design / Advertise / Award

Construction

November 5, 2015

November 2015 - January 2016
February 2016

February 2016

March 2016 — June 2016
February 2016 — November 2016
November 2016 — May 2017

June 2017 - 2018
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Aerial Animation View
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Comanche and Edith Intersection




Comanche and Edith (view to the southeast +100’)




Comanche & Edith Zoom-In View
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View from Comanche Westbound (street level)




View from Comanche Westbound (+75 ft)
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View from Comanche Westbound (at curve)
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View at Comanche Entry

Solid Waste
Management Department

[ TS—




View at Comanche Entry (Administration)
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View at Comanche Entry (Administration)
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Convenience Center Drive-thru

WELCOME TO

EDITH TRANSFER STATION
CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

4 CONVENIENCE CENTER
4— HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE
& RECYCLE DROP-OFF
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View Southbound at Edith Blvd




ViEWpoint

T Edith BIvd NE.

s S———

1

o Ty . .. "

ST ] ; II = " '| i l‘-'_l-‘{s\

ST B B ) L WRTLTTTTT)
i | FaR ¥

|
|
i

-

4§ T

T

T ——




View at Edith Entry Driveway
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View to Northeast at Rankin Road

Vehicle Maintenance g
Building (beyond)




View to Northeast at Rankin Road (+15’)
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Vehicle Maintenance
Building (beyond)
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View to Northwest at Rankin (+50°)




Aerial Animation View
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Durango, CO
Cortez, CO

) Ecosphere Pagosa Springs, CO

) : Farmington, NM
Environmental Services Santa Fe, NM

November 3, 2015

Mr. Clark Davis

Principal Architect

J. R. Miller and Associates, Inc.
2700 Saturn Street

Brea, CA 92821

Re: Noise Modeling for the Albuquerque Solid Waste Management Department Facility
Dear Mr. Davis,

The following is a discussion of the noise modeling results for the Albuquerque Solid Waste
Management Department Facility (Facility) conducted by Ecosphere Environmental Services, Inc.
(Ecosphere) in October 2015. The purpose of the study is to evaluate noise levels in and around the
Facility that is located at the southeast corner of Edith Boulevard and Commanche Road/Griegos Road.
Potential noise impacts from the existing Facility and the proposed modification of the Facility to
develop a new Transfer Station have been identified in the North Valley Health Impact Assessment of
the Proposed Edith Transfer Station (August 2015). This report states that the major sources of
environmental noise related to the Facility and proposed Transfer Station are the increases in traffic
volumes, types of traffic, overall operations, and cumulative impact of all noise-producing sites in the
area, including numerous other industrial operations that generate heavy truck traffic.

Traffic Impact Analysis

The modeling of traffic noise documented in this report is based on data available from the Wilson and
Company Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) (2015). The TIA evaluates potential impacts of the proposed
reconfiguration of the existing Facility and the addition of the new Transfer Station, anticipated to be
completed by the Year 2018. Currently, access to the Facility is provided via two driveways—one on
Comanche Road on the north side of the site that serves the collection trucks, fleet storage, and
maintenance area and the other on Edith Boulevard on the west side of the site that serves the
administrative offices. Drivers of collection trucks currently depart from the Commanche Road driveway
between 6:00 a.m. and 7:30 a.m. to their routes and direct haul to the landfill when the bins are full.
Approximately 50 trucks per hour leave the site during this period and return to the Facility throughout
the day when they have deposited the contents of their bins at the landfill.

With the proposed modifications, drivers will travel directly to the new Transfer Station, which will be
accessed from the Edith Boulevard driveway. They will then unload the collection trucks, return to their
routes for a second load, and return again to the Facility to unload the collection trucks at the end of
their shifts. The refuse deposited at the Transfer Station will then be transported to the landfill via a
fleet of transfer trucks. Data in the TIA show that the peak use periods occur from 9:00 a.m. to 11:00
a.m. and from 2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m., with a maximum of about 120 trucks per hour accessing (in and
out) the Edith Boulevard driveway. This additional truck traffic includes commercial roll-off collection
trucks, commercial front- and rear-load collection trucks, residential collection trucks, and transfer

1660 Old Pecos Trail » Suite H » Santa Fe, NM 87505 « Phone: (505) 954-1570 - Cell: (505) 980-0993
www.ecosphere-services.com
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trucks. This changed use pattern results in additional truck traffic at the Edith Boulevard entrance and
adjoining streets.

Noise Modeling

The Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA’s) Traffic Noise Model (TNM) (FHWA 2004) was utilized to
calculate noise levels from traffic with and without Facility-generated trucks on Edith Boulevard and
Comanche Road/Griegos Road. The FHWA’s TNM model is currently accepted by most state
transportation agencies, including the New Mexico Department of Transportation (NMDOT), as the
method for evaluating noise impacts from streets and highways (NMDOT 2011). It utilizes inputs that
include travel speeds, automobile and truck volumes, roadway geometry, and terrain features to
provide average hourly noise levels in A-weighted decibels (dBA-Leq)! at identified receptor locations.
The TNM model is sensitive to truck volumes and was used to evaluate the changes in noise levels
associated with changes in traffic composition and volumes along the local street network.

Five receptors were located to represent locations that are exposed to truck traffic around the Facility.
These receptors were locarted approximately 8 feet from the edge of the roadways at (1) Griegos Road
at the intersection of Carlton Street (zoned residential), (2) Edith Boulevard across from the west Facility
entrance (zoned industrial), (3) Commanche Road across from the north Facility entrance (zoned
industrial), (4) northwest corner of Edith Boulevard and Griegos Road/Commanche Road (zoned
commercial), and (5) Edith Boulevard at the intersection of Rankin Road (zoned industrial with
residential land use) (see attached map). Two different scenarios were modeled to evaluate noise
impacts, including truck traffic to and from the proposed Transfer Station at the Edith Boulevard
driveway and the existing collection truck traffic that currently accesses the Commanche Road driveway.

Proposed Transfer Station Traffic

The five receptor sites were modeled with and without the additional truck traffic from the proposed
Transfer Station. The Wilson and Company TIA shows that a maximum of 120 Facility trucks will access
the Transfer Station at the Edith Boulevard driveway. An estimated 85 percent of these Facility trucks
were assumed to access the site from Commanche Road to the east and the remaining 15 percent were
assumed to access the site on Edith Boulevard from the north and south. None of the Facility trucks
were assumed to utilize Griegos Road except when service is provided to the neighborhoods west of the
site. Although some of this truck traffic is already accounted for in the background traffic data, noise
levels were modeled with and without the additional truck trips added to the background mid-day flow
of traffic documented in the Wilson and Company TIA. The results, in Table 1, show noise level increases
of 2.2 to 2.6 dBA-Leq in the industrial areas along Commanche Road, east of the Facility’s north
entrance, and along Edith Boulevard up to the west entrance to the site. Noise levels increased by less
than one dBA-Leq at the remaining receptors.

! The relative loudness of a sound or noise is described in units of decibels (dB), a measure of sound pressure on a
logarithmic scale. For highway noise studies, traffic noise is averaged over the 1-hour peak noise period and is
expressed as an equivalent noise level (Leq). An A-weighteding filter is also used to correlate physical noise levels
with the frequency sensitivity of human hearing and the subjective response to noise. Thus, traffic noise conditions
are generally discussed in terms of hourly average A-weighted noise levels in decibels, or dBA-Leq.

1660 Old Pecos Trail * Suite H » Santa Fe, NM 87505 « Phone: (505) 954-1570 - Cell: (505) 980-0993
www.ecosphere-services.com
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Table 1: Noise Levels from Proposed Transfer Station Traffic

Receptor # and Location No Build Noise Build Noise Difference
P Levels (dBA-Leq) Levels (dBA-Leq) (dBA-Leq)

Griegos Road at Carlton Street 66.1 66.1 0.0
Edith Boulevard across from West Facility 693 715 29
Entrance
Corp_manche Road across from North 63.6 712 26
Facility Entrance
Northwest Corner of Edith
Boulevard/Griegos Road Intersection 70.6 714 0.8
Edith Boulevard at Rankin Road 69.3 69.8 0.5

Existing Collection Truck Traffic

The same five sites were modeled with and without existing collection truck traffic based on counts of
Facility trucks made during noise measurements taken in August and September 2015 by Ecosphere. The
hourly counts include 49 Facility trucks on Commanche Road at the Facility entrance, 12 Facility trucks
along Edith Boulevard, south of the Commanche/Griegos intersection, and 19 Facility trucks on Griegos
Road west of Edith Boulevard in the residential area near the intersection of Calton Street. The trucks at
the Carlton Street intersection were servicing the local neighborhood at the time of the measurements.
The additional Facility trucks were added to the background morning peak hour traffic reported in the
TIA. The results, shown in Table 2, indicate increases in noise levels between 0.5 and 1.5 dBA Leq. The
highest increases are at the north Facility entrance, where noise increased by 1.5 decibels with the
addition of 49 Facility trucks, and at the Griegos Road/Carlton Street intersection where trucks were
collecting trash at the time of the measurements.

Table 2: Noise Levels from Existing Collection Truck Traffic

Recebtor # and Location No Build Noise Build Noise Difference
P Levels (dBA-Leq) Levels (dBA-Leq) (dBA-Leq)

Griegos Road at Carlton Street 66.4 67.8 1.4
Edith Boulevard across from West Facility 68.6 69.1 05
Entrance
Corf'l.manche Road across from North 68.5 700 15
Facility Entrance
Northwest Corner of Edith
Boulevard/Griegos Road Intersection 703 708 0.5
Edith Boulevard at Rankin Road 68.6 69.1 0.5
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Conclusions

The results of the modeling confirm that Facility traffic does contribute some noise (0.5 to 2.6 dBA) to
the surrounding environment, particularly near the site where truck traffic is concentrated. Typically, an
increase in sound of 3 dBA or less is barely perceptible to human hearing response (FHWA 2010). Given
the high noise levels in the surrounding area from other industrial activities, the pattern of use whereby
Facility trucks disperse into existing traffic on major arterial streets, the timing of proposed Transfer
Station operations primarily during the mid-day, and the relatively low levels of increased noise from
Facility traffic, it is the conclusion of this report that the existing Facility and proposed Transfer Station
will not have an extraordinary adverse noise impact in the area.

Please contact me if you have any questions or require further information.
Best Regards,

B AN N

John Taschek

Senior Project Manager

References:

Ecosphere 2015, Baseline Noise Study for the Albuquerque Solid Waste Management Department
Facility.

FHWA 2004. Traffic Noise Model: Report No, FHWA-PD-96-010, April 2004. Federal Highway
Administration.

FHWA 2010. Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement Guidance. June 2010. Federal Highway
Administration.

NMDOT 2011. Infrastructure Design Directive IDD-2011-02: Procedures for Abatement of Highway
Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. April 2011. New Mexico Department of Transportation.

North VallHealth Impact Assessment of the Proposed Edith Transfer Station. August 2015. Prepared by
William Hudspeth, Ph.D., Kitty Richards, MS, MPH, and Fristine Suozzi, MS, Ph.D., on
collaboration with The North Valley Health Impact Assessment Committee and the North Valley
Coalition.

Wilson and Company. September 2015, City of Albuquerque Solid Waste Management Department
(SWMD) Transfer Station Traffic Impact Analysis Report. Prepared for City of Albuquerque, New
Mexico Department of Transportation, and County of Bernalillo.

Attachments: Site Detail Map

1660 Old Pecos Trail * Suite H » Santa Fe, NM 87505 « Phone: (505) 954-1570 - Cell: (505) 980-0993
www.ecosphere-services.com


http://www.ecosphere-services.com/

O . . Zoning Categories
Noise Receptor Locations Commerical

Industrial / Wholesale /
N/ Streets I Manufacturing

Not Classified
Residential

Residential /

0 250
[ =— = o= ]
Feet
Coordinate System: NAD 1983 UTM Zone 13N

1:3,000

Solid\Waste
MERSERSIIE

Figure 1: Noise Modeling
Locations, Albuquerque Solid
Waste Management
Department Facility

Prepared for JR Miller &
Associates, Inc.

Noise Modeling Locations Map

Bernalillo County, New Mexico

Date: 11/3/2015




Durango, CO
Cortez, CO

) Ecosphere Pagosa Springs, CO

) : Farmington, NM
Environmental Services Santa Fe, NM

September 21, 2015

Mr. Clark Davis

Principal Architect

J.R. Miller and Associates, Inc.
2700 Saturn Street

Brea, CA 92821

Re: Baseline Noise Study for the Albuquerque Solid Waste Management Department Facility
Dear Mr. Davis:

The following is a discussion of the preliminary results of the Baseline Noise Study for the Albuquerque
Solid Waste Management Department Facility (Facility) conducted by Ecosphere Environmental Services,
Inc. (Ecosphere) in August and September 2015. The purpose of the study is to establish and document
existing ambient noise levels in and around the Facility, which is located at the southeast corner of Edith
Boulevard and Commanche Road/Griegos Road. Potential noise impacts from the existing Facility and
the proposed expansion and modification of the Facility have been identified in the North Valley Health
Impact Assessment of the Proposed Edith Transfer Station (August 2015). This report states that the
major sources of environmental noise related to the proposed Facility are the increases in traffic
volumes, the types of traffic, overall operations, and the cumulative impact of all noise-producing sites
in the area. The report notes that there are numerous other industrial operations in the area that
generate heavy truck traffic. This preliminary report documents ambient noise levels in the area and
establishes a baseline to evaluate the contribution of Facility trucks in the overall noise environment.

Noise Measurements

Ecosphere performed noise measurements over 6 days during August and September 2015 at 5
locations in and around the Facility (see Figure 1). These locations were selected to capture noise where
large volumes of Facility trucks occur periodically over short time periods and compare those noise
levels with measurements at the same locations when fewer Facility trucks are present. The observed
use pattern of the Facility is such that the largest volumes of trucks leave early in the morning with
approximately 45 trucks departing just after 5:00 a.m. and another 50 trucks that departed just after
6:00 a.m.

Measurements were collected with a Larson Davis Sound Track, LxT1 Type | Integrating Sound Level
Meter (serial number 0002773) set to collect sound at a fast response time, and which was calibrated
before and after each measurement session. The relative loudness of sound or noise is described in
units of decibels (dB)—a measure of sound pressure on a logarithmic scale. Traffic noise is typically
averaged over a period of time because of the variations in flow patterns, and is expressed as an
equivalent noise level (Leq). An A-weighted filter is also used to correlate physical noise levels with the
frequency sensitivity of human hearing and the subjective response to noise. Thus, traffic noise is
generally discussed in terms of average A-weighted noise levels in decibels, or Leq dBA. The standards of
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) are based on a 1-hour Leg, Or Leqrny, calculated during the
peak hour (FHWA 2010). Other statistics are also collected by the noise meter, including the maximum
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level (Lmax), minimum level (Lmin), various levels exceeded over set percentages of time (Lo, Lss3, Lso, Loo,
etc.), and frequency data in octave bands. Table 1 provides the results of the noise measurements.

Table 1: Noise Measurement Data

Heavy | Medium

Location Start Duration Leq Lmax Lmin Facility | Trucks | Trucks (2
Time (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) Trucks (3+ axels, 6
axels) tires)
1. On-Site Aug. | 6:32 | Average of 709 to 77.3t0 63.7 to 17 0 0
Guard 28 a.m. | 11 80.4 88.7 67.1
Station measure- Average | Average | Average
ments of =75.0 =82.5 =66.1
single or
small
groups of
trucks, all
under 1
minute
2. Aug. | 5:00 | 38 minutes 67.3 83.2 50.0 40 4 2
Commanche | 21 a.m.
Rd. at N. -
. 5:38 | 22 minutes 67.8 81.1 48.4 4 6 2
Facility
Entrance a.m.
6:00 | 60 minutes 71.0 85.1 55.2 49 18 16
a.m.
Aug. | 7:00 | 30 minutes 73.6 87.9 58.5 11 16 19
27 a.m.
3. Edith Blvd. | Aug. | 7:33 | 30 minutes 72.1 87.5 55.2 6 4 9
at W. Facility | 27 a.m.
Entrance
4. SE Corner Aug. | 7:00 | 60 minutes 70.2 93.6 48.6 1 3 8
of Rankin Rd. | 28 a.m.
and Edith
Blvd.
5. SE Corner Sept. | 6:57 | 60 minutes 68.8 87.3 49.9 1 7 22
Griegos Rd. 3 a.m.
and Carlton -
St. Sept. | 6:00 15 minutes 66.8 81.9 52.9 0 1 1
10 a.m.
6:16 | 15 minutes 68.7 80.0 52.9 0 3 7
a.m.
6:31 | 15 minutes 71.1 82.1 57.4 5 2 1
a.m.
6:46 | 15 minutes 713 84.4 56.8 3 1 12
a.m.
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Heavy | Medium

Location Date Start Duration Lmax Lmin Facility | Trucks | Trucks (2

Time (dBA) (dBA) Trucks (3+ axels, 6
axels) tires)

7:01 | 15 minutes 71.1 82.1 57.4 8 1 12
a.m.
7:16 | 15 minutes 73.3 98.2 55.1 3 2 9
a.m.
7:32 | 15 minutes 72.5 93.3 55.2 0 3 16
a.m.

Discussion of Noise Measurement Data

1.

On-Site Guard Station: At this location, Facility trucks exit in single file groups. Measurements
were taken approximately 12 feet from the driving path of the moving trucks. Noise included
acceleration and idle engine noise, brake squeaking, and bangs from the lifting equipment. The
average noise levels of 11 trucks that passed though the station were 75.0 Leg, 82.5 Lmax, and
66.1 Lmin. These levels appear to be reasonable baseline noise emission rates for trucks moving
at less that 5 miles per hour.

Commanche Road at North Facility Entrance: This is an industrial property on the opposite side
of Commanche Road from the north entrance to the Facility and is where the trucks currently
exit the site. The noise meter was setup approximately 20 feet from the edge of the outside
driving lane on Commanche Road. Measurements were taken in four increments from 5:00 a.m.
to about 7:00 a.m. on 2 different days. Two of the measurement periods had high volumes of
Facility trucks exiting the site and two had relatively low Facility truck volumes. The
measurement data show that noise levels increase consistently from 5:00 a.m. to 7:30 a.m.,
regardless of the number of Facility Trucks. This is most likely because the background a.m. peak
hour traffic increases during this period, including other heavy and medium trucks as well as
automobiles. The Facility trucks undoubtedly contribute to the noise levels but do not
overwhelm the background levels.

