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PREFACE

Over the last 130 years, the nature of waste generated by societies has changed, as have the
methods by which it is managed. The challenge for the City of San Diego has been to protect the
health of its residents and address environmental and financial challenges. This report provides a
summary of the provision of waste management services and how it has progressed over time in
the City.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Between the years 1880 and 1908, private contractors in the City of San Diego disposed of waste
by incineration or by dumping it in the ocean. Many people preferred incineration, because trash
dumped at sea often washed ashore. However, rather than pay the fee charged by the operators of
the incinerators, residents sometimes dumped their waste in vacant spaces, causing a public
nuisance.

In 1908, the City awarded a contract to H. L. Emerson to collect wastes. Residents and
businesses separated their garbage (food waste) from other materials so that the food waste could
be used as hog feed. Business organizations complained of the high collection costs. The next
contractor, E. W. Anderson, charged similar collection fees. The City placed a cap on hauling
prices, and in 1917 Anderson declined to renew his contract.

To escape fees charged by the next contractor, George A. Binney and Company, members of the
Hotel and Rooming House Keeping Association, also known as the Hotel and Restaurant Men,
hauled their own waste to hog farms. In response to this violation of Binney’s exclusive contract,
on March 13, 1918 the City Council enacted an ordinance prohibiting other haulers from selling
garbage to hog farmers.

The Hotel and Restaurant Men worked with other groups to pressure the City to break Binney’s
contract and pass a new ordinance stipulating that waste collection services be provided by the
City based on a general tax, rather than a fee-for-service basis. On April 8, 1919, the “People’s
Ordinance” was approved by the electorate, and the City suddenly found itself responsible for
the collection and disposal of waste. It quickly borrowed and eventually obtained vehicles to
haul waste to hog farms, dumpsites, or to a garbage hopper.

As the amount of rubbish (non-food waste) grew, the City explored different disposal options.
From the 1930s to the 1960s, residents and institutions commonly used burn dumps. In 1938,
the City Planning Commission issued a report advising the City Council to centralize dumps, site
them out of public view, and regulate them to ensure public health and safety. In the 1950s,
incineration fell out of favor, and the City turned to landfills for disposal. Between 1951 and
1983, approximately 28 landfills opened to serve the growing population.

The City explored various options to extend the life of the landfills. It pursued the San Diego
Energy Recovery Project (SANDER), a waste-to-energy facility. However, in 1987, the
electorate passed The Clean Air Initiative, which restricted the size and location of any proposed
burn facility, making the SANDER project infeasible. Another proposed alternative to
landfilling, a large scale materials recovery facility, was proposed, but in 1995, the City
abandoned the project because the technology failed in other locations. Successful landfill life
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extension projects included mining rock aggregate materials (1992) to increase available airspace
for fill material, and increasing the height of the West Miramar Landfill (2008).

The City also implemented programs that diverted materials away from the landfill toward
beneficial uses. In 1987, the Council adopted a waste reduction goal of 25 percent for the City.
In 1988, the City established a Waste Management Department. In 1989, the California
legislature enacted Assembly Bill 939 (AB 939, the Integrated Waste Management Act),
requiring all local governments to divert at least 50 percent of wastes generated within their
jurisdictions from disposal. In 2004, the City of San Diego surpassed the State mandate.

Collection methods also evolved over this time. By 1998, all residential refuse collection trucks
were automated, and collected 17 tons a day. In 2002, the City optimized collection routes using
advanced routing technology that saved the City approximately $18 million during the first 10
years compared to the old system.

Not all cities within the County of San Diego provided the level of direct solid waste
management as did the City of San Diego. Requirements to protect public health and safety
allow for individualized approaches. Most other urban centers throughout the San Diego County
relied on the County for disposal options. The County developed a network of landfills, which,
by 1990, included a large landfill in the northern part of the County (San Marcos), one in the east
(Sycamore, located in the City of San Diego, adjacent to Santee), and another in the south (Otay,
located with the City of Chula Vista on land that is unincorporated). This network, together with
the City’s Miramar Landfill in the center of the City of San Diego’s population, allowed
relatively short collection routes.

As the San Marcos Landfill neared closure, the County began developing the North County
Resource Recovery Facility (NCRRF) as a recycling and waste-to-energy facility. In 1991,
public pressure resulted in the minimization of the waste-to-energy portion of the NCRRF
proposal. The remaining recycling facility was burdened with residual costs from the failed
waste-to-energy facility. Furthermore, the business plan for the facility included revenues from
recyclable materials; however, several cities in North County implemented recycling ordinances,
which removed these materials from the waste stream. Instead of paying the nearly $28 million a
year cost to maintain the facility, the County decided to divest its solid waste system. The
winning bidder was Allied Waste, now consolidated with Republic Services, with a bid of $184
million.

The other incorporated cities within the County provide collection via franchises with haulers on
a fee-for-service basis. As laws such as AB 939 were enacted, smaller cities generally charged
their haulers with compliance. The haulers pass the costs along to their customers. In contrast,
the City of San Diego imposes no charge for service provided by City crews. The People’s
Ordinance specified that a general tax should be levied. However, in 1978, a State voter initiative
(Proposition 13) thwarted the financial mechanism of the People’s Ordinance. It limited property
taxes to 1 percent of properties’ assessed values, and allowed no special surcharge for services
such as refuse collection.

Amendments to the City of San Diego’s People’s Ordinance in the 1980s deleted the provision to
fund the service through taxes. The amendments left the City obligated to collect and dispose



much of the waste generated within the City, but with no funding source. New federal and State
requirements increased the expense of waste management services.

