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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Today’s presentation will cover the District’s progress in developing the WBR system


County Sanitation Districts of
Los Angeles County

6 25 separate Districts
working cooperatively under
a joint administration district

¢ Boards of directors made up
of city mayors and the Chair
of the County Board of
Supervisors

8 Provide water pollution
control and solid waste
management for 78 cities
and
unincorporated areas of the
County of Los Angeles

Reproduced with permission granted by
THOMAS BROS. MAPS®. This map is
copyrighted by THOMAS BROS. MAPS®.
Itis unlawful to copy or reproduce all or
any part thereof, whether for personal use
or resale, without the prior, written
permission of THOMAS BROS. MAPS®.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County are a confederation of independent special districts serving the wastewater and solid waste management needs of about 5.3 million people in Los Angeles County.  The Sanitation Districts’ service area covers 810 square miles and encompasses 78 cities and unincorporated territory within Los Angeles County.  The role of the Sanitation Districts is to construct, operate and maintain facilities to collect, treat and dispose of sewage and industrial wastes and to provide for disposal and management of solid waste, including refuse transfer and resource recovery.



Sanitation Districts’ Solid Waste
Facilities

KERN COUNTY

Transfer Stations/
Materials Recovery Facilities
1. South Gate
2. DART
3. Puente Hills MRF

Refuse-to-Energy Facilities LOS ANGELES
4. Commerce COUNTY
5. SERRF

Active Landfills
6. Calabasas
7. Scholl Canyon
8. Puente Hills

Closed Landfills
9. Spadra
10. Mission Canyon
11. Palos Verdes

ORANGE
COUNTY

PACIFIC OCEAN


Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Sanitation Districts are involved in three transfer and materials recovery facilities, what are commonly referred to as “MRFs”.  Two, the South Gate Transfer Station and the Downey Area Recycling and Transfer (DART) facility, are operational.  The third, the Puente Hills MRF, is currently in design and is expected to be operational in the year 2004.

The Sanitation Districts participate in two refuse-to-energy facilities which reduces the volume of the waste by 90 %.  The remaining 10% is recycled.  These two facilities collectively generate approximately 40 MW of electricity.

The Sanitation Districts operate three active municipal solid waste landfills which manage about half the waste being disposed of in Los Angeles County and also provide a number of recycling programs.

The Sanitation Districts monitor and maintain three closed landfills.

In addition, the Districts operate two buyback recycling centers and three landfill gas energy recovery facilities that generate 64 MW collectively.


Puente Hills Landfill

CSD OWNERSHIP: 1970 MAX DAILY TONNAGE: 13,200 TPD**

close In



IMPACT OF PUENTE HILLS
LANDFILL CLOSING

e Limited abllity of local landfills to absorb
the waste

— Waste-by-Rail system to desert landfill begins
planning in the early 1990’s

e Approximately 2,800 wt/week of
biosolids must be managed out of the
basin
— Composting highly regulated in the SCAQMD
— Facilities difficult to site in the basin



Wastewater Treatment Facilities Map
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Biosolids Management Sites

Approx. 470,000 wt/year
16%

CALIFORNIA

Puente
Synagro Hills
Kern Landfill
Compost

3 “Honey Bucket san WAW
A Joagquin Honey

Far Ms Compost Bucket

Solid Farms
X EnerTech

Solutions

Synagro
Kern Compost

En erildech

JWPCP
Puente Hills Landfill

Inland Empire Regional
Composting Facility

Solid Solutions —/



California Air Districts
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Farms

* Approx. 200
miles from
JWPCP

Mojave Desert

* Avg. annual
processing
590,000 TPY*

* Peak design San Diego [ jmperial

900,000 TPY* * All incoming material




TRANSPORTATION
ASPECTS OF WESTLAKE

e At peak, can handle all of LACSD biosolids

— Approx. 55 trucks per day of biosolids
— Eliminates travel to several long-distant
facilities
e Bulking agents must also be transported
— Green waste will be trucked from the L.A. area

— Local sources of agricultural waste will be
contracted with

— A pollution offset is avoiding agricultural
burning

e Burning ban?