Edith Boulevard at West Facility Entrance: This location is the New Mexico Gas Company
property across Edith Boulevard from the west entrance to the Facility’s Administrative and
Maintence Building. Because a future entrance at this location is planned for the proposed new
Facility, baseline noise measurements were taken. The a.m. peak period measurements show
noise levels of 72.1 Leg, 87.5 Lmax, and 55.2 Lmin, with only 6 Facilty trucks in the mix of vehicles.
These levels are typical of an urban arterial street during the peak hour.

Southeast Corner of Rankin Road and Edith Boulevard: This location represents the closest
residential property to the Facility. Noise levels during the a.m. peak were 70.2 Leg, 93.6 Lmax,
and 48.6 Lmin, Which are similar to the previous location on Edith Boulevard. Only one Facility
truck passed by during the measurement period. The high Lmax may be the result of a motorcycle
or car with a faulty muffler.

Southeast Corner Griegos Road and Carlton Street: These measurements represent a
residential neighborhood located on the south side of Griegos Road, just west of the railroad
tracks. Mr. James Mora, the Facility’s Assistant Director, requested that measurement be taken
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in this area. A number of noise measurements were taken that included the full a.m. peak hour
from approximately 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m. and a series of 15-minute measurements starting at
6:00 a.m. and continuing to about 7:45 a.m. During these 15-minute increments, the number of
Facility trucks ranges from 0 to 8, with the lowest numbers (0) in the first two and last
increments and highest number (8) between 7:00 and 7:15 a.m. The observed increasing noise
levels appear to follow the pattern of increasing background traffic, which includes some Facility
trucks but also more heavy and medium trucks and other vehicles. Several Facility trucks were
picking up trash on Carlton Street. This neighborhood also gets some rail noise.

Preliminary Conclusions

The City of Albuquerque’s (City’s) Noise Ordinance (City of Albuquerque Code. Article 9: Noise Control
Ordinance. 2001) established the following general noise levels (Table 2).

Table 2: City of Albuquerque Noise Standards

Land Use Category Time Maximum dB

Residential Daytime 55
Nighttime 50

Office/Commercial Daytime 65
Nighttime 60

Industrial Daytime 75
Nighttime 70

It is not clear in the City’s Noise Standards whether the criterion of “Maximum dB” means Leq OF Lmax.
Even reasonably low average noise levels (L) may contain momentary maximum levels (Lmax)
(motorcycles, dogs barking, or big trucks) that are quite high, but are moderated in the average levels
(Leq). The FHWA and its sister agencies such as the New Mexico Department of Transportation (NMDOT)
set their standard for traffic noise as an Leqn Of 67 dBA for residential land uses, 72 dBA for commercial
uses, and no standard for industrial uses (NMDOT Infrastructure Design Directive IDD-2011-02, 2011). It
seems reasonable to use the maximum Leq as the standard for interpreting the City’s Noise Ordinance.

All of the land surrounding the Facility is zoned by the City as M-1 for industrial uses except for the
northwest corner of Edith Boulevard and Griegos Road, which is zoned C-1 for commercial uses. The
residential neighborhood around Carlton Street and Griegos Road is zoned R-1, R-2, and R-T for
residential uses. Ambient noise levels (as an Leq) along the major arterial streets of Edith Boulevard and
Commanche Road/Griegos Road are below the standard for industrial land uses but exceed the
standards for commercial and residential land uses. This occurs with or without a large number of
Facility trucks in the mix with vehicles. It is difficult or impossible to differentiate the contribution to
ambient noise of the Facility trucks with measurements only, because once they leave the site their
noise is mixed with the flow of background traffic.

The next task in the Baseline Noise Study for the Albuquerque Solid Waste Management Department
Facility will consist of modeling traffic noise with and without Facility-generated vehicles on the major
streets (Edith Boulevard and Comanche Road/Griegos Road) where data are available from the Wilson
and Company Traffic Impact Analysis (2014). The FHWA Traffic Noise Model (TNM) (FHWA 2004) will be
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utilized for this purpose with inputs that include travel speeds, automobile and truck volumes, roadway
geometry, terrain features, and noise receptor locations. The TNM model is sensitive to truck volumes
and can be used to show the changes in noise levels (or lack thereof) associated with changes in traffic
composition and volumes along typical sections of the major street network. This is intended to
demonstrate how much noise Facility trucks contribute to ambient levels within the flow of traffic at
various locations.

Please contact me if you have any questions or require further information. We look forward to
continuing to work with you.

Best Regards,

L POV

John Taschek
Senior Project Manager
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SOUND RESOURCE ECONOMICS

4810 N. DEFIANCE ST., TACOMA, WASHINGTON 98407
253.507.9173 « EMAIL NSJOHNSON1@GMAIL.COM

NEAL S. JOHNSON, PH.D.

John Soladay, Director

Solid Waste Management Department
City of Albuquerque

4600 Edith Boulevard NE
Albuquerque, NM 87107

August 15,2017

RE: Critique of “Economic Impact Evaluation of Proposed Edith Waste Transfer Station and
Convenience Center” by Doleswar Bhandari, Ph.D.

I have reviewed the above referenced study, which has a publication date of June 2017. I have
also read relevant portions of two other hedonic property valuation studies cited by Bhandari.
These include Deaton and Hoehn (2004) and Eshet et al. (2007). Those studies provide some
insight into biases that may arise when regression models are misspecified. I also read the letter
from Timothy V. Flynn-O’Brien, dated June 29, 2017 and addressed to Karen Hudson and
Maggie Gould of the Environmental Planning Commission.

This response letter provides comments on the methodology used and calculations made by
Bhandari. Reference to Deaton and Hoehn (2004) and Eshet et al. (2007) will be made as they
become relevant. Comments on the Flynn-O’Brien letter will be made at the end.

The comments below are organized by degree of importance. That is, issues identified that are
most problematic are discussed first, followed by lesser concerns. Since the Eagle Rock
Convenience Center (hereinafter, ‘ERCC’) land valuation model is most problematic, comments
related to that model are first.

ERCC Model Specification

Bhandari tried two functional forms: a model where distance from ERCC was linear and a
second model where distance squared was added, making the model quadratic in distance. The
dependent variable was value per acre, with value data coming from the Bernalillo County
Assessor’s Office. Explanatory variables in the quadratic model included the value of
buildings/improvements, also from the County Assessor, acreage, distance from the ERCC,
distance squared (for the quadratic model) and three dummy variables. One dummy variable was
equal to 1 if the property was in residential use and 0 otherwise. A second dummy was equal to 1
if the property was in commercial use and 0 otherwise. The excluded variable in the model was
for vacant land. The third dummy variable, labeled ‘Land value dummy’ was determined to be
equal to 1 for properties more than 0.5 miles from the ERCC, and 0 otherwise.

Both Deaton and Hoehn (2004) and Eshet et al. (2007) note that if explanatory variables related



to other factors that could negatively (or positively, for that matter) impact property values are
excluded from a hedonic property value model, then coefficient estimates will be biased. Deaton
and Hoehn'’s focus is on how excluding the distance to industrial areas can lead to a bias in the
coefficient on the distance to hazardous waste site variable. Deaton and Hoehn were able to show
this partially because these two variables (distance to nearest industrial site and distance to
nearest hazardous waste site) were not perfectly correlated and there were multiple sites of each
scattered around their study area.

The ERCC sits across Eagle Rock Ave. NE from two properties which might be deemed as
undesirable uses, at least with respect to local residences. Directly to the south is Mak Towing.
To the west of Mak Towing, and to the south-west of ERCC lies the combined operations of
Coronado Auto Recyclers, Inc. and Coronado Storage Plus. Given the close proximity to ERCC,
the distance to these facilities (hereinafter ‘Coronado-Mak’) and the distance to ERCC will be
highly correlated. If Coronado-Mak are negatively impacting property values, and the distance to
these facilities are excluded, then the coefficients on distance and distance squared will be biased
upwards, also reflecting the property value impact from these facilities. The technical
explanation for this conclusion can be found in Deaton and Hoehn’s equation (2), shown here
modified for ERCC:

Cov(DERCC, DF—M)
Var(DERCC)

EB) = B + B2

where the two distance variables are distance to ERCC and to Coronado-Mak.' B is the true
coefficient on the distance to ERCC variable. f,is the true coefficient on the distance to
Coronado-Mak. E () is the expected value of the estimated coefficient on the distance to
ERCC when the distance to Coronado-Mak is excluded from the regression. Unless the
covariance between the two distance variables is zero, 51 will be biased. In the case where the
two distance variables are highly positively correlated—as in the case with ERCC and
Coronado-Mak, the covariance term will be positive and be close to the variance on the distance
to ERCC variable. In the most extreme case, where Cov(DFR¢¢, DF ™) = Var(DERC®),

E(B1) = B1 + B>

When the distance to a nearby property that is negatively impacting surrounding properties is
excluded the estimated coefficient will be biased upwards. In fact, it is possible for f; to equal 0

so that E(B1) = 5.

The inescapable conclusion is that the models estimated by Bhandari produce biased regression
results that would produce inflated estimate of lost property values. Furthermore, if the distance
variables are highly correlated, even including the previously excluded distance variable won’t
necessarily produce good results, at least for estimating the impact of just one of the
‘undesirable’ properties. The analyst will run into a problem called ‘multicollinearity,” where the
standard errors for the estimated coefficients on the collinear variables will be high. This leads to

! Coronado-Mak is just an obvious example. There could also be property value gradients related to closeness to I-
25, to commercial areas, or to less-developed land.



larger confidence intervals on any estimates derived from this properly specified model. The
bottom line is that the model, as specified, cannot estimate the separate impact, if any, of ERCC
on surrounding property values.

To summarize this section:

* Estimated model excluded other explanatory variables, such as distance to other industrial
uses, that could explain property value differences.

* The proximity of ERCC to Coronado Auto Recyclers, Inc., Coronado Storage Plus, and Mak
Towing makes it statistically difficult to separate any property value impacts from these
sites/uses from any property value impact from ERCC.

Estimation of Lost Property Values from ERCC Model

The Bhandari study contains two significant misinterpretations of the regression results. Since
the quadratic model was used for lost property value estimates, that is the focus of the following
comments.

The quadratic model has three variables related to distance: distance, distance squared, and the
dummy variable for being farther than 0.5 miles” from the ERCC.

Bhandari writes

To further capture the distance variable in the model, a dummy variable was created
to find the land price differences between properties located within a half-mile and
farther than a half-mile. The coefficient of this variable is -32000 in the linear model
and -52730 in the quadratic model, which means that controlling for other factors,
the properties located within a half-mile of the convenience center are valued
$32,000 more or $52,730 more compared to properties located farther away. Please
note that these value differences are not related to the existence of the convenience
center (Bhandari, page 7, emphasis added).

The qualifier “controlling for other factors” ignores the fact that the distance variables and the
half-mile dummy variable are tied together. You cannot increase the half-mile dummy variable
from 0 to 1 without also increasing distance and distance squared. Since the analysis implies that
the coefficients on the distance and distance squared variables are capturing the impact of ERCC
on surrounding properties, the coefficient on the half-mile dummy variable must also be
capturing that impact, too.

* No theoretical rationale was given for the half-mile dummy or why 0.5 miles was used as a cutoff. If it was added
to obtain significant results then its inclusion in the model should be tied back to an economic model for the sharp
break in land values.

? From the statement that “properties located within a 0.5 miles of the convenience center are valued $32,000 more
or $52,730 more compared to properties located farther away,” it can be inferred that the land value (or half-mile
dummy variable took on a value of 1 for properties farther than a 0.5 miles away, and a value of 0 for properties
located within a 0.5 miles.



The estimated model is:

Value per acre = 81,029 + 0.015 Building/improvement value — 7,727.56 Acreage + 51.243
Distance — 0.010 Distance squared + 253,605 Residential dummy + 96,618 Commercial dummy
— 52,730 Half-mile dummy.

The following figure shows the curve produced by the three distance variables.
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The quadratic functional form, with the positive coefficient on distance and the negative
coefficient on distance squared gives the upward sloping curve with the slope decreasing until
the slope becomes negative and becomes steeper. The discontinuity at 0.5 miles is due to the
coefficient on the half-mile dummy. Without the discontinuity, the left half of the curve alone is
similar in shape to those found by Eshet et al. (2007).

This curve may indicate that property values within 0.5 miles are negatively impacted by the
ERCC (or another nearby property use that is excluded from the model), but at a decreasing rate.
Paradoxically, properties more than 0.5 miles away have values per acre that are slightly above
or below the value per acre of properties immediately adjacent to ERCC.

The sharp discontinuity suggests either an error in Bhandari’s explanation of the model (e.g.,
perhaps the half-mile dummy is equal to 1 for properties within 0.5 miles and 0 for properties
farther away) or other unspecified factors negatively impacting those properties more than 0.5
miles away.

When the data was limited to those properties within 0.5 miles, the results were not statistically



significant. This suggests that the model is fitting to those properties more than 0.5 miles away.
Given that the 0-0.5 miles models did not produce significant results (page 6), it is difficult to see
how the statement “[t]he results indicate that the maximum spatial extent of the impact occurs
about a half-mile away from the proposed ETS” (Bhandari, 2017, page iv) could be supported by
the data. Given the shape of the property value to distance curve, it is likely that the significance
of the distance and distance squared variables are due to properties more than 0.5 miles from
ERCC. Holding other non-distance variables constant, those properties have, on average, a lower
per acre valuation than properties closer to ERCC. If that is what is driving the results, then a
conclusion that properties within 0.5 miles of ERCC are negatively impacted by ERCC is not
supported by the data. The mere fact that a model that tries to explain those property values
produced statistically insignificant results should have led to a conclusion that the data does not
support a hypothesis that property values are being negatively impacted by the ERCC.

Bhandari claims that the impact from ERCC only extends out 0.5 miles and has the following
form, reproduced from his study:

Figure 1 The Reduction of Land Value at Varying Distances from the Eagle Rock
Convenience Center.
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It is truly perplexing how this curve could be obtained from the estimated quadratic model. It
looks like Bhandari has rotated the curve 180 degrees. (See the graph on the next page.) This
curve implies that the coefficient on distance is negative and the coefficient on distance squared
is positive, despite the opposite reported in the regression results. At a minimum, the quantitative
calculations should be redone to (1) include the impact beyond 0.5 miles and (2) use the correct
quadratic model property value impact curve. A sound theoretical basis for the half-mile dummy



should also be put forth. Bhandari might also want to explore the use of more flexible functional
forms to capture the impact of distance on property values.

Distance in Feet from Eagle Rock Convenience Center

-10000

-20000

-30000

-40000

-50000

Loss of Land Value

-60000

-70000

-80000

===Bhandari's curve  *==Curve rotated 180 degrees

To summarize this section:

* The estimated model and the equation used to estimate the impact on property values are not
consistent. If the estimated model is correct, the estimates derived by Bhandari overstate the
impact on property values.

* There is nothing to support that the impact on property values is limited to 0.5 miles. Holding
property use type (e.g., residential, vacant, or commercial) constant, properties located more
than 0.5 miles from ERCC have a lower average land value.

* Lack of statistical significance in a model limited to those properties within 0.5 miles calls
into question whether the estimated model is actually producing results that explain property
value differences in those properties more than 0.5 miles from ERCC. The ‘impact’ on
properties within 0.5 miles may simply be an artifact of that ‘curve fitting.’

* The lack of statistical significance in a model limited to those properties within 0.5 miles is
consistent with a hypothesis that those properties are not be negatively impacted by the
ERCC.

Minor Comments

The prior comments are sufficient to throw out the results of Bhandari’s study. The following
comments are therefore relatively minor. Some speak to errors in analysis, while others offer
suggestions for improved analysis.



Deaton and Hoehn’s (2004) results cannot be used to split the total impact into the impact
from the transfer station and the impact from the convenience center. If the Deaton and
Hoehn results could be transferred to the Edith Waste Transfer and Convenience Center, it
would be to reduce the total impact to account for excluded variables, such as distance to
surrounding industrial properties. The approach taken still ascribes any impact on property
values to a single facility in an industrial area.

An F-test should be performed on the addition of distance squared. This would be a more
reliable test than looking at the statistical significance of the coefficients on distance and
distance squared.

Summary statistics for all variables should be included along with R-square values for all
models.

A map showing the value of residuals for all properties would be insightful. The data points
could be color coded for the magnitude of the residual and placed on a map of the study area.

The Bernalillo County Assessor’s Office should be interviewed to determine how land values
are estimated. That may shed some light on how closely the property values used are tied to
true market values.

Nearby properties that have undesirable uses, such as the Coronado-Mak properties, should
be excluded from the data, as those values per acre are most likely due the current usage of
those properties. Including these properties in the dataset can give the misleading impression
that their low values are due to ERCC and not their own use.

The models, as specified, assume all property types are identically impacted by distance and
distance squared. Additional models that include interactive dummy variables should be
included. Alternatively, the data could be limited to a single property type with separate
models estimated for each property type.

Four different datasets were used. When a dataset is changed to find significant results, the
interpretation of the statistical significance of the chosen model(s) cannot rely on the
computer-generated values. It must take into consideration that the data selected was not
random, but was predicated on the results obtained.

Comments on Flynn-O’Brien

In light of the comments above, there is no sound basis for a conclusion that the City of
Albuquerque has shown that properties around the proposed Edith Transfer Station and
Convenience Center would be negatively impacted by the new facility. That question simply has
not been answered either way. Flynn-O’Brien’s comments that the damages are greater than
estimated by Bhandari are not supported by evidence, even if we accept Bhandari’s results as
being accurate.

The following comments only address matters related to economics.

“The use of appraised value underestimates quantification of harm” (page 2). This could be
true in some cases. However, if the impact is based on percentage impacts, and that is applied
to market-based values, then the resulting dollar estimates should be unbiased.