Although not responsible for collection costs, in 1992, the County raised tipping fees at its
landfills to pay for the NCRRF. The City of San Diego imposed a Refuse Collectors Business
Tax (RCBT) on out-of-City waste entering the City’s Miramar Landfill, to prevent a large influx
of tonnage. Additionally, the City imposed a franchise fee on private haulers. These fees are
allocated to the General Fund, and are not earmarked specifically to fund solid waste services.
Using authority provided in State law as established by AB 939, the City imposed on haulers a
special fee earmarked specifically for waste reduction programs. Additionally, the City Attorney
determined that although the City must provide collection from certain waste generators without
a fee for the service, the City could charge for the containers.

In 2008, the City enacted two ordinances aimed at diverting more materials away from the
landfill to beneficial use. The Construction and Demolition Debris Ordinance had an unexpected
financial benefit. It required developers to pay a refundable deposit, upon demonstration of the
use of recycling facilities. Many chose to forfeit the deposit in lieu of providing the necessary
paperwork. The second ordinance, the City’s Recycling Ordinance, had the more expected result
of decreasing revenues collected at the landfill as a result of increased rates of recycling.

In summary, over the years the City has had to modify its approach to solid waste management.
It will have to continue to explore innovative methods and policies to manage solid waste in the
future. Though financial conditions remain a challenge, the City plans to ensure it remains
America’s Finest City.



INTRODUCTION

Properly reducing and managing waste in urban areas is an essential public health service. While
individuals in sparsely populated regions can be responsible for their own waste management
without jeopardizing the health of others, densely populated neighborhoods require solid waste
management.

The San Diego region has sustained human cultures for thousands of years, but only in the last
150 years has a highly populated, dense urban center developed. There are more than 1.25
million people living in the San Diego urban region. If not properly managed, the solid waste
generated by the population would create substantial public health risks. This report tracks the
role of the City of San Diego government in providing solid waste services to its ever-growing
population.

An automated refuse packer used by the Environmental Services Department.
Photograph from City of San Diego archives.



CHAPTER 1: 7500 BC-1849

The Kumeyaay are a native group of the San Diego region.
Photographs courtesy of National Park Service and Mission Trails Regional Park.

ORIGINAL INHABITANTS

Original inhabitants, known as the San Dieguito people, are believed to have settled in San
Diego approximately 7500 BC. Based on the lithic contents of their litter and refuse, they are
referred to as a “scraper-maker culture."* From 7000 BC to 1000 BC, La Jollan people
assimilated the original San Dieguito people or developed from them. From 1000 BC until 1000
AD, Yuman-speaking peoples assimilated the La Jollan cultural group. From 1000 until 1600,
Yuman and Shoshonean groups migrated to the northern San Diego area. In the 1500s, the native
groups of the San Diego area included Luiseno, Cahuilla, Cupeno, Kumeyaay, and Northern
Diegueno people.® Studies of village sites and refuse piles (middens) show evidence of ceramics,
cremations, pictographs, stone tools, clay-lined hearths, and elaborate stone walls, some built for
defense and others for irrigation.® Although the size of the population was considerable, villages
were spread over a large area. The refuse generated by these peoples did not require systematic
management.”

1 Malcolm J. Rogers, "The Stone Art of the San Dieguito Plateau,” American Anthropologist 31 (1929): 457,
doi:10.1525/a2a.1929.31.3.02a00050.

% Timeline of San Diego History, San Diego History Center, accessed April 9, 2007,
http://www.sandiegohistory.org/timeline/timeline.htm.

3 Susan Hector and M. Schoeninger, "Notice of Inventory Completion-Evidence for Determination: CA-SDI-
4669," (October 17,2007).

4 Antonio P. Michelini, “Proposal for Identifying San Dieguito Sites in Baja California,” SCA Proceedings 22
(2009): 1-8,; Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians, “Kumeyaay History,” accessed January 7, 2009,
http://www.viejasbandofkumeyaay.org/html/tribal_history/kumeyaay_history.html.


http://www.viejasbandofkumeyaay.org/html/tribal_history/kumeyaay_history.html

On September 28, 1542, when Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo sailed into San Diego Bay claiming the
land for Spain, a significant native population estimated at 20,000 lived in the area.® Colonizing
countries raced to claim the riches of the New World. With Russia establishing trading posts in
what is now Northern California, King Charles 111 of Spain used the settlements associated with
the missions of the Catholic Church to secure Southern California. In 1697, Jesuit missionaries
from Spain established the first of 23 Catholic missions in Baja California. In 1769, Franciscan
Father Junipero Serra began establishing a second chain of Spanish Catholic missions in Alta
California, beginning in San Diego with Mission San Diego de Alcala.® The small society at the
mission and the military establishments that protected it produced insignificant sanitation issues.’

In 1810, Creoles (Spaniards born in the new world) supported by Indians and Mestizos (people
of Indian and Spanish origin/descent/heritage), began a revolution for independence from Spain.
The revolution culminated in the independence of Mexico in 1821. Mexico chartered San Diego
as a pueblo with a population of about 500 people in 1834. Although the 26 years of Mexican
administration were politically tumultuous, the population size remained relatively stable.®

In summary, during pre-colonial times, the mission period, and under Mexican rule, relatively
small villages and extended family units populated the San Diego area. With no compact urban
areas, there was no need for centralized collection and disposal of waste.