TRANSPORTATION
ASPECTS OF WESTLAKE

e Use of alternative fuels will be utilized as
practical

— Avalilabllity of alt. fueled trucks
— Avalilabllity of fueling stations

e Use of 2010 compliant diesel trucks will be
maximized

e Finished compost will be used locally
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
What is WBR? The concept of WBR is to transport our MSW to a remote landfill that is able to provide long term disposal capacity.
For the Districts, this means we’ll be sending waste from the PHIMF in LA County to MRL in Imperial County using UPRR mainlines and we are constructing intermodal yards on both ends of the project to transfer containers between trucks and trains. 


Long Planning Horizon

e WBR system has been in the works for 20
years

e Ad Hoc Committee was formed in 1991 to
address WBR needs

e County recognized the need and included
provisions for it in the PHLF permit

e There Is the commitment made to the cities to
provide long term disposal capacity


Presenter
Presentation Notes
So now we now how much it costs and how we are paying for it, we get the biggest question?
Why is the Districts doing this?
First of all, if PHLF was operating at the maximum daily tonnage rate, there would be no question that we need a WBR system. The situation has changed and now we get asked if this is needed at all.
You have to remember that the Districts has been working on this for 20 years, because even back then we recognized there is the eventual need to provide long-term disposal capacity for LA County.  So 20 years ago they started to look at refuse to energy facilities and permitting local landfills. But it soon became apparent that this was not going to happen to they turned to WBR.

That is when an Ad Hoc Committee comprised of city managers and city officials was formed in 1991, to guide the Districts’ efforts in developing WBR. It was back then at they decided to set money aside for WBR, it was back then that the idea of cost transition was developed. This is isn’t something new that started last year with construction, and it didn’t start in 2005 with the cost transition program. Even back in 1991 the cities recognized there’ ll be a need in the future for WBR.

So the county recognized there was a need for WBR and included this requirement in the 2003 permit expansion for the PHLF.

The fact remains that there is a commitment made to the member cities to provide long term disposal capacity of MSW.



Need for Remote Disposal

e Difficult to expand or permit new
landfills in urban areas

e Feasibility of alternative waste
management technologies uncertain



PHIMF & PHMRF System



Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is an artist rendering of the how we envision the PHMRF and PHIMF to work together.   Again, we have the 605 and SR-60, our MRF is on the south side of Workman Mill Road. 
Trucks will exit the MRF carrying containerized waste and go to the IMF using a dedicated access road.
The WBR system is designed to operate at 2 unit trains a day, each containing 4,000 tons, a total of 8,000 tons
First 4,000 tons from PHMRF, and the remaining 4,000 from surrounding MRFs
A unit train is 1-mile long, carrying 150-200 containers 
Containers are 40-ft. fully sealed containers and will be double stacked on the rail cars
The IMF is designed to fit unit train (1-mile) that will be split inside 6 loading tracks.
While these are design parameters, at first WBR will be operating at a smaller scale sending 2 unit trains a week.



Mesquite Regional Landfill (MRL)
Union Palfic Railroad
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
On the remote end, we have the MRL in Imperial County.
The yellow area highlights the property area with the landfill shown in green and the intermodal facility shown in blue. A 4.5 mile rail spur connects the intermodal facility to the existing UPRR mainlines.
MRL is permitted to accept up to 20,000 tons per day, and has a landfill life of 100 years or more.


Mesquite Regional Landfill
(MRL)

e 20,000 TPD Capacity
e Over 600 years

e Up to approx. 5 trains per day (4,000
TPD each)

e Can handle direct truck haul

e Can accept waste from areas beyond
Los Angeles County (most of Southern
California)



TRANSPORTATION
ASPECTS OF MRL

e Primary transport is rall

e Commitments to use cleanest available
locomotives within the SCAQMD

e Permitted to truck haul up to 4,000 TPD in
addition local truck haul
— Transitional until a full train can operate
— Emergency hauling

— Clean diesel trucks will be used — currently
cleaner than then rall



CONCLUSION: Minimizing
Environmental Impacts

e Management of MSW and biosolids more
difficult in urban areas — pushes facilities
outward

e Regional remote facilities reduce
transportation and other impacts (e.g.,
odors)



CONCLUSION: Minimizing
Environmental Impacts

e Transportation can’'t be avoided - optimize
the use of clean transportation options

e The long planning horizon of these projects
often require “adaptive management”
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