“The EIA opinion that building improvement value is not affected is not supported by any
valid appraisal technique or data” (page 2). Bhandari’s conclusion was based on a valid
economic valuation methodology and data. Hedonic property valuation methods are valid
techniques and are used by some property valuation experts. Therefore, Bhandari’s
conclusions contradict Flynn-O’Brien’s very assertion.

“There is other evidence of harm: increased traffic locally, increased noise and pollution
harming adjacent property and the neighborhood (safety, noise, property values)” (page 4).
This is used to argue for higher impacts. But this is what is ostensibly being measured using
Bhandari’s approach. Including these as separate property value impacts would double-count
impacts.

“Some local businesses meet customers and conduct business outside at the customer's
vehicle. Idling diesel trash trucks adjacent to the businesses will make it impossible to
conduct business” (pages 4-5). The facility would also bring potential customers into the
area. The impact on market based values is not necessarily going to reflect the value of the
property in its current use. The location of a facility that attracts, for example, house
renovators could increase the value adjacent property for commercial businesses that sell
building products. Anecdotal evidence of a particular type of business being harmed in a
particular activity does not mean the land value for that business will be diminished. It is
possible for a nearby business to have negatively impacted business, yet higher valued
property. That frequently happens in another context, when parts of a city experience
gentrification.
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CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

Solid Waste Management Department
John W. Soladay, Director

September 11, 2017

Ms. Karen Hudson, Chair
Environmental Planning Commission
City of Albuquerque

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque, NM 87103

RE: ZONE MAP AMENDMENT; SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR BUILDING

PERMIT

Proposed Edith Transfer Station, COA Project No. 7006.92

at 4600 Edith Boulevard NE (SE corner of Edith and Comanche)

All or a portion of a northerly portion of Tract 107B1A1, Tract 107B1A1 excluding
portion to right-of-way & excluding a northerly portion, Tract 107B1A2
excluding portion to right-of-way, Tract in the SW corner-Tract 107B1B,
Tract 108A3A1A, Tract 108A3A1B, and Tract 108A3B, Tracts 108A1A2B1B
& 108A1A2B2, Tract 108A1A2BI1A, Tract 107B2A2 excluding portion to the
right-of-way, Tract 107B2A1 excluding portion to the right-of-way, MRGCD

Map #33
PO Box 1293 ZONE ATLAS PAGE: G-15-Z
Dear Chair Hudson:
Albuquerque The Solid Waste Management Department would like to submit additional information to
support the request for approval of a Zone Map Amendment and Site Development Plan for
Building Permit for the proposed Edith Transfer Station.
NM 87103

Project Benefits
The benefits of the proposed Edith Transfer Station and Convenience Center include saving
Albuquerque citizens an estimated $2.3 million per year, providing a fourth convenience center
www.cabq.gov for customers at a central location with excellent freeway access, and reducing the distance
travelled by the Solid Waste collection fleet by more than two million miles per year--resulting
in decreased fuel use, emissions (decreased carbon footprint), and wear and tear on the
collection vehicles and roadways. The proposed transfer station will also provide increased
opportunities to divert source separated green waste and recyclables from the landfill,
extending its life.

Transfer Station

The development of a new transfer station was a primary recommendation in the Integrated
Waste Management Plan (IWMP) developed for the Solid Waste Management Department by
Zia Engineering in 2010. The 2017 IWMP updated by Bell and Associates is near completion
and will be ready for introduction to City Council in the coming weeks. The 2017 Plan retains
and reiterates the significance of the recommendation for “Construction of the Edith Transfer
Station and Convenience Center.”

Albuguerque - Making History 1706-2006
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The following is an excerpt from the Draft 2017 Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan by
Bell & Associates.

2018 — 2022 Timeframe Recommendations

4.1  Construction of the Edith Transfer Station and Convenience Center

Rationale / Purpose

This facility will allow for the consolidation of trash loads into larger transfer vehicles so most
of the regular refuse trucks do not have to make the long round-trip drive to Cerro Colorado
Landfill. The benefits include productivity and efficiency improvements in the Department’s
refuse collection function and operational cost savings in the handling and transport of waste to
the landfill.

During the 2016 calendar year, City collection trucks completed 60,430 trips to the Cerro
Colorado Landfill to deliver 352,293 tons of municipal solid waste for disposal. A central
transfer station would reduce the number of truck miles expended by City collection crews.
The best use of a waste collection truck is to collect waste, which is called productive time.
Time spent driving to and from the landfill is unproductive time. In 2016, the City spent close
to $5 million in unproductive drive time. A centrally located transfer facility would increase
the collection efficiency by drastically reducing unproductive time.

The table below summarizes the reduced trips for the City’s collection operation due to the
utilization of a central transfer station in comparison with the present operation. The Transfer
Station / Convenience Center complex will result in positive financial, logistical, and
environmental impacts for the Solid Waste Management Department and the City of
Albuquerque.

Table 4.1: Beneficial Results from Transfer Station Complex

Overations Element Current With Transfer  Operational
P Approach Station Reductions
Annual Landfill Trips Required 60,430 14,560 45,870 fewer
 Annual Truck Miles Driven 2,658,920 582,400 2:916,380
j _ ewer
Gallons of Diesel Fuel 188,098 82,680 105,419 fewer

Consumed

In addition, in a review of the economic impact of constructing the proposed centrally-located
transfer station and keeping the existing three convenience centers open, savings were
calculated for maximizing waste payload delivered from the transfer station to the landfill,
reducing unproductive time on collection routes driving to and from the landfill, and increasing
route efficiency. Collocating the proposed transfer station in the same location as the
maintenance facility and truck yard adds to the overall collection cost savings because of the
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proximity between the last dump on the transfer station floor and the truck parking area.
According to the Transfer Station Cost of Service Technical Memorandum (attached), as a part
of the Department’s annual Cost of Service Study by Bell and Associates, the net financial
impact of the proposed transfer station is an annual savings of $562,440 for the Department in
the first year. Long-term savings is expected to increase with population growth and volumes
of waste materials managed. Over 25 years, the expected savings to the City is projected to be
more than $58 million.

Household Hazardous Waste Collection Center

What is household hazardous waste (HHW)? Households often generate leftover paint,
pesticides and cleaners through routine house and yard maintenance. More specifically, nearly
90 percent of HHW collected in Albuquerque is made up of used motor oil and automotive
fluids; paint and painting supplies; batteries; and fluorescent lightbulbs. For more details about
the types and quantities of HHW collected by ACT, the City and Bernalillo County’s HHW
contractor, please see FY17 Total HHW Diverted from Landfill (attached).

However, because it would be impossible to regulate every resident that occasionally threw
away a can of paint thinner or a lithium battery, the US EPA developed a HHW exemption.
Under this exemption, these items are exempt from the definition of hazardous waste.
Household Hazardous Waste Collection Centers (HHWCC) are, however, still highly
regulated.

Included in the proposed Edith Transfer Station project is a HHWCC. If approved, this would
provide residents a convenient location to drop-off HHW for consolidation. Outbound
materials will be transported to a hazardous waste treatment, storage and disposal facility;
recycler; or solid waste disposal facility that is specifically authorized to accept the transported
waste. Only household quantities will be accepted (typically one gallon containers or less).
Businesses are ineligible for the services offered at the HHWCC.

Upon driving into the Center’s covered unloading area, the resident will be directed to remain
in their vehicle. HHW personnel will visually inspect loads for unacceptable materials and
leaking or damaged containers. Any leaking or damaged containers will be immediately placed
in a leak-proof container or sealed in a plastic bag. All HHW received will be segregated and
stored in the appropriate designated area by the end of the day. HHW personnel will be
responsible for proper cleanup of any material spilled or leaked during waste receiving,
handling, and packaging using proper procedures.

All materials will be kept in their original containers, segregated and packed into larger
containers containing absorbent. The absorbent will function to protect waste containers from
physical damage and to absorb leaks or spills. Materials segregation and storage will all take
place inside of the HHWCC building, which will be engineered and constructed to provide
secondary containment of leaks or spills.

Only used motor oil will be emptied from its original container and bulked into an appropriate
tank. The tank is located outside under cover with secondary containment, to prevent the
release of leaks or spills to the environment.
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For more details about the proposed HHWCC, please see the Exhibit 3: Household Hazardous
Waste Collection Center Operations Plan (attached) from the City’s Edith Transfer Station and
Convenience Center Permit application to the New Mexico Environment Department, which is
currently under consideration.

Conclusion

If approved, the request for approval of a Zone Map Amendment and Site Development Plan
for Building Permit would provide significant benefits to the community, the Solid Waste
Management Department, and the environment.

Should you have any questions or need any other information, please do not hesitate to contact
me at 505-761-8151 or via email at jsoladay@cabq.gov.

Sincerely,

Transfer Station Cost of Service Technical Memorandum

FY17 Total HHW Diverted from Landfill

NMED Permit Application Exhibit 3: Household Hazardous Waste Collection Center
Operations Plan

Ce: John (Jack) Campbell, Montgomery & Andrews
Savina Garcia, Wilson & Co.
Jerry Francis, COA DMD
Jill Holbert, SWMD
Clark Davis, JRMA
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Transfer Station Cost of Service City of Albuquerque
Technical Memorandum Solid Waste Department

Overview

The City of Albuquerque’s Solid Waste Department (City / Department) is reviewing the economic
impact of constructing a centrally located transfer station at 4700 Edith Blvd. NE. This is the current
location of the Department’s administration offices and truck maintenance facility. A transfer station
would reduce the time and costs currently expended by route trucks driving to dispose of collected
waste.

During the 2016 calendar year, City collection trucks completed 60,430 trips to the Cerro Colorado
Landfill to deliver 352,293 tons for municipal solid waste for disposal. When traffic is good, the
average trip time to drive to the landfill, dump,
and return requires 58 minutes. When traffic is

heavy, drivers can expect an additional 10 to  [hed skt Amount
15 minutes of drive time. Most collection routes | 2016 Landfill Trips 60,430 trips
require two trips per day to the landfill. The | MSW Tons Delivered 352,293 tons
estlma_ted minimum time expgnded .by City Average Time per Trip 58 minutes
collection crews in 2016 for this routine was :
58,416 hours. The average distance to the | AAnnual Trip Hours 58,416 hours
landfill from the collection route is 22 miles one = Average Roundtrip Miles 44 miles
way; therefore, the total miles driven to the Annual Miles Driven 2,658,920 miles
Iandflg gszi;oggoby_r?]epartment coIIe<k:)t|on trtucki Fuel Consumed per Hour 3.22 gallons
as 2,658,920. The average garbage truc
W verage 9 ge i Cost per Truck Hour $82.40

consumes 3.22 gallons of fuel per hour of
operation; therefore, 188,098 gallons of fuel = Annual Landfill Drive Cost $4,813,212
was expended driving to the landfill. The

average cost to operate a Department collection truck in 2016 was $82.40 per hour, so the annual
cost to drive to the landfill was $4,813,212.

The best use of a waste collection truck is to collect waste, which is called productive time. Time
spent driving to and from the landfill is unproductive time. In 2016, the City spent close to $5 million
in unproductive time.

Transfer Station Build Cost

JR Miller & Associates, the designer of the proposed transfer station, has estimated the facility build
cost at $22.3 million. Assuming a 20 year bond at 3%, the financed cost of the facility is $1,498,910
annually.

Transfer Station Operational Cost

The volume of daily tons that would flow through the transfer station from City collection trucks,
commercial customers, and self-haulers will require 12 full time employees to maintain operations
seven days a week. City collection crews deliver an average 1,355 tons of waste to the landfill each
workday. In addition to City collected tons, an additional 23,000 tons of waste is expected to be
diverted from the convenience centers, which would increase the daily tonnage volume to 1,443
tons. Regular hours of operation would be from 6:00 am to 5:00 pm. City collection trucks would be
able utilize the facility after hours if needed. Table 2 on the next page summarizes the projected
annual cost of operations.

Page | 1



Transfer Station Cost of Service City of Albuquerque
Technical Memorandum Solid Waste Department

Table 2: Transfer Station Operational Costs

Description Amount ‘
Labor Cost $862,300
Equipment Operational Cost $466,180
Equipment Cost $128,600
Facility O&M Cost $223,000
Utility Cost $42,000
Facility Replacement Cost $223,000
Administration $244,000

Annual Facility Operational Cost $2,189,080

Transfer to Cerro Colorado

In order to maximize the waste payload delivered from the transfer station to the landfill, the City
would replace the tractor / live floor trailer fleet in service with a lightweight tractor and a 53 foot
aluminum tipper trailer. Utilization of the tipper trailer will increase the allowable payload up to 28
tons per haul. Because the tipper trailer is not equipped with a live floor, the City will need to purchase
a trailer tipper to dump the load at the landfill. The comparison of costs for each alternative is
summarized in Table 3.

Table 3: Cost Comparison of a Tipper Trailer to a Live Floor Trailer

Description Live Floor

Annual Waste Tons 375,293 375,293

Annual Capital Cost $341,572 $357,273 $(15,702)
Annual Tractor Cost $1,155,097 $1,355,983 $(200,886)
Annual Trailer Cost $43,510 $93,235 $(49,726)
Annual Tipper Cost $115,012 0 $115,012
Total Annual Cost $1,655,190 $1,806,492 $(151,301)
Cost per Ton $4.41 $4.81 $(0.40)

Traffic will also be reduced at the landfill from an average of 232 trips per day by collection trucks to
56 a day by transfer.

Reduction of Unproductive Time and Increased Route Efficiency

Collection routes within the City were planned with the daily trips to the landfill. A centrally located
transfer facility would require a complete rerouting which would increase the collection efficiency and
further decrease costs beyond the elimination of the trips to the landfill. The average time to fill a
truck to capacity is 2.75 hours. Add in the 1 hour drive time to the landfill and the total turnaround
time is 3.75 hours. Completing this turnover routine twice a day requires 7.5 hours, but only 5.5 hours
of time is spent collecting waste.
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The average drive time from most locations within the City to 4600 Edith Blvd. NE is 15 minutes in
good traffic. If the average truck fill time is two hours and 45 minutes, plus 15 minutes to drive to the
transfer station, one turnover will require 3 hours. If the Department were to maximize the time spent
collecting waste by extending the work day from 8 hours to 10 hours, productive collection time would
be increased by 50% because the collection crews could complete three turnovers instead of two.
Increasing the time spent collecting waste will decrease the number of routes and trucks required to
collect waste.

With the transfer station located in the same location as the maintenance facility and truck yard, the
distance and time from the last dump on the transfer station tipping floor to the end-of-the-day truck
parking area is measured in feet and seconds, adding to the overall collection cost savings.

Collection supervisors for residential, commercial, and roll off / drop box services have estimated
initial time savings in each service based on time and motion studies completed over the last year.
Table 4 summarizes the expected time savings for each collection service and the respective costs.

Table 4: Combined Collection Route Cost Savings

Service Route Hours Cost per Hour Cost Reduction
Residential 28,034 $72.80 $2,040,867
Commercial 34,551 $88.88 $3,070,973
Roll Off / Drop Box 10,785 $73.60 $793,780
Totals 73,370 $78.43 $5,905,621

Self-Haul Commercial and Residential Customers

Tonnage estimates of self-haul commercial and residential customers that will utilize the facility is
23,000 tons per year or approximately 440 tons per week. The facility will provide an alternative to
customers that currently use either the Eagle Rock or Montessa Park Convenience Centers.

Department Financial Impact Table 5: Net Financial Impact

The net financial impact of combining the cost of = Description Cost
the transfer station with the savings from | Annual Bond Payment $1,498,910
collection efficiencies is an annual savings of ' Qperational Cost $2,189,080
$562,440 for thg Department in the first year. Transfer Cost $1.655,190
Table 5 summarizes the costs. .
Total Transfer Station Cost $5,343,181

Long-term savings is expected to increase asthe | | 55 Route Savings $(5,905,621)
City grows and the volumes of collected waste Net Financial Impact $(562,440)

increases. Considering a 25 year period, the
expected savings to the City is projected to be over $58 million. The table on the following page
summarizes the estimated costs over the first five years, and in years 10, 15, 20 and 25. The
complete table, as well as the other costs calculations, are included in the appendix of this technical
memorandum.
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Assumptions  Note
) Labor Index 1.50%| A Index Assumptions can be adjusted forthe
Equipment Index 3.00%| A | City'sexpectedfuture costs. The output of
Operations Index 1.50%| A  theassumptionsare calculated inthe long-
Fuel Index 3.00%| A  termprojectionbelow.
SW Tonnage Index 1.00%| B
Transfer System Cost Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 10 Year 15 Year 20 Year 25 Cumulative
TS Annual Bond Pmt.|  $1,498910| C | $1,498,910 | $1,498,910 | $1,498,910 | $1,498,910 | $1,498,910 | $1,498,910 | $1,498,910 | $1,498,910 | $0 |  $29,978,206 |
TS Operational Cost|  $2,189,080 | D | $2,189,080 | $2,230,838 | $2,273,392 | $2,316,759 | $2,360,952 | $2,594,891 | $2,852,009 | $ 3,134,605 | $ 3,445,203 |  $69,295,091 |
Annual SW Tons 375,293 | E 375293 | 379,046| 382,837 386665| 390,532 410,453 | 431,390 453,395 476,523 10,599,483
Transfer Cost per Ton| $ 441 F [$ 4411 % 450 | $ 459 | $ 469 | % 478 | $ 529 | $ 585 | $ 6.47 | $ 715 $ 5.73
Total Transfer Cost| $ 1,655,190 | G | $1,655,190 | $1,705,751 | $1,757,856 | $1,811,553 | $1,866,890 | $2,169,987 | $2,522,293 | $ 2,931,798 | $ 3,407,787 |  $60,782,079
Total TS Cost|  $5,343,181 | H [ $5,343,181 | $5,435,499 | $5,530,159 | $5,627,222 | $5,726,752 | $6,263,788 | $6,873,213 | $7,565,314 | $6,852,990 | $160,055,376 |
Collection System Savings
Residential Route Savings| $ 2,040,867 | |
Residential SW Tons 150,397 | J 150,397 151,901 153,420 154,955 156,504 164,487 172,878 181,696 190,965 4,247,704
Savings per Ton| $ 1357 K [$ 1357[$ 1385(|$ 1414[$ 1444|$ 1474 $ 1634|$ 1813 [$ 20.10 | $ 22293 17.77
Annual Residential Collection Savings L1 | $2,040,867 | $2,104,336 | $2,169,778 | $2,237,255 | $2,306,831 | $2,688,543 | $3,133,417 | $ 3,651,905 | $ 4,256,187 | $ 75,491,263
Commercial Route Savings| $ 3,070,973 | |
Commercial SW Tons 127,919 | J 127,919 129,198 130,490 131,795 133,113 139,903 147,039 154,540 162,423 3,612,838
Savings per Ton| $ 2401 | K |$ 2401|$ 2451[$ 2502|$ 2554 ¢ 26.07|$ 2891|$ 3205($ 3553 $ 39.40 | $ 31.43
Annual Commercial Collection Savings L2 | $3,070,973 | $3,166,362 | $3,264,714 | $3,366,120 | $3,470,677 | $4,044,239 | $4,712,589 | $ 5,491,390 [ $ 6,398,895 | $ 113,538,906
Roll Off Route Savings| $ 793,780 | 1
Roll Off SW Tons 73977 | J 73,977 74,717 75,464 76,219 76,981 80,908 85,035 89,372 93,931 2,089,347
Savings per Ton| $ 1073 K [$  1073[$ 1095[$ 11.18[$ 11.41]$ 1165 $ 1292]$ 1432[$ 15.87 | $ 17.60 | $ 14.04
Annual Drop Box Collection Savings L3 |$ 793,780 [ $ 818,416 |$ 843,817 |$ 870,006 | $ 897,007 | $1,045,119 | $1,217,687 | $ 1,418748 | $ 1,653,008 $ 29,337,638
Total Route Savings| $ 5,905,621 | M | $5,905,621 | $6,089,114 | $6,278,308 | $6,473,381 | $6,674,515 | $7,777,902 | $9,063,693 | $10,562,042 | $ 12,308,089 | $ 218,367,807 |
Net Cost/ (Savings)| _ ($562,440)] N [ ($562,440)] ($653,615) ($748,149)] ($846,159) ($947,763)] ($1,514,114)]($2,190,480)| ($2,996,729)] ($5,455,100)] ($58,312,431)]
Notes

A: Input of expected futureincreases for the various costcomponents.