URBANIZATION

In November 1835, the northern part of the Mexican State of Coahuila-Tejas declared itself in
revolt against Mexico's government. By February 1836, Texans declared their territory to be
independent, claiming a border at the Rio Grande. Mexico considered Tejas a rebellious
province. In December 1845, the U.S. Congress voted to annex the Texas Republic and sent
troops to the Rio Grande to protect the border with Mexico. Clashes between Mexican and U.S.
forces prompted Congress to declare war on May 13, 1846. On July 29, 1846, a party of sailors
and marines under Lt. Stephen C. Rowan raised the U.S. flag over Old Town. On February 2,
1848, a peace treaty was signed in Guadalupe Hidalgo, a city north of the capital, where the
Mexican government had fled as U.S. troops advanced. The treaty required Mexico to cede 55
percent of its territory (present-day Arizona, California, New Mexico, Texas, and parts of
Colorado, Nevada, and Utah) in exchange for $15 million in compensation for war-related
damage to Mexican property.®

A few days before the signing of the treaty, on January 24, 1848, James Marshall discovered
gold at Sutter’s mill in Calaveras County, triggering the California gold rush. In 1849, after the
news had traveled east, Americans began pouring into California in search of wealth. Alonzo E.

5 “Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo,” San Diego Historical Society, accessed April 9, 2007,
www.sandiegohistory.org/bio/cabrillo/cabrillo.htm.

6 Ronald ]. Quinn, "Historians and the Spanish Occupation of San Diego," The Journal of San Diego History 45,
no. 3 (1999).

7 Lucy L. Killea, "A Political History of a Mexican Pueblo: San Diego from 1825-1845," The Journal of San
Diego History 12, no. 3 (1966): 4; Martin V. Melosi, “Garbage in the Cities: Refuse, Reform, and the
Environment” (Pittsburg: University of Pittsburgh Press, 2005), 10.

8 “Mexican War of Independence Begins,” The History Channel, accessed January 4, 2011,
http://www.history.com/this-day-in-history/mexican-war-of-independence-begins.

9 Nathan Clifford et al., “Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo,” accessed October 27, 2009,
http://mexica.net/guadhida.php.


http://www.sandiegohistory.org/bio/cabrillo/cabrillo.htm

Horton, who had already made a considerable sum by founding a small Wisconsin town, sensed
opportunity in California. He arrived in San Francisco where he opened a profitable used
furniture shop. In 1867, after hearing a promoter talk about the economic potential in San Diego,
Horton sold his furniture business and traveled south.™

Upon arriving in 1867, Horton bought 800 acres of downtown real estate for 33 cents per acre.**
He began attracting people to San Diego by offering free land to those willing to build a home
right away, paying his employees in land, and buying advertising for San Diego across the
nation.*® Horton’s efforts, together with the gold rush, and also the newly lowered cost of rail
travel to California, resulted in population growth of as many as five thousand people per month,
placing new demands on the existing public service infrastructure.*® However, in 1888, when the
real estate market crashed, population growth declined. In that year, the urban area of San Diego
dropped from 40,000 inhabitants to approximately 16,000.*

10 "San Diego Biographies: Alonzo Erastus Horton (1813-1909)," San Diego Historical Society, accessed
December 18, 2006, www.sandiegohistory.org/bio/horton/horton.htm.

11 Tbid.

12Ward T. Donley, "Vision of Greatness: Alonzo E. Horton," The Journal of San Diego History 13, no. 2 (1967).
13 Michael Buxton, "A Sanitation Struggle at Sea: San Diego's Early Garabge Scows," Mains'l Haul 36, no. 2
(2000): 38.

14 Timeline of San Diego History, San Diego History Center, accessed April 9, 2007,
http://www.sandiegohistory.org/timeline/timeline.htm.
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CHAPTER 2: 1850-1918

Gaslamp Quarter: 800 acres of land purchased by Alonzo Horton in 1867.

CIiTY GOVERNMENT

San Diego was incorporated as a city in 1850. Under the leadership of a five-member Common
Council and Mayor it went bankrupt after two years. The State stepped in and established a three
member Board of Trustees, which ran the City until 1889, when the voters adopted a new
Charter. The Charter established a Common Council comprised of two houses: a Board of
Aldermen consisting of two members elected from each of the nine wards, and a Board of
Delegates, with nine members elected citywide. The Mayor could veto Common Council
actions. Dissatisfaction with the Charter led the voters to adopt a new Charter in 1931, creating
the Council-Manager form of government.™ In 2004, voters changed the form of government to
the current “Strong Mayor” or Mayor-Council form of governance, where the mayor serves as
the chief executive, with discretion over employment of City managerial staff.®

GARBAGE SCOWS

In the 1880s, the City did little to manage waste. As a result, according to historian Richard
Crawford, “San Diego had become appalling. With a rapidly growing population...San Diego
was becoming a dump. Without an organized system of trash pickup, residents disposed of their
refuse any way possible. Waste was tossed in the streets, discarded in empty lots, or thrown into
the Bay. Professional ‘scavengers’ collected garbage for a fee and dumped it on a 2-acre plot at
the folgt of the Ninth Street pier, where ‘poisonous vapors . . . wafted by the breeze over the
city.”

15 City of San Diego, Clerk's Office, “A History of San Diego.”

16 City of San Diego, "Prop F: Strong Mayor Form of Governance,” Municipal Election, (2004), 1.

17 City of San Diego, "Ordinance 267- An Ordinance Creating the Office of the City Scavenger, and Providing for
his Dueties and Regulating his Charge," (July 17, 1888), 253; Richard Crawford, "San Diego Took Garbage.”
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In 1887, the City Health Officer poured crude oil onto dump sites and lit them on fire to try to
deal with the problem.*® Eventually the Secretary of the City Health Department, Dr. Thomas L.
Magee, convinced the City Council that the City should hire a private contractor to haul the
refuse out to sea.'® The City selected Captain J. D. Barton, who operated from a wharf at the foot
of Market Street. Residents hauled their refuse to the wharf, where it sat until crews loaded it
onto the City garbage scow. The centrally-located wharf brought the odiferous cargo in
proximity to J. D. Spreckels’ pier. Spreckels complained that the rotting garbage caused 20 of his
workers to get sick.?°

The Utilissimo was a flat-bottomed, blunt- bowed vessel similar to the Alma in San Francisco.
Photograph courtesy of National Park Service.

From July to September of 1888, the scow dumped more than 2,154 tons of household refuse in
addition to 125 dead horses, 165 dogs, 15 cats, 12 cows, and three goats. Loading was an inexact
practice, and the Harbor Commission found that spillage made the Bay under the wharf
shallower by four to five feet.?*

Some of the waste dumped by the scow washed back onto public beaches because Barton
sometimes dumped near Ballast Point rather than spending the necessary days to sail the required
distance out at sea.”” The State Harbor Commission responded to the health threat, and also
threats to navigation associated with potential clogging of the Bay, by passing an ordinance that
prohibited the dumping of refuse into the Bay.?* The Harbor Commissioners also recommended

Problem Offshore," San Diego Union Tribune (December 6, 2008), paragraph 3; Stephen R. Van Wormer,
Terrace View Villas Historical Report, (San Diego: RECON Environmental Inc., 1982): 4.

18 San Diego Port District-Environmental Management Department, "A Historical Perspective of the Eight
Avenue Tidelands Dump," (San Diego, September 1994): 4.

19 Michael Buxton, loc. cit.; Richard Crawford, loc. cit.

20 "Municipal Matter," San Diego Union, (February 28, 1890), 5.

21 Michael Buxton, op. cit., 39; Richard Crawford, loc. cit.

22 Richard Crawford, ibid.

23 San Diego Port District, op. cit., 4; "The Harbor Commissioners," San Diego Union, (July 4, 1889).
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that the collection point be moved from its central location near H Street to the more remote
Ninth Street pier, to minimize public exposure to the refuse.?

The City’s Health Officer, Dr. D. Gochenauer, argued that moving the loading location was
unnecessary.? Instead, the City addressed the stink of refuse on the pier, the overflow of refuse
into the Bay, and the premature dumping problem with a larger, better designed sailing scow, the
Utilissimo, built and captained by Joseph Supple.? The City also contracted for improvements to
the wharf, and for a garbage bunker.?” The contractor made some improvements to the wharf, but
these efforts did not resolve the problems. The City ultimately had to move operations, selecting
the wharf at the foot of F Street, owned by William Jorres.?® Jorres charged the City $50 per
month, and also required the City to plank his wharf, build an apron to hold the refuse, and hire a
wharf master to ensure that crews loaded refuse correctly.”

Shortly after the completion of the wharf improvement, the City of Coronado complained that
refuse was washing ashore on its beaches. The City of San Diego began fining Supple each time
he dumped too close to the shore.*® Supple quit and moved to Portland Oregon, where he built
steam ships.®! For the next three years, William Jorres, for a fee of $200 per month, towed the
Utilissimo behind a steam tugboat.®* The City attempted to change to a less expensive hauler,
but it was unclear what wharf he would use. The contract was cancelled. The City returned to the
services of Jorres, who increased his charge to $225 per month.*

Use of the tug boat, while it reduced reliance on wind and tides, could not eliminate the
temptation for a profit-driven private hauler to cut corners. While out yachting, Spreckels
witnessed Jorres dumping off Ballast Point. The City passed an ordinance fining Jorres $40 for
each instance of dumping too close to shore.®* Problems with the smell at the wharf also
continued. Despite the fact that Jorres had a contract to provide service through 1898, the City
began investigating other solutions.* The City stopped sending municipal solid waste for ocean
disposal as a primary means of waste management in the late 1800s.

Although ocean dumping of municipal waste is no longer legal, those aboard vessels may dump
wastes at sea, provided they are at least 50 miles from land.*® This practice, combined with litter
from storm runoff, has contributed to an ocean debris area comprised mostly of small plastic
particles commonly referred to as the Great Pacific Garbage Gyre.*

24 Michael Buxton, loc. cit.; Richard Crawford, loc. cit..; San Diego Port District, ibid., 4-7.
25 Michael Buxton, op. cit., 40.

26 San Diego Port District-Environmental Management Department, op cit., 7.

27 Michael Buxton, loc. cit.

28 [bid, 41; City of San Diego, "Ordinance 246- An Ordinance Granting a Wharf Franchise in the City of San
Diego to William Jorres," (April 20, 1888), 237; San Diego Port District, op. cit., 8.

29 Michael Buxton, op. cit., 41-42.

30 [bid, 43; Richard Crawford, op. cit., 2; San Diego Port District, loc. cit.

31 Richard Crawford, loc. cit.

32Michael Buxton, loc. cit.

33 Ibid, 44.

34 bid, 45.