B: Estimated annual increase in collected waste by City collection operations.
C: Annual payment of the TS portion of the bond. Cost is calculated on 1. TS Cost Summary tab.
D: Estimated TS operational cost inflated annually by the TS Operational Index. Cost is calculated on 1. TS Cost Summary tab.
E: Annual SWTons collected by City collection operationsin CY 2016 and adjusted by the SW Tonnage Index.
F: Estimated Transfer Cost per Ton inflated annually by the Tipper Transfer Index. Costis calculated on 4. Transfer & Tipper Cost tab.
G: Annual SW Tons multiplied by the Transfer Cost per Ton (Item E x Item F).

H: Total TS Cost is the sum of the Bond Payment plus the TS Operational Cost plusthe TransferCost (Item C+ItemD + Item G).

I: Route savingsfor each collection service provided by the City collection operations

J: Annual SW tons collected by each respective line of business in CY 2016. Tons are indexed annually by the SWTonnage Index

K: Annual savings foreach respective line of business divided by the total collected tons (Item I / ItemJ) and multiplied by the respective collection index.

L: Collected tons multiplied by the Savings per Ton (Item J x ItemK).

M: Total Route Savingsis the sum of the Annual Collection Savings foreach collection service (Iltem L1+ Item L2 +Item L3).

Page | 4

N: Total Transfer Station Cost less Total Route Savings (Item H - Item M).
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TOTAL (Ibs)

Recycled Waste

FY17 Total HHW (lbs) Diverted from Landfill

Sent for Destruction

ACT15687 RC0O015
RC5056 RC0016 Household RC7485 RC7486 RC6254 ACT46232 ACT46235 RC7658 Flamables RC6002
Reuse RC0014 Motor Lead Acid RC6006 Paint, xylene, RC0011 Alkaline Lithium NiCad Compact ACT46233 4 Foot 8 Foot RC0012 RC0013 Toxics Toxic-Solid RC7182
Center Waste Oil Fluids Batteries Mercury tolulene etc Aerosols Batteries Batteries Batteries Bulbs, CFL  HID Lamps Lamps Lamps Acids Bases Incenerated (Poisons)  Oxidizers TOTAL
2,286 5,770 11,694 3,676 0 4,386 1,679 0 0 0 349 0 506 147 675 0 444 173 0 0 31,785
2,724 11,813 16,733 1,936 0 8,516 3,293 2,309 0 467 455 0 465 168 633 383 739 461 0 0 51,095
2,808 4,368 5,676 679 0 2,722 1,640 811 228 305 304 0 486 106 79 400 695 218 212 0 21,737
2,292 6,541 7,845 600 0 6,740 2,437 465 221 0 88 0 202 75 0 0 374 149 0 0 28,029
1,260 2,102 3,858 0 0 5,104 867 0 0 0 339 0 530 136 242 0 1,576 435 0 330 16,779
1,086 8,160 6,405 0 0 2,395 1,535 1,761 0 243 343 0 0 0 0 324 399 168 0 0 22,819
12,456 38,754 52,211 6,891 0] 29,863 11,451 5,346 449 1,015 1,878 0 2,189 632 1,629 1,107 4,227 1,604 212 330 172,244
1,596 10,480 10,905 0 15 10,040 1,800 300 0 0 237 0 421 165 180 0 580 0 180 0 36,899
1,398 8,306 6,267 2,679 0 2,704 1,468 1,242 400 0 225 0 241 34 0 180 492 0 180 0 25,816
2,646 6,188 5,154 0 0 7,798 1,578 922 0 0 206 0 427 60 183 0 735 134 0 0 26,031
1,878 5,461 20,442 0 6 4,550 2,481 601 9 11 326 25 1,163 143 340 175 1,340 1,760 248 32 40,991
600 9,020 9,815 4,330 0 13,181 5,120 448 50 0 1,031 0 640 670 460 639 1,598 330 0 0 47,932
5,598 14,283 11,548 1,052 0 5,215 3,322 1,296 195 532 113 0 610 98 556 188 1,254 675 242 0 46,777
26,172 92,492 116,342 14,952 21 73,351 27,220 10,155 1,103 1,558 4,016 25 5,691 1,802 3,348 2,289 10,226 4,503 1,062 362 396,690

* Misc = Compact Bulbs, 4 ft lamps, Ballast, PCB Capacitors, Carbides, Phosphides, Fertilizers, CO2 Cylinders, etc...

TOTAL 396,690
TOTAL Recycled Waste 323,330
% Recycled 81.5%
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Section 1

Introduction

1.1 Purpose of Plan

This Operations Plan (Plan) has been prepared for the Household Hazardous Waste Collection
Center (HHWCC) of the proposed City of Albuquerque (City) Edith Transfer Station and
Convenience Center (Edith Transfer Station, or ETS). HHWCC will provide the public with
consolidation services of household hazardous waste (HHW) as defined and exempted from
hazardous waste regulations by 40 CFR 261.4(b)(1). This document provides a working plan for
safe, efficient, and orderly operating practices for HHWCC.

1.2 Familiarity and Location of Plan

The Certified Operator, and his/her key designees, will be required to read and understand this
Plan. Copies of the Plan will be maintained in the HHWCC and Administration Building located
onsite. Revisions to this Plan shall be tracked and recorded on the revisions log included on the
inside cover of this Plan.

Properly identified NMED personnel will be allowed to enter HHWCC to inspect, monitor,
sample or obtain records associated with the center.
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Section 2

General Center Description & Information

2.1 Site and Center Description

The proposed HHWCC will be operated by the City Solid Waste Management Department
(SWMD), which provides solid waste collection, transfer, and disposal services for residents and
businesses within the City of Albuquerque, Bernalillo County, and surrounding communities.
HHWCC will be located at the Edith Transfer Station and Convenience Center, within an
approximate 22-acre, City-owned parcel at 4600 Edith Boulevard Northeast, Albuquerque, New
Mexico (refer to Figure 2-1, Location Map).

In addition to HHWCC, the overall site will accommodate multiple facilities including a Scale
House, Transfer Station Building, Administration Building, Recyclables Drop-Off Area, Container
Repair and Storage Area, Fuel Island, Vehicle Maintenance Building, Parking Areas (collection
vehicles, guests, etc.) and Employee Parking Structure. HHWCC will be constructed in the north-
eastern portion of the site as shown on Figure 2-2, Overall Site Plan. Also shown in Figure 2-2
is the solid waste facility boundary that encompasses the Transfer Station Building, HHWCC,
Recyclables Drop-Off Area, Scale House, and Administration Building; solid waste and HHW
acceptance and transfer activities will not be performed at any site facilities located outside of the
solid waste facility boundary and not covered under the solid waste facility permit.

The proposed HHWCC will be located east of the Scale House. HHWCC will have approximately
4,500 ft2 of floor space, a covered drive-thru lane for material unloading, and a covered bulking
area (refer to Sheet A101-D and A301-D of Appendix A). HHWCC will also house a reuse room
where the public may obtain, at no cost, material previously dropped off by other residents which
have been determined suitable for reuse by SWMD; for additional information refer to Section
3.4. HHW educational material may also be made available to the public in HHWCC’s reuse room,
should SWMD decide to do so.

HHWCC will accept and consolidate household hazardous waste described in Section 3 of this
Plan from the public of the City of Albuquerque, Bernalillo County, and surrounding communities.
Material will be transported to HHWCC in vehicles of residents, refer to Section 2.3 for HHWCC
traffic information. Outbound materials will be transported to a permitted hazardous waste
treatment, storage and disposal (TSD) facility, recycler, or solid waste disposal facility that is
specifically authorized to accept the transported waste.

2.2 Operating Hours, Security, and Access Control

Hours of operation for the Edith Transfer Station, including HHWCC, will be 5:00 a.m. - 6:00 p.m.,
seven days per week.

Hours HHWCC will be open to the public will be:

Monday - Friday
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Section 2 ¢ General Center Description and Information

8:00 am. - 5:00 p.m.

Saturday and Sunday
8:00 am. - 5:00 p.m.

Holiday Closures
Thanksgiving Day, Christmas Day, and New Year’s Day and
other holidays as determined by SWMD.

The hours open to the public represent the daily time period that the main entrance gate is open
and the center is accepting HHW. However, activities (cleaning, maintenance, setting up, bulking,
storing, etc.) may occur both before and after the public "open" hours. Occasionally, waste
transport off-site may occur during off hours that extend beyond the time identified for
acceptance. Hours for waste transport may also be extended to accommodate fluctuations in
volumes, equipment downtime, etc. However, at all times while HHWCC is operational, a certified
operator or his/her designated representative will be present.

Under normal operating conditions, it is not anticipated that modification to the days and hours
of operation will be necessary. However, in order to manage varying waste flows, equipment
malfunctions, and/or inclement weather, facility personnel will modify schedules within the
operating hours as deemed necessary.

Walls and fences spanning the site perimeter will be constructed to secure the site and maintain
access control. Locations of fencing, gates, and access roads are shown in Figure 2-2, Proposed
Site Facilities. Public access to HHWCC will be limited to the covered unloading area and the
reuse room; only authorized personnel may proceed to all other facility areas. Security cameras
will be located at various locations to oversee HHWCC operations and monitor the center for
security breaches. During non-operating hours, HHWCC will remain locked.
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Section 2 ¢ General Center Description and Information

B Eciith Bivd. Gate (Transfer
Trailars & Collection Véhicles]

Existing Rankin Rd. Gate
(Deliveries)

"~ Approximate Solid Waste
~ Facility Boundary

77

Site Perimeter Wall & Fence - 4
B :

Figure 2-2
Proposed Site Facilities

2.3 Center Traffic

8l Comanche Rd. Gate
(Collection & Public Vehicles)

i

Signage will direct HHWCC traffic to the center. HHWCC traffic will proceed to a covered, drive-
through area for unloading and exit the site as shown on Figure 2-3, HHWCC Traffic Flow.
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Section 2 e General Center Description and Information

~ Edith Blvd.
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Figure 2-3
HHW(CC Traffic Flow

2.4 Signage

Key operational procedures will be prominently posted on facility grounds, as deemed necessary
by SWMD. A site entrance sign at the public and collection vehicle entrances will provide basic
information regarding hours of operation, facility location, site rules, emergency telephone
numbers, disposal instructions, prohibitions on open burning, fires, smoking and scavenging, and
prohibited materials. Signs that will be posted along the interior roadway system will also display
necessary traffic directions. Additional information related to site signage may be found in the
Edith Transfer Station and Convenience Center Operations Plan (Exhibit 2 of the Permit
Application).

Signs that will be installed at HHWCC may provide additional direction to the public and also may
help personnel to identify health and safety features, which may include the following:

= Entrance/Exit Only;

No Smoking;

Keep Clear;

Fires and Scavenging Prohibited;

=  Fire Control Equipment (hose reels and extinguishers);

CDM
2-6 Smith

©2016 CDM Smith Inc. All Rights Reserved  \\abgsvr01\projects\147929 jr miller cabq edith transfer station\107403 edith transfer station\permit\permit application-sept2016\exhibits\exh 3-hhwcc ops plan\ets hhw
center ops plan 08302016.docx



Section 2 ¢ General Center Description and Information

= Eye Wash Station;

= Authorized Personnel Only;

= Emergency Exits;

=  First Aid Station; and

= Electrical or Mechanical Hazards

In addition, signage and labeling will be used to identify specific waste storage areas and
containers (for handling and storage information refer to Section 3.2).

2.5 Center Personnel

Table 2-1 provides a list of anticipated HHWCC personnel along with a brief description of their
primary duties. Attendants will be present at the center and the Certified Operator, or his/her
designated representative, will be present at ETS during all hours the center is open to the public.

Table 2-1 Summary of Center Employees

- Number of .
Position Summary of Duties
Personnel

Designated alternate during Superintendent’s absence;
ETS Foreman/Supervisor 1 supervisor/lead operator for the Edith Transfer Station;
Certified Operator

Greets the public and inspects incoming loads; receives
acceptable wastes for consolidation. Consolidates and
packages received wastes for storage, transportation, and
reuse; maintains inventory of wastes.

HHW Attendants & Handlers 1-2

2.6 Center Equipment

Equipment used in routine HHWCC operations may include a forklift or pallet jack; refer to the
Edith Transfer Station and Convenience Center Operations Plan (Exhibit 2 of the Permit
Application) for information related to ETS equipment.

The type and number of each category of equipment will be sufficient to process the amount of
waste anticipated to be received at HHWCC. There will be adequate redundancy in equipment
capabilities and the number of units to accommodate scheduled maintenance and unscheduled
down-time. Equipment will be used and maintained as specified and recommended by their
respective manufacturers.

Training for lockout/tagout procedures for center equipment will be provided as described in the
Personnel Training Plan (Exhibit 7 of the Permit Application).

CDM
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Section 2 ¢ General Center Description and Information

2.7 Training

SWMD will provide training upon initial hiring and annually thereafter for all center personnel,
which will include training on this Plan. A training plan and training records will be maintained in
the Administration Building located onsite. For information on required training for HHWCC
personnel, refer to the Personnel Training Plan (Exhibit 7 of the Permit Application).

2.8 Center Inspections

Routine center inspections will be performed to identify malfunctioning equipment, damaged or
deteriorated center components, and operator errors on a regular basis. All monitoring
equipment, emergency equipment, security devices and cameras, structural components, and
operational equipment of HHWCC will be inspected and the condition or status documented.
Observed deficiencies (malfunctioning equipment or center damage) will be documented as part
of the inspection record and rectified as soon as practical.
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Section 3

Center Operations

3.1 Waste Control
3.1.1 Eligible and Ineligible Users of the Center

HHWCC will accept hazardous waste in household quantities (typically one gallon containers or
less) from the public of the City of Albuquerque, Bernalillo County, and surrounding communities.
Businesses and conditionally exempt small quantity generators (CESQG) are ineligible for
services offered at HHWCC and materials from these generators will not be accepted at the
center. Ineligible users will be identified during the interview and inspection process performed
prior to material unloading and receiving.

For ineligible users, center personnel will record any provided and/or observational information
related to the generator, vehicle, and waste in a rejected waste log (refer to Appendix B for an
example log).

3.1.2 Acceptable Materials

Types of materials including but not limited to those that may be accepted at HHWCC, listed by
category of how they will be segregated, are provided in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1 Acceptable Materials

Category Materials

= Acetone " Latex paint (unsolidified)

=  Adhesives/glues "  Latex/water-based paint

= Air Freshener = Lighter fluid

= Alcohols "  Linseed oil

" Asphalt topping =  Methanol

®  Automotive body filler ®  Naphtha

" Automotive oils and lubricants = Qils

®  Charcoal lighter fluid ®  Organic Solvents

=  Benzene = Strippers (paint, shellac, etc.)