35 San Diego Port District, op. cit., 8.

36 Michael Buxton, op. cit., 46.

37 Karen Hawes, pers. com., (September 3, 2010).
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Marine Debris Encounter Reporting Program in the Pacific.
Photographs courtesy of NOAA PIRO Observer Program.

INCINERATORS

During the late 1800s local governments favored incinerators, such as the “Brown,” used in
Wilmington, Delaware, the “Anderson,” used in Chicago, Illinois, and the “Dixon,” used in
Atlanta, Georgia® and Los Angeles California.*® City Councilmember’s travelled to Los
Angeles to view the “Dixon Crematory,” and by November 1897, the City had a Dixon
incinerator at the foot of Eighth Avenue. The City paid Jorres $30 to store the Utilissimo, and
ultimately sold it to him as scrap lumber for the same amount,*® having initially paid Supple
$2,000 for its construction.*

Dixon Crematory.
Photograph courtesy of J. Wiley & Sons, 1906.

38 Joseph G. Branch, “Heat and Light from Municipal and Other Waste,” St. Louis, MO: W. H. O'Brien Printing
and Publishing Co., (1906), 29.

39 San Diego Port District, op. cit., 8.

40 Tbid.

41 Herbert C. Hensley, loc. cit.
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The Brown, Anderson, Dixon, and other furnaces typically failed because of insufficient draft,
which caused combustion temperatures of only about 1,000°F, which is insufficient to incinerate
a feedstock with 70 to 80 percent moisture content.*? In 1911, engineering journals heralded the
new “McGuire Incinerator” as a “garbage destructor.”* In 1911 and 1912 City staff,
disappointed with the City’s Dixon, toured Texas and Tennessee, investigating various
incineration methods.** Prominent business men, such as W. Clayton, Vice President of the
Spreckels Companies, encouraged the City to replace the Dixon. Clayton wrote:

“If the City undertakes to collect and dispose of all the garbage, the quantity they will
have to take care of will be staggering when we are really well into the business.
Moreover, | do not think it is a fair proposition to ask me to bear any taxation for
removing the garbage from such places as the Grant Hotel and various restaurants, and
from the produce commission houses, etc., who necessarily have very large amounts of
garbage to be taken care of. Further, I do not think it is fair to the person who has very
little garbage to proportionately pay for the expense of removing my garbage, which is in
excess of most of my neighbors. | believe the theory of taxation for the removal of
garbage to be wrong.

“I would respectfully ask your Honorable Body to consider this suggestion: To erect a
garbage incinerator to be operated by the city. They should charge for the incineration of
garbage at so much per cubic yard, the charge being based on the actual cost of running
the incinerator, or upon the cost and interest on investment. License the collectors of
garbage who will comply with city ordinances as to the methods of removal and the price
to be paid for incineration.”*

Clayton would ultimately lose to the restaurateurs, who favored taxation to pay for collection. As
a result, the City never instituted the “fair” pay-as-you-throw system Clayton envisioned.
However, he and others influenced City officials to contract with the J.W. Walton Incinerator
Company for a forty ton per day McGuire incinerator.

The incinerator cost $16,000, with an operational cost of $.70 per ton.*® This incinerator operated
from 1914 through circa 1927.*" It used six ovens, each of which required 2.5 to 3 barrels of oil
per day for standard operations. A 750-gallon tank stored oil. Ash was dumped directly into the
Bay.*® The incinerator lacked capacity to handle the volume received at the site. Excess garbage
was dumped onsite, some was openly burned, and some was dumped into the Bay. Not only did
the incinerator lack sufficient capacity, operation was too expensive, according to a 1917 the
Public Welfare Commission letter to the Common Council. Although incineration was
considered “the most scientific method of garbage disposal,” it required a “heavy outlay of

42 Joseph G. Branch, op. cit., 30.

43 Municipal Engineering Company, "Index," Municipal Engineering, (January-June 1911): 160.

44 San Diego Port District, op. cit,, 9.

45 W. Clayton, "Letter to the Common Council,” (July 28, 1911), 2-3.

46 San Diego Port District, loc. cit.

47Ninyo & Moore Geotechnical and Environmental Sciences Consultants, "Limited Historical Study: San Diego
Bay Waterfront 5th Avenut to Crosby Street,"” (April 20, 2001): 35-36.

48 Ryan Moroney, "Memorandum-Summary of Incinerator and Eigth Avenue Dump Contamination at the
Former Campbell Shipyard,” (June 23, 2004), 1.
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money,” which “the city’s finances would not permit.”*® The incinerator’s limited capacity and
high cost encouraged the City to look for new waste management options.

PRIVATE COLLECTION

In 1908, H. L. Emerson of the San Diego Sanitary Reduction Company had the winning bid for a
ten-year contact for refuse collection. Residents and businesses separated their garbage (food
waste) from other materials so that the food waste could be used as hog feed. Business
organizations complained of the high collection costs. After four years, subsequent to a negative
health inspection and complaints about costs and performance, Emerson abandoned the
contract.”® °* The City entered a contract with E. W. Anderson, manager of the San Diego
Rubbish Company,®? through a non-competitive bid, for collection service and for operation of
the “Tidelands Dump.”*

Frequently, residents refused to pay for collection and instead dumped their waste on open space
land and vacant lots.>* A local newspaper reported in 1913:

“[a] hundred policemen could not stop the surreptitious dumping of refuse while the
motive for it remains. Householders take a walk in the evening with a nicely wrapped
bundle of refuse under the arm and return without it.... Until the contract system shall
have been abandoned the otherwise beautiful canyons, the vacant lots, and the streets of
the City will continue to be dumping grounds for the refuse of all kinds, to the detriment
of the public health.”*®

The Board of Health recommended making refuse collection free in order to avoid issues relating
to paying for refuse disposal.*
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52 Aldine R. Voris, loc. cit.
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CHAPTER 3: 1919-1987

i

Feeding garbage to hogs was considered a sustainable disposal method.
Photograph courtesy of Farmers Bulletin, issues 1126-1150 by the US Dept of Agriculture.

THE PEOPLE'S ORDINANCE OF 1919

In 1913, during the term of E. M. Anderson’s contract, many people avoided paying fees b5y
“depositing garbage and rubbish in canyons and on unoccupied lots, burning and burying it.”>’
“The Hotel and Rooming House Keeping Association,” also known as the “Hotel and Restaurant
Men,” proposed that, “to solve the dumping and price gouging problems, the City should collect
waste and pay for this collection with a tax.”

“[WT]e would urge that the work be undertaken by the City direct, and the actual
cost of service, less the sum to be derived from the sale of waste products, be
levied upon householders in some such manner as is now done; this method to
continue only until provision can be made in the next budget and tax levy to meet
the expense.

“It is proposed that the contractor shall pay into the City Treasury $250 a month
under his contract, which means that he will add about 20percent to the charges
he has been levying on householders.”>®

The Hotel and Restaurant Men submitted a resolution stating:

57 Ibid.
58 The Hotel, Rooming and Apartment House Association, "Letter to the City Council-Preamble and
Resolutions," (May 1913), 1.
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“Whereas, The method now in practice of collection [of] the city’s garbage and
other refuse by private parties is manifestly uncertain, unreasonably [sic]
burdensome to THOSE WHO PAY FOR IT, and otherwise unsatisfactory,
resulting in much rubbish and refuse finding its way to vacant lots, canyons and
highways, there to offend the eye and advertise to visitors lack of civic pride; and

“Whereas, The real authority of these private parties to make collections at their
pleasure and to levy their charges for such services is questionable, yet protest and
resistance are worse than useless, for reason that in case their demands are not
met the service is discontinued and the garbage left to offensive decay, to the
detriment of public health; and

“Whereas, The gathering of a city’s garbage and refuse is as properly a public
work as is the care of streets and sewers; and

“Whereas, The city now owns and operates an incinerator and part of the
equipment for collecting, it would seem to be especially desirable that the
collecting of refuse should also be under municipal control, and that economy
would be promoted by so joining these two branches of the same work . . .

“Resolved, That the Honorable Common Council be and hereby is respectfully
requested to take up without unnecessary delay, the work of collecting the city’s
refuse, and to take steps to provide for the cost of said work by regular taxation;

“But in view of the fact that the budget for the present year is already made up
without providing for this expense, it is therefore respectfully suggested that, until
provision be made for it in a future tax levy, the cost of the service be apportioned
to the various house-holders, producers of garbage somewhat as at the present
time, only in a more just and equitable way.”>

The organization making this recommendation comprised 60 percent of E. W. Anderson’s
customers.®® However, instead of acting on the Hotel and Restaurant Men’s recommendation, the
City passed an ordinance limiting collection rates to 50 cents per month.®* Anderson claimed his
costs exceeded 62 cents per household.®? Rather than be limited on fees, when his contract
expired in 1917, Anderson declined to renew. The City entered a contract with George A. Binney
and Company of Los Angeles on November 17, 1917,% a company with direct ties to
Anderson.® In that year, the Federation of Women’s Clubs® and other organizations joined the

59 The Hotel, Rooming, and Apartment House Association, Resolutions, 1-2.

60 The Hotel, Rooming, and Apartment House Association, “People’s Ordinance,” 2.

61 City of San Diego, "Ordinance 5265- An Ordinance to Protect the Health, Comfort, and Security of the
Inhabitants of the City of San Diego," (Septemer 10, 1913), 4; The Hotel, Rooming, and Apartment House
Association, “People’s Ordinance,” 1-3.

62 The Hotel, Rooming, and Apartment House Association, “People’s Ordinance,” 2.

63 George A. Binney, “Letter to the Editor: The Garbage Question,” San Diego Union, (March 7,1919), 2.
64 "City is Not Yet Ready to Care for Garbage," San Diego Evening Tribune, (April 15,1919),9.

65 Alice Lee, "Letter to the Common Council - The Engagement of a Scientific, Sanitary Engineer and the
Necessary Appropriation for the Cost thereof, and for Free Collection of City Refuse: San Diego Federation of
Women's Clubs,"” (March 19, 1917), 1.
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Hotel and Restaurant Men® in calling for the City to provide collection, with the service to be
paid for by a general tax.®’

The San Diego Federation of Women’s Clubs submitted a petition to the City Council March 19,
1917, stating that the total population included 92,000 people, consisting of 6,000 families
representing 30,000 people each paying $.50 for the removal of garbage and $.25 per barrel for
removal of rubbish, representing a total output of $54,000 per year. Rather than leaving hauling
and management up to a private contractor, the Women pointed out systems in Europe,
Milwaukee, and Austin that were managed by a sanitary engineer, paid for by taxes, and
approved by the State Board of Health. They envisioned a multifaceted management system that
included hog farming and incineration.®

In the meantime, in an attempt avoid collection fees, the Hotel and Restaurant Men, began
hauling garbage directly to the hog farmers. Believing that the Hotel and Restaurant Men had
violated Binney and Company’s exclusive franchise, the City Council enacted an ordinance on
March 13, 1918 prohibiting non-permitted haulers from selling garbage to hogs farmers.®®

Harry Rudder, Chairman of the Commercial War League, expressed concern about this action.
He argued that grain should be conserved for the war effort; therefore, garbage to hog farms
should not be limited.”® Additionally, the Hotel and Restaurant Men argued that food waste had a
market value, and they should not be compelled to give it to Binney and Company.”* The Hotel
and Restaurant Men met with City Councilmembers in closed session to discuss the situation,
urging the Council not to allow the hogs to be deprived of food. The press reported: “[y]Joung
pigs are now starving to death because the brood sows have had nothing to eat since the hauling
of garbage [by the Hotel Men] was prohibited . . ..”"?