= Brake fluid "  Thinners (paint, shellac, etc.)
et | e

Combustibles etroleum distillates

=  Diesel fuel "  Polyurethane cement

"  Denatured alcohol (unsolidified)

®"  Enamel/oil-based paint ®  Roofing cement

®  Epoxy paint ®  Primers

"  Ethanol "  Rug/upholstery/fabric

= Ether cleaners

"  Fiberglass resins (unsolidified) " Sealers

= Fingernail polish remover ®  Tile cement/adhesive

®  Floor and furniture polish " Toluene

"  Formalin/formaldehyde solution ®  Turpentine

= Gasoline ®  Varnish

CDM
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Section 3 ¢ Center Operations

Table 3-1 Acceptable Materials

Category Materials

"  Grease ®"  Wallpaper cement/adhesive
= |sopropyl alcohol =  WD-40

=  Kerosene/white gas =  Wood/tile putty

®  lacquer paint "  Wood stain

= Xylol/xylene

. . ®  Household cleaners with
= Ammonium nitrate

«  Bleach bleach
ea'c . ®"  Hydrogen peroxide
®  Calcium hypochlorite " Jodine
Oxidizers ®  Chlorates

"  Nitric acid

" Peroxides

®  Potassium permanganate

®  Sodium hypochlorite

"  Malathion

®  Methylene chloride

"  Insect repellant

®  Pentachlorophenol

®  Nonprescription
pharmaceuticals

= Pyrethrins

= Strychnine

"  Weed and grass killers

®  Windshield wiper fluid

= Fertilizers
®  Fluorine
®"  Hair coloring/dye

" Antifreeze

=  Bacterial pipe cleaner

®  Chrome-silver polishes

®  Fungicides/herbicides/insecticides/pesticides
Poisons ®"  Deicing salt

"  Disinfectants

" Ethylene glycol

"  Flea spray/powder

" Lindane

= Arsenic
. ®  Lead arsenate
®  Bordeaux mix

Metals . "  Lead compounds
= Chromium = Mercury

= Copper sulfate

®=  Boricacid ®  Muriatic acid

=  Battery acid ®"  Phosphoric acid
Corrosives - Acids ®"  Copper/metal cleaners = Swimming pool acid

=  Disinfectants " Sheep dip

"  Ferric chloride " Sodium bisulfate

®"  Hydrochloric acid ®"  Toilet bowl cleansers

"  Ammonia and ammonia-based cleaners
=  Battery terminal cleaner

®  Caustic soda

=  Cesspool cleaner

®"  Drain cleaner
= Lye
®  Qven cleaner

Corrosives - Bases

3.1.3 Unacceptable Materials

Types of materials that will not be accepted at HHWCC, as well as actions that will be taken if they
are encountered, are provided in Table 3-2. HHWCC personnel will record the name (if
provided), vehicle license plate number, and any other available and pertinent information for
any generator attempting to drop-off unacceptable materials at HHWCC. In addition, the type of
waste and action taken (e.g. waste rejected) will be recorded. An example Rejected Waste Log is
included in Appendix B. Unacceptable materials will be identified during the interview and
inspection process performed prior to material unloading and receiving.
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Section 3 ¢ Operations

Table 3-2 Unacceptable Materials

Waste Actions to be taken should the material be encountered

Municipal Solid Waste
(MSW)

Direct generator to Scale House for weigh in and to Transfer Station for subsequent
offloading. Do not perform or allow offloading of unacceptable material at HHWCC.

Special Waste (per
20.9.2.7.5(13) NMAC)

Refer generator to contact Solid Waste Bureau of visit their website for a list of facilities
permitted to accept such waste. Do not perform or allow offloading of unacceptable
material at HHWCC.

Ammunition and
Explosives

Refer generators to the New Mexico State Police, Bernalillo County Sherriff’s Office, or the
City of Albuquerque Police Department. Do not perform or allow offloading of unacceptable
material at HHWCC.

Unstable Chemicals

Under no condition should HHWCC personnel unload or handle unstable chemicals, which
are capable of rapid changes in chemistry and decomposition, including explosions. Items of
concern include, but are not limited to diethyl ether, ethyl ether, tetrahydrofuran (THF), and
organic nitrates. Should this type of material be encountered, HHWCC personnel will contact
a disposal contractor for assistance. The generator will be required to remain on premises
and cooperate with the disposal contractor to remove the material from the site. Do not
perform or allow the generator to offload the unacceptable material at HHWCC.

Radioactive Materials

Refer generators to contact the New Mexico Environment Department, Radiation Control
Bureau to obtain instructions for disposal. Do not perform or allow offloading of
unacceptable material at HHWCC.

Compressed Gas Vessels

Refer generators to a local distributor or vendor for container reuse or disposal options. Do
not perform or allow offloading of the unacceptable material at HHWCC.

Pharmaceuticals
(prescribed)

Refer generators to one of the City Police Department Area Command Substations where
pharmaceutical waste is accepted. Do not perform or allow offloading of unacceptable
materials at HHWCC.

3.2 Waste Handling

3.2.1 Receiving

After entering the site, signage will direct vehicles to HHWCC. An HHW attendant will direct
vehicles to proceed into a drive-through, covered unloading area and perform an interview and
inspection to confirm that the generator is an eligible user of the center and that the material is
acceptable. The interview will consist of a questionnaire required to be completed by the
generator and any additional questions posed by the HHW attendant; a sample questionnaire is
provided in Appendix C. Materials will be inspected prior to unloading to ensure that materials
received are acceptable. In addition, HHW attendants will visually inspect loads for leaking or
damaged containers and for unlabeled/mislabeled containers. Any leaking or damaged
containers will be immediately placed in a leak-proof container or sealed in a plastic bag.
Unlabeled or mislabeled materials will be labeled by the HHW attendant based on information
supplied by the generator.

Generators will be asked to remain in their vehicles and the HHW attendants (donned with
appropriate PPE) will unload acceptable material from eligible user vehicles onto a waste
receiving cart manufactured from plastics or resins. Acceptable HHW will be relocated to a
processing area located inside HHWCC (see Sheet A-101D of Appendix A).

3.2.2 Handling

Received HHW will be sorted and segregated by category (refer to Table 3.1) in the processing
area of HHWCC, based upon information present on container labeling, by an HHW attendant
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Section 3 ¢ Center Operations

donned with appropriate PPE. Should an HHW attendant determine that the appearance or other
waste characteristic indicates the container is mislabeled, the material will be designated as
unknown and held for testing to determine the contents of the container. Following the initial
intake, inventory and categorizing of HHW, materials will be packaged and stored for eventual
transport to a TSD facility, recycler, or solid waste disposal facility that is specifically authorized
to accept the transported waste. All received HHW will be segregated and stored in the
appropriate designated area by the end of day.

The following includes additional handling procedures for specific waste types:

= Aerosols - Aerosol cans will be loose-packed or bulked for transport to a TSD facility.

= Latex Paint - Latex paint container labels will be examined for indications that heavy
metals, such as lead and mercury, are constituents of the paint. Latex paint with labels
that indicate the presence of the heavy metals will be packed for transport to a TSD
facility for disposal. Latex paint without indicators of heavy metals on container labels
may be further examined for possible inclusion in the reuse program.

= Qil-Based Paint - Oil-based paint container labels will be examined for indicators of
hazardous constituents such as heavy metals and PCBs. Oil-based paints with labels
indicating hazardous constituents will be packed for transport to a TSD facility for
disposal.

= Solvents, Fuels, and Other Flammables - Solvents, fuels, and other high-BTU flammable
liquids will be loose-packed for transport to a TSD facility.

= Unknowns - Unknown materials will be categorized by the waste disposal contractor.
Unknown materials will be stored in a designated area, labeled as such, until the waste is
categorized. All unknown waste containers will be labeled as unknown.

HHW attendants/handlers will be responsible for the proper cleanup of any material spilled or
leaked during waste receiving, handling, and packaging. Spill response procedures included in the
Contingency Plan should be implemented when the volume of material spilled or leaked is in
excess of what can be reasonably contained and cleaned up by the attendant/handler.

3.2.3 Packaging

Materials that are incompatible with each other will not be packaged together. HHW handlers will
perform loose packing or bulking of HHW for storage and transport. Procedures for packaging
HHW are included in Tables 3-3 through 3-5 below.

Table 3-3 Household Hazardous Waste Packaging, Container Selection and Labeling

Step Description

1 Determine which containers and absorbent materials are compatible with the waste.

2 If a fiber container is selected, a 6-mil liner is required.

3 Paints and certain aerosol can contents may be bulked into 55-gallon UN-approved metal open-top drums or
similar containers.
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Section 3 ¢ Operations

Table 3-3 Household Hazardous Waste Packaging, Container Selection and Labeling

Step Description
4 Antifreeze and used oil may be bulked into 55-gallon UN-approved metal open-top drums or similar containers;
flammable liquids may be loose-packed.
Prior to packaging HHW, appropriately mark the container with the following:
®  Hazardous or non-hazardous;
"  The Department of Transportation (DOT) hazard class;
5 "  The dates when container filling commenced (when filled, include filling completion date);

"  Indication of the up direction;
®  Ensure container markings and labels are located on container within six inches of each other and
visible; and

®  Labels are clearly visible and are not obscured by markings or attachments.

Table 3-4 Household Hazardous Waste Packaging, Loose Packing

Step Description

Place a 1-inch absorbent layer in the bottom of the loose pack container. Ensure the absorbent material is

1 appropriate for each waste type. The absorbent will function to protect waste containers from physical damage
and to absorb spills/leaks.

Place waste containers upright, ensuring each waste container is closed prior to placing into the loose pack

2 .
container.

3 If loose pack container is equipped with a liner, close and seal liner by taping and fold liner down inside the
container.

4 Securely fasten the loose pack container lid; tape the perimeter of the lid for fiber loose pack containers without
rings.

Table 3-5 Household Hazardous Waste Packaging, Bulking
Step Description
Don appropriate personal protective equipment (PPE), which should at a minimum include the following:

1 tychem suit or equivalent, safety goggles or full-face shield, nitrile or other appropriate protective gloves, full-
face respirator with organic vapors/acid gases cartridges if required, and chemical resistant steel-toe rubber
boots or other appropriate protective footwear/boot covers.

) Be alert and aware of the materials being bulked as well as the contents of the existing drum because severe
reactions may occur if incompatible chemical s are bulked together.

3 Do not fill containers to the top; filled bulk drums require at least 3-inches of headspace for safe handling and
transportation.

4 Do not attempt to open bulging containers; evacuate the area immediately and contact the emergency
coordinator.

5 Place grate on top of bulking drum.

Open individual HHW containers using a can opener or other appropriate device and place container upside

6 down on grate to drain into drum. Use a spatula or other appropriate device to clean out remaining material
from container and properly dispose of empty container.

7 Ensure at least 3-inches of headspace exists in drum; replace and secure lid.

8 Label drum.
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Section 3 ¢ Center Operations

Table 3-5 Household Hazardous Waste Packaging, Bulking

Step Description

9 Clean up bulking area and put away all tools/equipment.

Additional Step for Bulking Latex Paint

Place a non-regulated label on container and assure storage area is above freezing temperatures for bulked
latex paint which includes water-based paint and adhesive materials.

Additional Step for Bulking Used Oil

1

Mark container with words, “Used Qil.” Confirm other waste types that may be bulked into used oil containers

1 . . . .
with disposal contractor prior to bulking.

Additional Steps for Bulking Antifreeze

1 Antifreeze includes materials containing ethylene glycol; keep propylene glycol separate for recycling purposes.
2 Mark container with words, “Used Antifreeze.”
3 Ensure antifreeze is not and does not become contaminated with used oil.

3.3 Management of Waste Vessels

Wastes or materials that are incompatible with each other will not be stored, packaged, or placed
in the same container together. Wastes will be stored in specific areas within HHWCC based on
type/category; all storage areas will be appropriately labeled to identify waste categories and/or
stored materials. Containers used to store and transport HHW will be specifically designed for
that purpose, with containers being both leak-proof and manufactured from a material
compatible with HHW intended to be stored. Furthermore, waste containers will be marked with
the appropriate DOT hazard class and maintained in a covered area with adequate secondary
containment.

HHW personnel will abide by the following procedures when processing/storing materials:

= Storage containers will remain closed except when actively adding waste to containers;

= Storage containers will not be opened, handled, or stored in a manner that might
jeopardize the integrity of the containers;

= Storage containers will be accurately labeled/marked to identify material enclosed and
dates filling was commenced and completed;

= Storage containers will be placed in appropriate storage areas/locations;

= Storage containers/drums will be stored in rows adequately spaced apart to allow for
inspection of labeling, markings, and physical condition of container/drum; and

= Full drums will never be stacked.

[t is anticipated that HHW materials will be consolidated and stored at the center for no more
than 90 or 180 days, dependent on the quantity stored; however, recyclable materials such as oil,
antifreeze, paint, or similar materials may be stored for a period not to exceed twelve months per
20.9.5.8.D NMAC. Stored materials will be shipped to a TSD facility, recycler, or solid waste
disposal facility that is specifically authorized to accept the transported waste once sufficient
quantities warrant transport.
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Section 3 ¢ Operations

Licensed hazardous waste disposal contractors will be used to transport/haul and dispose of
HHW consolidated at HHWCC. All transporters will have a current permit to transport the HHW
as well as meet any applicable insurance requirement(s).

3.3.1 Bulging Container Management

Never attempt to open, move, or vent a bulging container; contact the hazardous waste disposal
contractor for instructions on how to proceed. Waste containers are designed to contain low

pressures and when pressurized, they pose serious health and safety hazards. Attempting to
open, move, or vent a container with pressure may result in serious injury or death. The primary
indicators for a bulging container include:

= Appearance - The top or bottom appears to bulge outward. Bulging sides or seams
indicate the container is under extreme pressure. It is important to note that although a
container may not exhibit bulging, it may still contain significant pressure within.

= Pressure Accumulation Under Lid - When trying to depress the lid slightly with the
palm of your hand, the lid should easily depress for a container with no pressure but it
will be difficult to depress the lid for a container with pressure.

= Sound - When the lid of a container with no pressure is tapped in the center lightly, a low
or hollow sound will be emitted. If a high-pitched tone is emitted, the container may have
pressure. If a hissing sound is observed, this may indicate pressure escaping from the
container, which should not be approached.

3.4 Reuse

HHWCC will host a Reuse Room, which is intended to reduce waste and encourage beneficial
reuse, where eligible material accepted at HHWCC may be made available to the public at no cost.
Materials that may be made available in the Reuse Room include paints, solvents, motor oil,
antifreeze, various automotive fluids, household cleaners, and fertilizers and other non-
hazardous lawn and garden products. At the discretion of the SWMD, materials may be added or
removed from the list of eligible reuse materials. Materials eligible for reuse must arrive at
HHW(CC in good condition, with intact and legible labels, and in containers at least half-full.
Potentially eligible materials will be examined to ensure that the material is usable and container
contents match the label.

3.5 Alternative Waste Handling

HHWCC will operate as an all-weather center under normal circumstances; however, in the event
of a temporary disruption to services, HHWCC will not accept HHW materials until normal
operations resume. HHW loads will be refused and generators may be asked to return at a later
time, be directed to the tipping floor of the Transfer Station Building and be charged an MSW
tipping fee, or may be referred to another center as determined by personnel on a case-by-case
basis.
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Section 3 ¢ Center Operations
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Section 4

Preparedness and Prevention

4.1 Center Design, Features, and Operations

HHWCC is designed and will be constructed, maintained, and operated to minimize the potential
of a fire, explosion, or releases of HHW to the environment. HHWCC design includes a covered
drive-through lane for unloading, a covered and bermed bulking area, a fire alarm and
suppression system, emergency shower and eye wash stations, and material storage areas
located indoors. Prior to acceptance of waste, HHWCC personnel interview generators and
inspect loads to ensure only acceptable materials from eligible users are unloaded and any
leaking or damaged material vessels are contained. Center access will be restricted to controlled
areas and smoking will be strictly prohibited in all areas of the center.

4.2 Equipment and Supplies

At a minimum, HHWCC will have the following equipment and supplies available at the center, at
all times:

=  Fire alarm pull stations;

= Internal communication or alarm system capable of providing immediate emergency
instruction to center personnel;

= Telephone, two-way radio, or other device capable of contacting emergency assistance
from the City Police and Fire Departments, and other State and local emergency response
agencies;

=  PPE including, at a minimum, tyvek/tychem suits or equivalent, safety goggles or full-face
shield, nitrile or other appropriate protective gloves, and chemical resistant steel-toe
rubber boots or other appropriate protective footwear/boot covers;

= Emergency shower and eye wash station;

= Spill response materials/supplies;

= Dry chemical, fire extinguishers with ABC rating; and
= Fire alarm and suppression system.

4.3 Health and Safety

Practices and procedures that promote a safe working environment will be performed at HHWCC,
including properly segregating and storing the various categories of HHW and donning the
appropriate PPE. Health and safety hazards at HHWCC may include:

= Trips, slips, and falls;
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Section 4 e Preparedness and Prevention

= Cuts, abrasions, and punctures;

= [nhalation of harmful substances;

= Ingestion of harmful substances; and
= Corrosive materials.

4.4 Personal Protective Equipment

Safety precautions include donning the appropriate PPE for the task to be performed. PPE will be
required to be worn by HHWCC personnel when handling and consolidating materials, as listed
below.

= [Initial Inspection and Unloading - PPE required for the initial inspection and unloading
of waste from a vehicle of an eligible user of the center includes the following at a
minimum:
0 Safety Glasses with side shields, or equivalent eye protection;
0 Nitrile gloves, or equivalent;
0 Steel-toe boots, or equivalent; and
0 Tyvek suite, or equivalent (optional).
=  Waste Sorting, Segregating, and Packaging - PPE required for sorting and segregating
received wastes includes, at a minimum, the items listed above for initial inspection and
unloading.
= Bulking - PPE required when bulking materials include, at a minimum, include the
following:
0 Tychem suite, or equivalent;
0 Safety goggles or full-face shield;
0 Nitrile gloves, or equivalent; and
0 Chemical resistant steel-toe, rubber boots, or equivalent.

4.5 Maintenance and Testing

Communications and alarm systems, fire alarm and suppression systems, spill response
equipment, and all other required equipment and supplies (see Subsection 4.2) will be
maintained and tested/inspected on a regular basis to ensure equipment is operational and
sufficient supplies are available for an imminent or actual emergency situation.

4.6 Contingencies

In the event of an imminent or actual emergency situation, the Contingency Plan maintained at
the Scale House and Administration Building will be implemented. All Transfer Station personnel
will be trained on emergency contingency procedures and a copy of the Contingency Plan and
documentation of training will be maintained in the Administration Building located onsite per
20.9.5.8.B(7) NMAC. Emergency agencies will be provided with copies of the Contingency Plan and
should the plan be replaced or revised at a later date, a copy of the new or revised plan will be
distributed to emergency agencies.

The NMED SWB will be notified within 24 hours of a spill, fire, flood, explosion, or similar
event at the Transfer Station per 20.9.5.8.B(4) NMAC.
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Section 5

Written and Electronic Operating Records

The HHWCC supervisor shall be responsible for complying with all of the recordkeeping
requirements listed in 20.9.5.16 NMAC. For each day of operations, a "Daily Operating Record"
shall be completed that identifies:

= Waste type, quantity (weight or volume), and origin;
= Arecord of load inspections;

= A description of handling problems;

= Any and all testing results;

= Plans for operations, contingencies, detection and identification of unauthorized waste, and
documentation regarding the implementation of these plans; and

= Contingencies and deviations from this Plan.

Additional operating record information is found in Exhibit 7, Record Keeping and Annual
Reports of the Permit Application.

All records of incoming and outgoing waste will be maintained as determined by SWMD. Waste
shipping manifests will be used for all outgoing, transported waste. Waste shipping manifests will
include facility and owner information, a description of the hazard class of wastes, package types
and counts, total quantity, transporter, and destination. Waste shipping manifests are anticipated
to be signed by the TSD facility and returned within 45 days. Manifests will be maintained onsite,
in hard copy format for at least three years after finalization, after which the manifests will be
stored electronically in portable document format (PDF). Transporters will be required to
provide their permit and insurance certificates, copies of which will be retained by HHWCC.

All reports, forms, inspections, monitoring and test results, and other operating records will be
retained onsite in hard copy form for at least 13 months prior to electronically storing. Electronic
files will be maintained onsite in a manner that is accessible to site personnel and inspectors. Six
months after written records have been converted to the electronic file system, the written
records will be removed from the paper filing system.

Electronic files will be stored as a PDF file; should PDF files become outdated or incompatible
with current computer hardware, electronic files will be converted to a compatible format for
viewing purposes to ensure their availability for review throughout the post-closure care period.
Electronic files will be continuously backed up via an internal intranet server with access
available at the Transfer Station.

The SWMD will submit an annual report for the Edith Transfer Station & Convenience Center to
NMED SWB no later than February 14 of the following year. These annual records will be
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Section 5 e Written and Electronic Operating Records

maintained throughout the post-closure period. All records, including engineering plans and the
permit application, will be maintained in the Administrative Building and will be made available

upon request by the Secretary of the NMED.

On
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Appendix A

Drawing Sheet A-101D
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Appendix A ¢ Drawing Sheet A-101D
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Appendix B

Example Rejected Waste Log
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Appendix B ¢ Example Rejected Waste Log
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Edith Transfer Station & Convenience Center
Household Hazardous Waste Collection Center

Rejected Waste Log

Instructions to HHWCC Attendant: If a generator arrives at the Household Hazardous Waste Collection Center with one of the unacceptable materials listed in Table 3-2 of the HHWCC Operations Plan
(Section 3.1.3), record the following information below when possible and perform actions described in Table 3-2 of the HHWCC Operations Plan.

Date Generator Information (Name, Address, Phone Number): Vehicle Information (Description and License Plate):
Time

HHWCC Attendant:

Unacceptable Waste Rejected (provide description): Action Taken (describe):

Date Generator Information (Name, Address, Phone Number): Vehicle Information (Description and License Plate):
Time

HHWCC Attendant:

Unacceptable Waste Rejected (provide description): Action Taken (describe):

Date Generator Information (Name, Address, Phone Number): Vehicle Information (Description and License Plate):
Time

HHWCC Attendant:

Unacceptable Waste Rejected (provide description): Action Taken (describe):
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Example Center User Questionnaire
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Edith Transfer Station & Convenience Center
Household Hazardous Waste Collection Center

Facility User Questionnaire

Please print:

Date:

Name:

Street Address (no P.O. box):

City: Zip Code: Phone:

Please answer the following by checking the appropriate box: Yes No
Are you a City of Albuquerque resident?
Are you a Bernalillo County resident?
Are the wastes brought for disposal from your home?

Please identify wastes brought for disposal by checking the appropriate box(es). If necessary, please provide a description.
Check if brought: Description (if necessary):

Latex/Water-Based Paints

Oil Based Paints, Finishes, or Stains|

Flammable Solvents or Fuels

Aerosol Spray Cans

Pesticides, Herbicides, or Poisons

Automotive Antifreeze

Automotive/Motor Oil or Lubricants

Corrosives, Cleaners, or Photographic Chemicals/Solutions

Automotive and Marine Batteries/Lead-Acid Batteries|

Oxidizers, Fertilizers, or Pool Chemicals

Other (please describe)

| certify that the material | am bringing into the Edith Transfer Station & Convenience Center, Household Hazardous Waste Collection
Center for reuse, recycling, and/or ultimate disposal are not biomedical, radioactive, pyrophoric (spontaneously reactive when in
contact with air), ammunition, or explosive materials. | further certify that the information provided on this form is accurate and the
materials that | have brought are household generated wastes and are what | have described them to be on this form.

Signature: Date:
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September 8, 2017 Project No.:  16-66991
Clark W. Davis, AIA Company: JRMA
Salahuddin K. Mohammad, P.E./Kennard F. Kosky, Email: clarkd@jrma.com
P.E.

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS OF ETS

INTRODUCTION

Golder Associates Inc. (Golder) was contracted to review the potential air quality related impact

assessments summarized in the North Valley Health Impact Assessment (HVHIA) (Hudspeth, W. et. al.,

2015) for the proposed Edith Transfer Station and Convenient Center prepared in August 2015 and provide

comments. The NVHIA conclusions are as follows:

No air quality data was provided to support the City of Albuquerque (COA) claims that the
ETS will benefit the general community because of a decrease in overall air pollution;

Air pollution from increased diesel emissions and WTS operations in the impacted
community will increase.

Monitored concentrations for particulate matter at the monitor nearest to the site have
almost exceeded EPA's current standard of 150 ug/m? on several occasions.

Although the affected neighborhoods comprise only 2.7% of Bernalillo County’s population,
more than 15% of facilities permitted to emit air pollutants are located within a 2-mile radius
of the proposed WTS site.

With the opening of a new baseball field across the street from the proposed site, children
who are playing Little League will be adversely impacted by the air pollution from the ETS.

Golder has reviewed the facts presented in the NVHIA in support of the above conclusions, the permit

application for the ETS and Convenient Center submitted to the New Mexico Environment Department in

September 2016 (CDM Smith), other related documents such as the COA Environmental Health

Department response to the NVHIA comments, and has also performed air pollutant emissions estimation

and air quality impact analysis in order to assess potential air quality impacts that could be caused by the

proposed ETS and Convenient Center.

This technical memorandum provide a summary of Golder's assessment.
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AIR QUALITY IN BERNALILLO COUNTY

Golder obtained existing air quality monitoring data for the criteria air pollutants (pollutants with existing
ambient air quality standards) from EPA’s Air Data website, which summarizes air quality data collected at
outdoor monitors across the US. Golder obtained data from the monitors in Bernalillo County and the most
recent 5-year period including partial data for 2017. Data for the following pollutants and monitoring stations

were reviewed:

B PMaio (24-hour)
® Del Norte High (ID 350010023)
@ South Valley (ID 350010029)
® Jefferson (ID 350010026)
® Bernalillo City Hall (ID 350430001)
B PMz2s(24-hour and annual)
® Del Norte High (ID 350010023)
@® South Valley (ID 350010029)
® South East Heights (ID 350010024)
B NO:2 (1-hour and annual)
® Del Norte High (ID 350010023)
B SO2(1-hour)
® Del Norte High (ID 350010023)
B Ozone (8-hour)
® Del Norte High (ID 350010023)
@® South Valley (ID 350010029)
® Foothills (ID 350011012)
Except for the annual average National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for nitrogen dioxide (NO2),
for all other pollutants and averaging times mentioned above, the NAAQS is based on average monitoring
data for a period of 3 years. The NAAQS for annual average NO2 is based on individual annual average

values. The monitoring data is summarized in Table 1 below and compared to the NAAQS.

Table 1 — Air Quality Monitoring Data in Bernalillo County

Pollutant/Averaging . 3-Year Average NAAQS
Time Monitor (ug/m?) (ug/m?)
Del Norte High 80.7 150
PMio — 24-Hr Average South Valley 112.7 150
Jefferson 103.3 150
Del Norte High 11.7 35
PM2s — 24-Hr Average South Valley 18.7 35
South East Heights 18.0 35
PM2s — Annual-Average Del Norte High 5.4 12

i Golder
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South Valley 7.5 12
South East Heights 5.2 12
NO2z — 1-Hour Average Del Norte High 43.3 188
NO2 — Annual Average Del Norte High 21.7 100
SOz — 1-Hour Average Del Norte High 14.8 196
Del Norte High 130.2 137
Ozone — 8-Hour Average South Valley 130.2 137
Foothills 126.3 137

As shown in Table 1, the existing air quality in Bernalillo County for PMio, PM25s, SO2, NO2, and ozone
complies with the NAAQS. Individual yearly monitoring data are presented in Tables A-1 through A-5 in
Attachment A. As shown in Table A-1, maximum 24-hour average PMio concentration monitored at the
South Valley and Jefferson sites in 2016 exceeded the NAAQS of 150 pg/m3. The 3-year average however
is below the NAAQS and based on the available data, the maximum 24-hour average concentration for

2017 for South Valley and Jefferson are 84 and 85 ug/ms3, respectively.

Since the operation of the proposed ETS and Convenient Center will decrease air pollutant emissions in

Bernalillo County, overall air quality is expected to improve.

EFFECT ON AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS DUE TO ETS

The operation of the ETS will alter handling of the waste for the public in City of Albuquerque and also
handling of the Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) collected by government and private haulers. For example,
the City waste collection vehicles currently collect waste from various parts of the City and travel to the
Cerro Colorado Landfill, located approximately 20 miles from the City multiple times each day to offload the
waste. With the proposed ETS operating, these collection vehicles will travel to the ETS instead to offload
the waste. Although larger waste transfer vehicles will be transferring the waste from ETS to the Cerro
Colorado landfill, there will actually be a reduction in vehicle miles travelled as a result of the change in the

waste handling.

Golder reviewed the change in the operation of vehicles associated with the ETS, which are summarized
below:
B Existing Condition
® Collection Vehicles to Landfill (268 roundtrips/day)
® Collection Vehicles to/from ETS (156 roundtrips/day)
® Employee Vehicles to ETS (351 roundtrips/day)
B With ETS Operating
® Transfer Trailers to Landfill (65 roundtrips/day)
® Collection Vehicles to ETS (268 roundtrips/day)
® Collection Vehicles to/from ETS (156 roundtrips/day)
® Public Vehicles to ETS (225 roundtrips/day)

* Golder
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® Employee Vehicles to ETS (351 roundtrips/day)

Based on the trip details and an approximate average distance travelled per trip, Golder estimated that a
total of 1.6 million vehicle travel miles will be saved per year as a result of the operation of the proposed
ETS. Note that the estimation is based on an average roundtrip distance of 40 miles for vehicles travelling
from the ETS to the Landfill and an average roundtrip distance of 4 miles for all other vehicles to and from
the ETS.

Using readily available emissions factors for gaseous and particulate matter from the Updated Emission
Factors of Air Pollutants from Vehicle Operations in GREET Using MOVES document (Argonne National
Laboratory, 2013), Golder estimated reduction in air emissions as a result in reduction of the vehicle miles
travelled. This document presents vehicle model year-based emission factors of various air pollutants from
vehicle operation activities involving various vehicle technologies, using the EPA’s latest mobile-source
emission factor model, the Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator (MOVES) (EPA, 2013a). The lifetime mileage-
weighted average emission factors for vehicles of each model year between 1990 and 2020 and for NOx,
CO, VOC, SO2, methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N20), exhaust PM1o and PMzs, and tire and brake wear
PM1o and PM2s are available in the document. The document however does not present emission factor
for carbon dioxide (CO2). To estimate the CO2 emissions, Golder relied on estimated fuel consumption by
the vehicles and emission factor from Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 98, Mandatory Reporting of
GHGs. Based on Energy Information Administration’s average fuel consumption data, an average fuel
economy of 6.5 miles per gallon for heavy-duty trucks was used to estimate the CO2 emissions from fuel

combusted by the vehicles associated with the ETS.

Fugitive PM1o and PMzs emissions are also generated by the movement of vehicles on paved road
surfaces. Golder estimated these emissions by using the methodologies contained in EPA’'s Compilation
of Air Pollutant Emissions Factors (AP-42) document Chapter 13.2.1 (Paved Roads). The estimated annual

emissions with current condition and with the ETS operating are summarized below in Table 2.

Table 2 — Air Emissions Reduction Due to ETS Operation

co NOx SO, VOC PM1o PMas GHGs
(bfyr) | (blyr) | (biyr) | abiyr) | (biyr) | (biyr) | ablyr COze)
Current 7,559 | 17,324 94 1,359 | 169,836 | 25,695 | 11,302,363
Condition
With ETS 6,211 | 7,930 74 670 | 161,073 | 24,266 | 5,851,358
operating
Reduction 1,348 9,394 20 689 8,763 | 1,429 | 5,451,005

% Golder
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As shown in Table 2, a reduction in air pollutant emissions is expected as a result of the proposed ETS

operating. This reduction in emissions is expected to occur in the geographical area containing the COA
and the Cerro Colorado Landfill. Note that NOx and VOCs are precursors to ground-level ozone formation.
Therefore, reduction in NOx and VOC emissions should also decrease formation of ground-level ozone in

the area. Detailed emissions estimation are presented in Tables B-1 and B-2 of Attachment B.

EFFECT ON AIR QUALITY DUE TO ETS

There will be a change in vehicle traffic pattern as a result of the proposed ETS operation and although an
overall decrease in air pollutant emissions is expected in the large area containing the COA and the Cerro
Colorado Landfill, a small increase in air emissions is expected in the near vicinity of the ETS. The increase

is due to the following facts:

B The collection vehicles currently making round trips to the Landfill will be making roundtrips
to the ETS

B Public vehicles will be making roundtrips to the ETS

B New transfer trailers will be operating to and from the ETS

In order to estimate the increase in air emissions within the near vicinity of the ETS, Golder assumed a 2-
mile radius area around the ETS and followed the same procedure used in estimating air emissions over
the larger activity area. The only difference between the two is the distance travelled by the vehicles

travelling between the ETS and the Landfill.

The following Table 3 summarizes the estimated annual emissions within a 2-mile radis area around the
ETS.

Table 3 — Air Emissions Within 2-Mile Area of ETS

co NOx SO, VOC PMuo PMa.s GHGs

(Ib/yr) (Ib/yr) (Ib/yr) (Ib/yr) (Ib/yr) (Ib/yr) | (Ib/yr COze)

Current 2,537 5,815 32 456 43,638 | 6,619 | 3,793,934
Condition

With ETS 5602 | 6741 68 577 | 45568 | 6925 | 5,075761
operating

Increase 3,155 926 36 121 1,930 306 1,281,827

As shown in Table 3, a small increase in air pollutant emissions is expected in the near vicinity of the ETS.

In order to predict what effect on air quality the increase in PM1o and PM2s emissions may have in the near
vicinity, Golder performed air dispersion modeling using the EPA’'s AERMOD regulatory air dispersion
model and following the EPA guidance and methodology used for air permit applications. It was also

conservatively assumed that the increase in particulate matter emissions are concentrated only on the

@ Golder
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heavy vehicle route from the ETS to the Landfill following Interstate-25 and Interstate-40. Fugitive

particulate matter emissions will also be generated inside the ETS building due to handling of waste.
Although the proposed ETS building will be completely enclosed and equipped with air filtration units on
the building roof, it was conservatively assumed that approximately 10% of the fugitive dust may escape
through the building vents. It was estimated that approximately 40 Ibs of PM1o or PM2.s emissions per year
could be emitted by the building vents. As a conservative approach, the building vent emissions were also

included in the air quality modeling.

The most recent version of the AERMOD model (Version 16216r) was used in the analysis. A 5-year
AERMOD-ready meteorological data set for the period 2001 to 2005 was obtained from the New Mexico
Environment Department. The 5-year data set is made of hourly surface data and upper air data from the

Albuquerque International Airport.

The PMi1o and PMzs emissions from vehicles on the transportation route within the 2-mile study area (ETS
to Landfill using 1-25 and I-40) were modeled as line-volume sources according to the recommendations by
EPA’s Haul Road Workgroup Final Report (March 2012). The building vent PM1o and PM2.s emissions were
modeled as a point source. Maximum 24-hour average PM1o and PMzs concentrations were predicted
using a Cartesian receptor grid made of 250 meter spaced receptors placed over the 2-mile study area and
also a fenceline grid made of 100 m spaced receptors placed around the transportation route at a distance
of 50 m from the road and extending up to 200 m from the road. The emissions were assumed to occur
during daytime hours of 6 am to 6 pm. The AERMOD model was executed with urban dispersion option

and the maximum model-predicted concentrations are summarized below in Table 4.

Table 4 — AERMOD-Predicted PM1o and PM25s Concentrations within 2-Mile Area of ETS

MaX|mch:m 24-Hour Average Significant Impact Level
oncentration
PM2s
PM1o (8™ highest averaged
(Highest) over a period of 5-years) PMio PM2s
(ug/m3) (ug/m?) (ug/m?) (ug/m3)
1.9 0.3 5.0 1.2*

*Currently vacated by EPA

As shown, the maximum model-predicted concentrations are significantly below the significant impact
levels. Note that due to a recent court order, EPA has vacated the 24-hour average significant impact level
for PM2s. However, the level can still be used to assess the severity of model-predicted concentration.
According to EPA modeling guidelines, if the maximum impact due to the project is below the significant
impact level, the project is considered to be insignificant in terms of its capability to cause or contribute to

any violation of the NAAQS. Therefore, despite the conservative nature of assuming all emissions increase
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occurring from one particular transportation route, the small increase in particulate matter emissions within

the 2-mile area of the ETS will have an insignificant contribution to the air quality in the region.

Detailed emissions estimation and maximum 24-hour average PM1o and PM2s concentration contours are

presented in Attachment C.

HEALTH IMPACTS IN THE NEW BASEBALL FIELD NEAR ETS

Although the NVHIA predicted adverse health impacts children who will be playing Little League in the new
baseball field across the street, the air quality modeling analyses for PM10 and PM2.5 demonstrates that
the maximum 24-hour average concentrations are well below the significant impact levels. These
concentrations were predicted to occur on the ETS property boundary and therefore, the concentrations at
the baseball field across the street will be lesser. The children who will be using the baseball field will also
be exposed to the emissions from the ETS for only the hours spent at the baseball field. The model-
predicted concentrations on the other hand are based on a daily 12-hour exposure to the emissions and
the worst-case meteorological conditions over a period of 5 years. Golder concludes with reasonable
assurance that adverse health effects such as asthma and respiratory problems, which could be caused by
particulate matter emissions, would not occur to the users of the baseball field as a result of the proposed

ETS operation.