The Hotel and Restaurant Men wanted the City to allow them to sell waste to hog farmers and
also to revoke the contract with Binney and Company. They advocated redirecting the
responsibility of collection to the City, to be paid for by hog farm revenues and a general tax.”
The association backed a ballot initiative, and purchased advertisement space in the newspaper
that endorsed a proposed “People’s Ordinance,” for “free refuse collection.” The advertisement
agreed with opponents of the Ordinance that it would raise the tax rate, but emphasized that this
tax increase would be more than offset by the fact that people would no longer need to spend
from $6 to $12 a year for Binney’s services.”® By today’s standards, $6 to $12 per year in 1918
translates to about $95 to $190 per year, which is comparable to current collection costs in the

66 The Hotel, Rooming, and Apartment House Association, “People’s Ordinance,” 1-3.

67 Alice Lee, loc. cit.; Aldine R. Voris, op. cit., 1-2.

68 Alice Lee, loc. cit.

69 Coleman Conrad, "Report No. 94-223: Consideration of a Ballot Measure for November 1994 Election to
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Manager's Report, (July 22, 1994), 2.
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72 San Diego Union, Food Administration, under “Pigs Starving.”
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74 Hotel and Restaurant Men of San Diego, "The Garbage Question," San Diego Evening Tribune, (April 8,
1919), 2.

19



San Diego area.” The City allowed Binney to charge one cent per gallon of refuse. The
Restaurant Men argued that a cafeteria producing 160 gallons of refuse per day would have to
pay $48 per month, and that Binney would also profit from sales to a hog farm; or that he could
feed 100 hogs with this amount of garbage. They said hog feed cost $3 per 100 pounds.

“Let our city feed 3000 head of hogs, which will more than supply pork for all of the
institutions kept up by the tax payers. Vote ‘yes’ on the health ordinance.”®

Binney, on the other hand, argued that the tax required by the proposed People’s Ordinance
would not be equitable. While the tax would be levied to all properties, only restaurants and
hotels would be major benefactors, because they were the biggest waste generators.’’

On April 8, 1919, the same year the United States Congress enacted prohibition, the voters of
San Diego enacted “The People’s Ordinance Regulating Collection and Disposal of Garbage,”
(SDMC 8§ 66.0123) establishing that:

“It shall be the duty of the Manager of Operations of the City of San Diego to gather,
collect, and dispose of all city refuse... and it shall be the duty of the Common Council of
said City to levy and collect a sufficient tax each year for the purpose of paying the cost
of the collection and disposal of said city refuse.””®

The Ordinance had the effect of cancelling Binney’s contract.”® The City became responsible for
trash collection and for imposing a tax to pay for any costs not covered by proceeds from the sale
of hog feed.?® The ordinance also required haulers to have permits from the City, waste
generators to separate garbage from refuse, to wash their containers, and it set specific times for
refuse collection, by district.*™* The City Council also approved $12,500 to buy hogs and for other
necessary equipment.®? The “People’s Ordinance” redirected responsibility for refuse hauling
from the Department of Finance, Way, and Means to the Manager of Operations.

Resolution No. 24474 authorized City vehicles in the Streets Division to collect waste, but the
City needed these vehicles for other uses.®® A newspaper article dated April 11, 1919 asked:

“When and how will the garbage be collected? How will the City get the equipment?
Where is the money coming from?”®*

75 “Inflation Calculator,” Bureau of Labor Statistics, accessed February 14, 2011,
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None of these details were prescribed in the Ordinance, which eliminated $400 per month in
revenues the City had been collecting from Binney, replacing it with a $75,999 per year
liability.®> A news article of May 2, 1919 identified further difficulties with the transition. The
mayor vetoed appropriations the Council had made to purchase trash hauling horse teams and
wagons from Anderson, the City’s former contractor, because the mayor believed the price was
too high.®® In the meantime, garbage went uncollected.®” Eventually, the City Council made
arrangements for Anderson to collect waste while City services were modified and new
equipment purchased.

TIDELANDS OPERATIONS

At the time the City enacted the People’s Ordinance, problems with the McGuire incinerator
became evident.®® The City decided to replace it with a “garbage hopper.” In an uncompetitive

~ bid process,® in 1926 the City contracted
— \ with H. O. Duerr of San Diego Disposal
8" Ave Company to construct the garbage

2 hopper, or “trash mill,” adjacent to the
City’s incinerator at the foot of  Eighth
Avenue, an area also called Tidelands.®
The hopper was intended to process 650
¢ | truckloads per month.®* The City paid
" Duerr $2 per load in excess of 650
9" Ave truckloads, and $2 for each dead cow or
dead horse.®* Duerr paid the City $3 per

, \ load for each load of paper, rags, and

, . 3\\ ‘ scrap iron he salvaged.* City forces

|\<‘\% ) ofnat N D collected refuse in metal-bodied trucks
BNA 7 WS and delivered it to the hopper.**

Tidelands at the foot of Eighth Avenue.
Photograph from City of San Diego archives.