% Golder
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Table A-1: Summary of 24-Hour PM10 Measurements in Vicinity of the proposed Edith Transfer Station and Convenience Center, 2013 to 2016

Concentration (pg/m®)
Distance from 24-Hour ©
Site No. Location the ETS Measurement Period 2nd 3-year
(km) Year Months Highest Highest Average of 2nd Highest
PM;, AAQS NA 150
350010023 Del Norte High 4.25 2017° Jan-Mar 37.0 37.0 48.0
4700a San Mateo Ne 2016 Jan-Dec 98.0 63.0 71.0
Albuguerque, NM 2015 Jan-Dec 61.0 44.0 80.7
2014 Jan-Dec 118.0 106.0
2013 Jan-Dec 104.0 92.0
350010026 Jefferson 3.13 2017 Jan-Mar 99.0 85.0 100.0
3700 Singer 2016 Jan-Dec 191.0 159.0 112.7
Albuquerque, NM 2015 Jan-Dec 61.0 56.0 92.3
2014 Jan-Dec 127.0 123.0
2013 Jan-Dec 114.0 98.0
350010029 South Valley 12.3 2017 Jan-Mar 117.0 84.0 103.3
201 Prosperity Se 2016 Jan-Dec 240.0 187.0 97.7
Albuquerque, NM 2015 Jan-Dec 40.0 39.0 62.3
2014 Jan-Dec 70.0 67.0
2013 Jan-Dec 93.0 81.0
350430001 Bernalillo City Hall 20.7 2014 Jan-Dec 21.0 20.0
Albuquerque, NM 2013 Jan-Dec 25.0 22.0

Note: NA = not applicable.

AAQS = ambient air quality standard.

% The 24-hour PM,, standard is met when the highest value of each year is less than 150 ug/m3.

® Annual statistics for 2017 are not final until May 1, 2018.

Source: Monitor Values Report from EPA AirData website, 2013-2017.
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Table A-2: Summary of 24-Hour PM2.5 Measurements in Vicinity of the proposed Edith Transfer Station and Convenience Center, 2013 to 2016

Concentration (ug/m?)
Distance from 24-Hour? Annual ®
Site No. Location the ETS Measurement Period 98-th 3-Year
(km) Year Months Highest Percentile Average Mean

PM,s AAQS NA 35 12
350010023 Del Norte High 4.25 2016 Jan-Dec 11.7 11.0 11.3 4.2
4700a San Mateo Ne 2015 Jan-Dec 11.0 10.0 11.7 4.6
Albuquerque, NM 2014 Jan-Dec 13.5 13.0 5.5
2013 Jan-Dec 12.0 12.0 6.1
350010029 South Valley 12.3 2016 Jan-Dec 24.2 15.0 17.3 6.2
201 Prosperity Se 2015 Jan-Dec 24.2 17.0 18.7 6.4
Albuquerque, NM 2014 Jan-Dec 23.2 20.0 7.4
2013 Jan-Dec 24.9 19.0 8.7

350010024 South East Heights 8.37 2016° Jan-Dec No Data No Data
6000 Anderson Avenue Se 2015 Jan-Dec 15.6 16.0 18.0 5.2
Albuquerque, NM 2014 Jan-Dec 34.4 23.0 5.5
2013 Jan-Dec 14.8 15.0 4.9

Note: NA = not applicable.
AAQS = ambient air quality standard.

 The 24-hour PM, 5 standard is met when the 98th percentile of the daily values is less than 35 pg/m?.
® The annual PM, 5 standard is met when the annual average is less than 12 pg/m’.
° No data for 2016

Source: Monitor Values Report from EPA AirData website, 2013-2017.
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Table A-3: Summary of 1-Hour and Annual NO, Measurements in Vicinity of the proposed Edith Transfer Station and Convenience Center, 2013 to 2016

Concentration (ug/m®)
Distance from 1-Hour Annual
Site No. Location the ETS Measurement Period 2nd 3-Year
(km) Year Months Highest  Highest 98th Percentile® Average Average b
NO, AAQS NA NA 188 100
350010023 Del Norte High 4.25 2016 Jan-Dec 51.0 48.0 43.0 427 16.8
4700a San Mateo Ne 2015 Jan-Dec 48.0 47.0 43.0 43.3 20.8
Albuquerque, NM 2014 Jan-Dec 46.0 46.0 42.0 22.0
2013 Jan-Dec 52.0 48.0 45.0 22.2

Note: NA = not applicable.
AAQS = ambient air quality standard.

2 The 1-hour NO, standard is met when the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily 1-hour maximum values is less than 189 pg/m>.
® The annual NO, standard is met when annual average is less than 100 ug/m?>.

Source: Monitor Values Report from EPA AirData website, 2013-2017.
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Table A-4: Summary of 1-Hour and Annual SO, Measurements in Vicinity of the proposed Edith Transfer Station and Convenience Center, 2013 to 2016

Concentration (ug/m?®)
Distance from 1-Hour
Site No. Location the ETS Measurement Period 2nd 99th 3-year
(km) Year Months Highest Highest Percentile Average®
SO, AAQS NA NA 196
350010023 Del Norte High 4.25 2017 Jan-Dec 10.2 10.0 10.5 13.1
4700a San Mateo Ne 2016 Jan-Dec 17.6 17.3 15.7 14.8
Albuguerque, NM 2015 Jan-Dec 17.3 14.7 131 131
2014 Jan-Dec 152.5 14.7 15.7
2013 Jan-Dec 13.1 12.8 10.5

Note: NA = not applicable.
AAQS = ambient air quality standard.

2 The 1-hour NO, standard is met when the 3-year average of the 99th percentile of the daily 1-hour maximum values is less than 196 pg/m".

Source: Monitor Values Report from EPA AirData website, 2013-2017.
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Table A-5: Summary of 8-Hour O; Measurements in Vicinity of the proposed Edith Transfer Station and Convenience Center, 2013 to 2016

Concentration (pg/m?’)
Distance from the proposed 8-Hour ®
Site No. Location ETS and Convenience Center Measurement Period 4th 3-year
(km) Year Months Highest Highest Average
Ozone AAQS NA 137

350010023 Del Norte High 4.25 2016 Jan-Dec 145.3 137.4 130.2
4700a San Mateo Ne 2015 Jan-Dec 129.6 125.6 128.2

Albuquerque, NM 2014 Jan-Dec 139.4 127.6

2013 Jan-Dec 137.4 131.5
350010029 South Valley 12.3 2016 Jan-Dec 139.4 131.5 130.2
201 Prosperity Se 2015 Jan-Dec 1335 125.6 127.6

Albuguerque, NM 2014 Jan-Dec 143.3 133.5

2013 Jan-Dec 129.6 123.7
350011012 Foothills 13.0 2016 Jan-Dec 135.4 127.6 126.3
8901 Lowell Ne 2015 Jan-Dec 125.6 119.7 125.6

Albuquerque, NM 2014 Jan-Dec 139.4 131.5

2013 Jan-Dec 137.4 125.6

Note: NA = not applicable.
AAQS = ambient air quality standard.

% The 8-hour O, standard is met when the 3-year average of the annual 4th highest of the daily concentration is less than 137 pg/ms.

Source: Monitor Values Report from EPA AirData website, 2013-2017.
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TABLE B-1
ESTIMATION OF EMISSIONS FOR VEHICLE TRAFFIC RELATED TO THE ETS OPERATION
PROJECT: ETS
Annual MOVES Matching Vehicle Type Vehicle Movement Engine
Daily Operating Max. Haul Vehicle Weight Type Total Miles A a — Pollutants from Vehicle Exhaust and Tire & Brake Wear on Paved Road ° Exhaust
Round Roundtrip UTNAT PMy, PMy; PM,s PM,s Total Total GHG
Vehicle Trips Distance Days Weight Type Range of fuel Travelled CcO NOy SO, Exhaust  TBW  Exhaust TBW VOC CH4 N20 PMqo PM, : Cco,° PMq PM, < (CO2e)
(trips/day) (mile) (daylyr) (Ib) (Ib) (VMT/yr)
Lifetime Mileage-Weighted Average Air Pollutant Emissions Factors (g/mile) ®
HDDV8b >60,000 Diesel 1.0344 2.3708 0.0129 0.0269 0.0741 0.0261 0.0190 0.1859 0.1882 0.0024
HDDV8a 33,601-60,000 Diesel 1.0344 2.3708 0.0129 0.0269 0.0741 0.0261 0.0190 0.1859 0.1882 0.0024
HDGV3 33,601-60,000 Gasoline 5.4881 0.3560 0.0618 0.0134 0.0258 0.0124 0.0066 0.1212 0.0247 0.0149
LDGV 33,601-60,000 Gasoline 2.8656 0.1205 0.0503 0.0077 0.0180 0.0071 0.0046 0.0617 0.0106 0.0067
Total Emissions (tons/yr)
Existing
Collection Vehicles to Landfill 268 40 260 38,000 HDDV8a 33,601-60,000 Diesel 2,787,200 3.18 7.28 0.04 0.08 0.23 0.08 0.06 0.57 0.58 0.0074 79.56 11.934
Collection Vehicles to/from ETS 156 4 260 38,000 HDDV8a 33,601-60,000 Diesel 162,240 0.18 0.42 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 4.63 0.69
Public Vehicles to ETS 0 0 260 12,500 HDGV3 10,001-14,000 Gasoline 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Employee Vehicles to ETS 351 4 260 4,000 LDGV -- Gasoline 365,040 0.42 0.95 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.08 0.00 0.36 0.05
3,314,480 3.78 8.66 0.05 0.10 0.27 0.10 0.07 0.68 0.69 0.01 84.55 12.68 5,631.4 84.92 12.85 5,651.2
With ETS Operating
Transfer Trailers to Landfill 65 40 260 86,400 HDDV8b >60,000 Diesel 676,000 0.77 1.77 0.01 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.01 0.14 0.14 0.00 66.16 9.92 1.26
Collection Vehicles to ETS 268 4 260 38,000 HDDV8a 33,601-60,000 Diesel 278,720 0.32 0.73 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.06 0.00 7.96 1.193 0.36
Collection Vehicles to/from ETS 156 4 260 38,000 HDDV8a 33,601-60,000 Diesel 162,240 0.18 0.42 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 4.63 0.69 0.00
Public Vehicles to ETS 225 4 260 12,500 HDGV3 10,001-14,000 Gasoline 234,000 1.42 0.09 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.00 1.26 0.19 0.00
Employee Vehicles to ETS 351 4 260 4,000 LDGV -- Gasoline 365,040 0.42 0.95 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.08 0.00 0.36 0.05 0.00
1,716,000 3.11 3.96 0.04 0.05 0.13 0.05 0.03 0.34 0.31 0.01 80.36 12.05 2,915.5 80.54 12.13 2,925.7
Reduction in emissions with ETS operating 1,598,480 0.67 4.70 0.010 0.05 0.14 0.05 0.04 0.34 0.37 0.00 4.19 0.63 2,715.8 4.38 0.71 2,725.5

? Lifetime mileage-weighted average model year based emission factors from Updated Emission Factors of Air Pollutants from Vehicle Operations in GREET Using MOVES, Argonne National Laboratory, 2013.

® Emissions estimated based on methodology from Chapter 13.2.1 of EPA's AP-42, COmpilation of Air Pollutant EMissions Factors. Se Table B-2.

¢ Emissions calculations for CO2:

Calculation of CO2:

Calculation of CO2:

ETS Traffic Emissions 090817.xlsx

3,314,480
6.5
509,920
7.10
19,300.00
69,874.34
161.19
5,631.4

1,716,000
6.5
264,000
7.10
19,300.00
36,175.92
161.19
2,915.5

miles/year

miles/gallon (EIA, Motor Vehicle Mileage, Fuel Consumption, and Fuel Economy, 1949-2010).

gallons/year
Ib/gallon
Btu//lb
MMBtu/year

Ib CO2/MMBtu Table C-1 40 CFR Part 98

tons/year

miles/year

miles/gallon (EIA, Motor Vehicle Mileage, Fuel Consumption, and Fuel Economy, 1949-2010).

gallons/year
Ib/gallon
Btu//lb
MMBtu/year

Ib CO2/MMBtu Table C-1 40 CFR Part 98

tons/year
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TABLE B-2

PROJECT: ETS

ESTIMATION OF PM EMISSION FACTORS AND RATES FOR VEHICLE TRAFFIC ON PAVED ROADS

Existing Condition

Future with ETS Operating

Collection Collection Transfer Transfer Collection
Vehicles to Vehicles Employee Trailersto  Trailers to Vehicles Public Employee
Parameters Landfill to/from ETS  Vehicles Landfill ETS to/from ETS  Vehicles Vehicles
Vehicle Data ®
Average vehicle weight (W), tons 19.0 19.0 2.0 43.2 19.0 19.0 6.3 2.0
Basis for vehicle kilometers traveled (VKT)
Activity, hours Daily 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24
days Annual 260 260 260 260 260 260 260 260
Number of vehicles Daily 268 156 351 65 268 156 225 351
Annual 69,680 40,560 91,260 16,900 69,680 40,560 58,500 91,260
Distance traveled/route ® One-way Trip (mi) 20 DRAFT 2 2 20 2 2 2 2
Round Trip (mi) 40 4 4 40 4 4 4 4
VMT (no. vehicles x miles traveled per trip) Daily 10,720 624 1,404 2,600 1,072 624 900 1,404
Annual 2,787,200 162,240 365,040 676,000 278,720 162,240 234,000 365,040
VKT (no. vehicles x miles traveled per trip) Daily 6,657 388 872 1,615 666 388 559 872
Annual 1,730,851 100,751 226,690 419,796 173,085 100,751 145,314 226,690
General/ Site Characteristics
Days of precipitation greater than or Daily 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
equal to 0.01 inches (p) Annual 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Silt Loading (sL), g/m*® 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Particle size multiplier (k), Ib/VMT
PMyq 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016
PM, 5 0.0024 0.0024 0.0024 0.0024 0.0024 0.0024 0.0024 0.0024
Emission Control Data
Emission control method None None None None None None None None
Emission control removal efficiency, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Emission Factor (EF) Equation
Uncontrolled EF (UEF) Equation Daily: UEF(g/VKT) = [k x (sL/2)°%°x (W/3(ton, ave))"*}
Uncontrolled EF (UEF) Equation Annual: UEF(g/VKT) = [k x (sL/2)>%x (W/3(ton, ave))**} x [1 - p/(4 x 365)]
Calculated PM10 Emission Factor (EF)
Uncontrolled EF, Ib/VMT Short term 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.20 0.06 0.06 0.01 0.00
Annual 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.20 0.06 0.06 0.01 0.00
Calculated PM2.5 Emission Factor (EF)
Uncontrolled EF, Ib/VMT Short term 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
Annual 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
Estimated Emission Rate (ER)
PMj, ER  Ib/hr (daily basis) 25.5 1.5 0.1 21.2 2.6 1.5 0.4 0.1
TPY 79.6 4.6 0.4 66.2 8.0 4.6 1.3 0.4
PM,s ER  Ib/hr (daily basis) 3.8 0.2 0.0 3.2 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.0
TPY 11.9 0.7 0.1 9.9 1.2 0.7 0.2 0.1
Source: USEPA, 2006 (AP-42, Section 13.2.1 Paved Roads).
See Table 1
Silt loading based on Table 5-2 of WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook (September, 2006) (ubiquitous silt loading default values for public paved roads).
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TABLE C-1
ESTIMATION OF EMISSIONS FOR VEHICLE TRAFFIC RELATED TO THE ETS OPERATION - 2-MILE AREA AROUND ETS
PROJECT: ETS

Annual MOVES Matching Vehicle Type Vehicle Movement Engine
Daily Operating Max. Haul Vehicle Weight Type Total Miles Pollutants from Vehicle Exhaust and Tire & Brake Wear on Paved Road ° Exhaust
Round Roundtrip DRAFT PMy;, PMy; PM,s PM, 5 Total GHG
Vehicle Trips Distance Days Weight Type Range of fuel Travelled co NOy SO, Exhaust  TBW  Exhaust TBW VOC CH4 N20 PMy, PM, 5 Co,° PM,,  Total PM,s (CO2e)
(trips/day) (mile) (day/yr) (Ib) (Ib) (VMTlyr)
Lifetime Mileage-Weighted Average Air Pollutant Emissions Factors (g/mile) ?
HDDV8b >60,000 Diesel 1.0344 2.3708 0.0129 0.0269 0.0741 0.0261 0.0190 0.1859 0.1882 0.0024
HDDV8a 33,601-60,000 Diesel 1.0344 2.3708 0.0129 0.0269 0.0741 0.0261 0.0190 0.1859 0.1832  0.0024
HDGV3 33,601-60,000 Gasoline 5.4881 0.3560 0.0618 0.0134 0.0258 0.0124 0.0066 0.1212 0.0247 0.0149
LDGV 33,601-60,000 Gasoline 2.8656 0.1205 0.0503 0.0077 0.0180 0.0071 0.0046 0.0617 0.0106 0.0067
Total Emissions (tons/yr)
Existing
Collection Vehicles to Landfill 268 8.4 260 38,000 HDDV8a 33,601-60,000 Diesel 585,312 0.67 1.53 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.12 0.12 0.0016 16.71 2.506
Collection Vehicles to/from ETS 156 4.0 260 38,000 HDDV8a 33,601-60,000 Diesel 162,240 0.18 0.42 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 4.63 0.69
Public Vehicles to ETS 0 0.0 260 12,500 HDGV3 10,001-14,000 Gasoline 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Employee Vehicles to ETS 351 4.0 260 4,000 LDGV - Gasoline 365,040 0.42 0.95 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.08 0.00 0.36 0.05
1,112,592 1.27 291 0.02 0.03 0.09 0.03 0.02 0.23 0.23 0.00 21.70 3.25 1,890.32 21.82 3.31 1,897.0
With ETS Operating
Transfer Trailers to Landfill 65 8.4 260 86,400 HDDV8b >60,000 Diesel 141,960 0.16 0.37 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 13.89 2.08
Collection Vehicles to ETS 268 8.4 260 38,000 HDDV8a 33,601-60,000 Diesel 585,312 0.67 1.53 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.12 0.12 0.00 2.49 0.37
Collection Vehicles to/from ETS 156 4.0 260 38,000 HDDV8a 33,601-60,000 Diesel 162,240 0.18 0.42 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 4.63 0.69
Public Vehicles to ETS 225 4.0 260 12,500 HDGV3 10,001-14,000 Gasoline 234,000 1.42 0.09 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.00 1.26 0.19
Employee Vehicles to ETS 351 4.0 260 4,000 LDGV - Gasoline 365,040 0.42 0.95 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.08 0.00 0.36 0.05
1,488,552 2.85 3.37 0.03 0.04 0.11 0.04 0.03 0.29 0.27 0.01 22.63 3.40 2,529.08 22.78 3.46 2,537.9
Increase in emissions with ETS operating 375,960 1.58 0.46 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.06 0.04 0.00 0.94 0.14 638.76 0.96 0.15 640.9

@ Lifetime mileage-weighted average model year based emission factors from Updated Emission Factors of Air Pollutants from Vehicle Operations in GREET Using MOVES, Argonne National Laboratory, 2013.

® Emissions estimated based on methodology from Chapter 13.2.1 of EPA's AP-42, COmpilation of Air Pollutant EMissions Factors. Se Table B-2.

¢ Emissions calculations for CO2:

Calculation of CO2:

Calculation of CO2:

1,112,592
6.5
171,168
7.10
19,300.00
23,455.15
161.19
1,890.3

1,488,552
6.5
229,008
7.10
19,300.00
31,380.97
161.19
2,529.1

miles/year

miles/gallon (EIA, Motor Vehicle Mileage, Fuel Consumption, and Fuel Economy, 1949-2010).

gallons/year
Ib/gallon
Btu//lb
MMBtu/year

Ib CO2/MMBtu Table C-1 40 CFR Part 98

tons/year

miles/year

miles/gallon (EIA, Motor Vehicle Mileage, Fuel Consumption, and Fuel Economy, 1949-2010).

gallons/year
Ib/gallon
Btu//Ib
MMBtu/year

Ib CO2/MMBtu Table C-1 40 CFR Part 98

tons/year
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TABLE C-2

ESTIMATION OF PM EMISSION FACTORS AND RATES FOR VEHICLE TRAFFIC ON PAVED ROADS - 2-MILE AREA AROUND ETS

PROJECT: ETS

Existing Condition

Future with ETS Operating

Collection Collection Transfer Collection Collection
Vehicles to Vehicles Employee Trailersto  Vehicles to Vehicles Public Employee
Parameters Landfill to/from ETS  Vehicles Landfill ETS to/from ETS  Vehicles Vehicles
Vehicle Data ®
Average vehicle weight (W), tons 19.0 19.0 2.0 43.2 19.0 19.0 6.3 2.0
Basis for vehicle kilometers traveled (VKT)
Activity, hours Daily 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24
days Annual 260 260 260 260 260 260 260 260
Number of vehicles Daily 268 156 351 65 40 156 225 351
Annual 69,680 40,560 91,260 16,900 10,400 40,560 58,500 91,260
Distance traveled/route ® One-way Trip (mi) 4.2 DRAFT 2.0 2.0 4.2 4.2 2.0 2.0 2.0
Round Trip (mi) 8.4 4.0 4.0 8.4 8.4 4.0 4.0 4.0
VMT (no. vehicles x miles traveled per trip) Daily 2,251 624 1,404 546 336 624 900 1,404
Annual 585,312 162,240 365,040 141,960 87,360 162,240 234,000 365,040
VKT (no. vehicles x miles traveled per trip) Daily 1,398 388 872 339 209 388 559 872
Annual 363,479 100,751 226,690 88,157 54,251 100,751 145,314 226,690
General/ Site Characteristics
Days of precipitation greater than or Daily 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
equal to 0.01 inches (p) Annual 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Silt Loading (sL), g/m*® 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Particle size multiplier (k), Ib/VMT
PMyq 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016
PM, 5 0.0024 0.0024 0.0024 0.0024 0.0024 0.0024 0.0024 0.0024
Emission Control Data
Emission control method None None None None None None None None
Emission control removal efficiency, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Emission Factor (EF) Equation
Uncontrolled EF (UEF) Equation Daily: UEF(g/VKT) = [k x (sL/2)°%°x (W/3(ton, ave))"*}
Uncontrolled EF (UEF) Equation Annual: UEF(g/VKT) = [k x (sL/2)>%x (W/3(ton, ave))**} x [1 - p/(4 x 365)]
Calculated PM10 Emission Factor (EF)
Uncontrolled EF, Ib/VMT Short term 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.20 0.06 0.06 0.01 0.00
Annual 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.20 0.06 0.06 0.01 0.00
Calculated PM2.5 Emission Factor (EF)
Uncontrolled EF, Ib/VMT Short term 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
Annual 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
Estimated Emission Rate (ER)
PMj, ER  Ib/hr (daily basis) 5.4 1.5 0.1 4.5 0.8 1.5 0.4 0.1
TPY 16.7 4.6 0.4 13.9 2.5 4.6 1.3 0.4
PM,s ER  Ib/hr (daily basis) 0.8 0.2 0.0 0.7 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0
TPY 2.5 0.7 0.1 2.1 0.4 0.7 0.2 0.1
Source: USEPA, 2006 (AP-42, Section 13.2.1 Paved Roads).
See Table 1
Silt loading based on Table 5-2 of WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook (September, 2006) (ubiquitous silt loading default values for public paved roads).
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TABLE C-3

ESTIMATION OF EMISSIONS FOR MATERIAL HANDLING INSIDE THE ETS BUILDING

PROJECT: ETS

16-66991

DRAFT
_ . Mean wind o . EF - PM EF - PM10 EF - PM2.5 _ L
Material Troughput® .. speed (V) Emission Control Estimated Emission Rate (ER)
Particle size
Material  Number of Content multiplier (k) Emission Emission
a (M) b Daily  Annual Shortterm  Annual Shortterm Annual Shortterm Annual PM10 PM2.5
Type Transfers control control
Activity Operational Data method  efficiency
(hr/day) (daylyr) % (mph)  (mph) PM PM10 PM25 % Ib/ton Ib/ton Ib/ton Ib/ton Ib/ton Ib/ton (Ib/hr) (TPY) (Ib/hr) (TPY)

Front-End Loader Waste 2 12 260 10 25.2 9.0 0.74 0.35 0.053 None 90 2.04E-04 5.30E-05 9.63E-05 3.10E-06 1.46E-05 1.80E-06 0.0417 0.0021 0.0063 0.0012
Excavator Waste 2 12 260 10 25.2 9.0 0.74 0.35 0.053 None 90 2.04E-04 5.30E-05 9.63E-05 3.10E-06 1.46E-05 1.80E-06 0.0417 0.0021 0.0063 0.0012
Skid Steer Loader Waste 1 12 260 10 25.2 9.0 0.74 0.35 0.053 None 90 2.04E-04 5.30E-05 9.63E-05 3.10E-06 1.46E-05 1.80E-06 0.0209 0.0010 0.0032 0.0006
0.1044 0.0052 0.0158 0.0030

Emission factor: USEPA, 2006; AP-42, Section 13.2.4 for Aggregate Handling and Storage Piles.

Material throughput based on permit application for ETS.

Assumed moisture content

Control efficiency of 90% assumed due to building enclosure.

Golder Associates
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C:\Users\smohammad\Documents\ETS Air Modeling Fig C-1.xlsx

Edith Transfer Station & Convenient Center, Alouquerque, NM

Receptor Grid Used for PM Modeling

Source: Golder, 2017.
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Figure C-2 o
Edith Transfer Station & Convenient Center, Albuquerque, NM ﬁ

Maximum 24-Hour Average PM10 Concentrations éﬂé ¥ Golder
Source: Golder, 2017. ASSOClateS
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Figure C-3 _
Edith Transfer Station & Convenient Center, Albuquerque, NM ﬁ
Average 8th Highest 24-Hour Average PM2.5 Concentrations éj A Golder

L7 Associates

Source: Golder, 2017.
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Date:  September 8, 2017 Project No.:  16-66991

To: Clark W. Davis, AIA Company: JRMA

From: Salahuddin K. Mohammad, P.E. /Kennard F. Kosky, Email: clarkd@jrma.com
cc. P.E.

RE: CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE — EDITH TRANSFER STATION AND CONVENIENCE CENTER -
NOISE AND ODOR EVALUATION

NOISE

Golder evaluated the potential for noise impacts from the proposed Edith Road Transfer Station that were
identified in the North Valley Health Impact Assessment (HVHIA) (Hudspeth, W. et. al., 2015). The NVHIA
found that data on the anticipated noise levels should be provided and the authors predicted that noise
associated with heavy trucks will contribute to the stress levels and deter work and school performance in
the vicinity of the proposed facility. To evaluate the potential noise impacts of the proposed Edith Transfer
Station and Convenience Center, two studies were performed by Ecosphere Environmental Services in
2015, as well as independent noise impact calculations of the noise generated within the proposed facility,

were evaluated. This technical memorandum provide a summary of that evaluation.

Noise Regulations

The City of Albuquerque (COA) has adopted a Noise Control Ordinance codified in Article 9, Sections 9-9-
1 through 9-9-12, City of Albuquerque Code of Ordinances as amended in 2017. Section 9-9-4 General
Noise, establishes numerical noise limitation from noise generated within that establishes numerical noise

limitations based on land use of the source and receptor:

Table 1: (A-Weighted measurements in decibels (dB)

Receptor Premises
Numbers indicate Commercial and Industrial/
decibel (dB) levels Residential DT 055 E Manufacturing and
Entertainment - :
Public Premises
Focus Area
Source Premises Daytime Nighttime Daytime Nighttime Daytime Nighttime
Residential 55 50 65 60 75 70
Commercial and
Downtown Arts and 55 (indoor ) 50 (indoor) 65 60 75 70
Entertainment Focus 60 (outdoor) 55 (outdoor)
Area
Industrial/Manufacturing 55 (indoor ) 50 (indoor) 65 60 75 70
and Public Premises 60 (outdoor) 55 (outdoor)

c:\users\smohammad\documents\tech memo_city of albuquerque edith transfer station noise and odor kfk skm.docx
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For sources located in industrial, manufacturing and public premises, the noise levels are limited based on
whether the noise is received either indoors or outdoors. The outdoor noise limitations are the more
stringent of the two requirements as indoor noise even with windows open is generally 12 dB lower than

outdoor noise due to attenuation of the structure [U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 1974a].

The ordinance limits noise that occurs persistently or continuously as defined in the ordinance. With the
exception of animal noise, persistently or continuously is a 10 minute period where the sound exceeds the
sound limits in each of ten one-minute intervals of such a period. Sound measurements require
measurements using an approved sound level meter meeting the requirements of the American National
Standards Institute (ANSI) S1.4-1983 (or latest revision) Type 1 or Type 2, or those of the International
Electrotechnical Commissions (IEC) Publication 651 (or latest version). The sound measurements are
required to be measured as the equivalent A-weighted sound level (LAeq) obtained during the
measurement period. The LAeq represents the sound pressure levels averaged over the measurement
period and is the continuous steady sound pressure level that would have the same total acoustic energy

as the real fluctuating noise over the same time period.

Baseline and Noise Modeling
Ecosphere Environmental Services (Ecosphere) performed baseline noise monitoring and modeling and
provided two separate reports:

B Ecosphere Environmental Services (2015a); Baseline Noise Study for the Albuquerque
Solid Waste Management Department Facility; September 21, 2015.

B Ecosphere Environmental Services (2015b); Noise Modeling for the Albuquerque Solid
Waste Management Department Facility; November 3, 2015.

The baseline noise monitoring was conducted at five locations within and in the vicinity of the existing
Albuquerque Solid Waste management Department Facility. Noise levels were monitored using a sound
level meter meeting the requirements for an approved sound-level meter defined in the COA Noise Control
Ordinance. Measurement periods were from 15 to 60 minutes depending upon location. The noise
modeling was conducted at five receptor locations using the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHA) Traffic
Noise Model (TNM) and was performed with and without truck traffic from the proposed facility with
additional noise generated from background mid-day traffic. The noise modeling also considered noise
impacts with and without the existing collection truck traffic, as measured during the baseline noise
monitoring. Table 2 of the Ecosphere Report (September 2015) presents a summary of the noise modeling

at four of the five offsite monitoring locations as well as the observed baseline noise monitoring results.

As shown in the Ecosphere report and Table 2, the difference in predicted noise levels are less than 3 dBA
in all cases and less than 1.5 dBA at the location (Griegos Road and Carlton Street) that is closest to

residential areas and the nearest school (La Lux Elementary School). While the Ecosphere report

c:\users\smohammad\documents\tech memo_city of albuquerque edith transfer station noise and odor kfk
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concludes truck traffic from the existing and proposed facility contributes to increases in predicted noise
levels, all predictions with the transfer station are less than 3 dBA. As noted in the Ecosphere report, an
increase of 3 dBA is barley perceivable increase in loudness (FHA, 2010). This is consistent with previous
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA, 1974a and 1974b) conclusion regarding noise levels. EPA found
that changes in hearing levels of 5 dB are generally not considered noticeable or significant (EPA, 1974a).

In addition, EPA (1974b) also concluded that an increase in sound level of 3 dB is barley perceivable.

Baseline noise monitoring was also obtained within the Solid Waste Management Department Facility at
the guard station where collection trucks were exiting the facility toward Comanche Road (Ecosphere.
2015a). Eleven short-term noise measurements were taken to obtain noise levels of trucks exiting the
facility but still located within the facility. The noise measurements were taken about 12 feet from the driving
path of the moving trucks and measured acceleration, engine idling, braking noise, and impact noise from
the trucks. An average of 11 trucks passed through the station for a duration of each measurement taking

less than 1 minute. The average of the 11 measurements were an LAeq of 75 dB.

Using the baseline noise monitoring results of actual trucks exiting the facility, Golder calculated the
potential worst-case impact of noise generated within the facility to several receptors using the principal of
hemispherical sound propagation (Beranek, L., 1971). The calculations do not account for any attenuation
that normally occurs due to atmospheric absorption, structures or other factors and are therefore
conservative. The receptors included the nearest large residential area, the La Lux Elemental School and
the intersection of Carlton Street and Griegos Road. The results of the maximum potential calculated noise
impacts from noise generated within the proposed transfer station are:

B La Lux Elemental School (~0.45 mile): 29 dBA

B Carlton Street/Griegos Road (~0.27 mile): 34 dBA

B Residential Area — Jupiter Street, N.W. (~0.24 mile): 35 dBA

These noise levels are orders of magnitude lower in noise energy than the City of Albuquerque’s noise
limits. These levels would not be measurable and would not contribute to the existing or future noise levels

at these receptors.

It should be noted that operation of collection trucks within the facility will be within enclosed buildings that
would block any noise generated by collection trucks that is associated with emptying their collected solid
waste. The only noise generated by trucks entering and leaving the facility buildings could potentially impact
surround areas. This level of noise would be the same as measured during the baseline monitoring
(Ecosphere, 2015a).
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Conclusions

Based on the baseline noise monitoring and modeling, it is Golder’s conclusion that noise generated by
increased truck traffic or operations of the proposed Edith Transfer Station and Convenience Center would
not adversely impact the local community including nearest residential areas and La Luz Elementary
School. Any increase in noise near roadways would not be perceivable and the operations within the facility

would not contribute to a perceivable increase in noise levels in the area.

ODOR CONTROL AND MITIGATION

Golder evaluated the potential for odor impacts from the proposed Edith Road Transfer Station that were
identified in the North Valley Health Impact Assessment (HVHIA) (Hudspeth, W. et. al., 2015). The NVHIA
concluded that the transfer station will contribute to increases in odors and predicted the presence of
unhealthy or obnoxious odors in the vicinity of the facility. To evaluate the potential odor impacts of the
proposed Edith Transfer Station and Convenience Center, the proposed odor control and operational
procedures for the transfer station were evaluated by Golder. This technical memorandum provide a

summary of that evaluation.

It is recognized that odors can be generated from the operation of solid waste transfer stations and be of
potential impact to surrounding areas [Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 2001]. While odors can be
generated handling municipal solid waste (MSW), there are recognized odor control designs and methods
that minimize odors from forming as well as the control of any odors generated by the handling of MSW.
Golder reviewed the proposed design and operational features of the Edith Transfer Station and
Convenience Center to evaluate the potential for increased odors to the area. Golder concludes that the
transfer station has been designed and will be operated with odor control and mitigation features that will
minimize and control the potential impact of odors due to solid waste handling and transfer. These features
are consistent with accepted proven designs and operational techniques that minimize odor. The odor
control methods and procedures are also consistent with those recommended in EPA’s Waste Transfer
Stations: A Manual for Decision-Making (EPA, 2002). Indeed, the proposed odor control methods for the
Edith Transfer Station involve the majority of EPA’s recommended methods. The specific odor control

methods and features proposed for the transfer station are (CDM Smith Inc., 2016):

Transfer Station Design to Control and Mitigate Odor:

B Overhead high-speed doors with air curtains.
B Facility designed to accommodate all transfers in the fully enclosed building.

B Facility design to minimize time waste remains on tipping floor and facilities loadout of
waste (first-in and first-out).

B Negative flow air ventilation with filtration to remove odors

Misting system with odor-masking agents

B Sealed (rubber gaskets) load-out ports
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B Transfer trailers covered within building prior to exiting

B Transfer Station Building entrances and exits face the interior of the property

Operational Measures to Mitigate Odor:

B Incoming loads transported in fully-enclosed vehicles or required to be covered

B Haul vehicle operators required to perform cleaning to prevent odor generation with no free
liquids

B Daily cleaning including dry method cleaning of tipping floor and floor sweeper/scrubber as
necessary to minimize waste; hose bibbs available as needed for washing

B Daily removal of municipal solid waste

Taken together the above design features and operational measures, it is Golder’s conclusion that odors

will be minimized and not adversely impact the local community.
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