Hog farmers drove to the hopper to load their trucks with food waste.® Profit margins on
garbage sales to hog farms shrank when the price of pork fell during the Great Depression, which
lasted from 1929 until 1939.%° Likewise revenues from salvaged items fell.”” Some garbage
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86 "Wilde Will Veto Plan to Purchase Rubbish Outfit," San Diego Union, (May 2, 1919).
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continued to go to hog farms and some rubbish was incinerated or directly dumped into the
Tidelands. Duerr also used a 250-ton barge to dump additional refuse at sea.*®

The garbage hopper served as an early, labor intensive, materials recovery facility. It received its

share of complaints, including this analysis by George Morgan, the State Sanitary Inspector in

1931:
“ ... East of this loading station lies the can dump, and on the West is the paper-bailing
shed. A short distance South, on the edge of the bay, is the trash and rubbish sorting and
loading mill....A drain from this garbage dump leads directly into a narrow channel
between the dump and the can dump, which in turn runs directly into the bay, close to the
refuse and trash mill. A certain amount of garbage was observed lying underneath the
shoots [sic], but it was understood that all bins are emptied daily.

“The refuse and trash mill is privately owned, and consists of corrugated iron and wood
buildings, employs 18 to 20 persons, and [is] operated partly by machinery.

“All trash is sorted at this point, anything of value being saved, and the refuse being
loaded onto barges and towed for a distance of twenty (20) miles out to sea.. . ..

“Many rats were trapped in this area . . . it is considered that some other method of
disposal is advisable, and it is suggested than an incinerator or garbage reduction plant be
constructed. It is also suggested that men be employed for the purpose of trapping and
poisoning rats . . ..”%

Because the City hired Duerr without soliciting competitive bids,®® many residents called for the

City to void its contract with Duerr and conduct operations with City forces. In 1932, Campbell
Machine Co. and the City filed suit against Duerr for illegal dumping. Newspaper articles
reported the “amazing fact that the city was paying more than $2,000 a month for the privilege of
dumping on its own tidelands . . ..” Calling the Tidelands a “nuisance,” the press reported H. O.
Duerr’s “favorable deals” with the City.'*

In 1933, Duerr agreed to pay a $5,000 bond for cleanup, though the bond company refused to
post the bond. Duerr sold the Disposal Company in 1934 to 36 of his creditors. They financed a
“Rubbish Reduction Plant,”*%* which included a conveyor belt, magnetic separator, picking line
and incinerator.’®® The City’s inspection of the plant found that dumping of waste and ash
continued.'® Despite the City’s efforts to stop burn and dump operations, they continued at this
location into the 1940s,'® generating complaints. A 1935 article described “piles of chicken
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entrails, heads, and leg bones ... attracting rats and flies.”*®® Tideland dumping continued until
completion of the 10th Avenue Marine Terminal in the 1950s.'%

Growth and suburban development in the 1940s and 1950s pushed hog farms farther away from
the urban center,*® which increased the cost of transportation. Increased feed costs, coupled with
lower hog prices, caused many of the hog farms to close.’® In 1959, the City passed an
ordinance, which became effective in 1962, placing severe restrictions on cattle, goat, and hog
ranches within the City limits. When this ordinance came into effect in 1962 and the ranches
were notified that they must cease operations, the City stopped collecting garbage for hog feed
altogether.'*°

CiTy COLLECTION AND DISPOSAL

In 1932, the voters modified the Charter, moving waste management from the Street Bureau to
the Department of Public Works.*** According to a 1933-1934 Annual Report, City operations
were cost-effective as compared with rates charged by private refuse collectors: “No bids which
have been received for the performance of this work under private contract have succeeded in
coming within present costs.”**? Services provided in that year included daily refuse collection in
the business district, twice a week collection in residential areas, and weekly or bi-weekly in
more remote areas. Garbage was collected and hauled to the hopper, where it was sold to a local
hog raiser’s association.™**

In 1938, the City Planning Commission issued a Report on Refuse Dumps.*** Unsightly dumps
around the City were found not to be in the best interests of development in the City. Operators
of an estimated 57 refuse dumps routinely burned waste onsite. The report recommended
minimizing the number of private dumps, centralizing them, keeping them mostly out of public
view, and managing them to reduce disease-causing vectors.'*®

During World War 11, San Diego provided jobs in the defense industry. As the amount of waste
generated grew, incineration became more important.™® To address this issue, Ordinance 2554
made it a misdemeanor to not separate combustible rubbish from incombustible rubbish.**’

From the late 1940s through 1951, the City used a 92-acre section of North Chollas as a burn
dump site.**® The City placed community incinerators at convenient locations throughout the
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City, for example, at Columbia and Laurel Streets and at 24™ Street and Island Avenue.
Residents also used their own backyard incinerators from the 1940s through the 1960s as a
“sanitary” method of disposing rubbish.'® The City abandoned incineration as a means of
disposal in 1951 in favor of landfilling,*** but incineration continued at privately-operated
facilities for several years thereafter.!?? Although the City collected no income to offset costs,
the City did not impose the tax that the People’s Ordinance required to fund services. Instead the
City tapped its General Fund.'?®

THE FIRST LANDFILLS

The first “sanitary landfill” in the nation opened in 1937 in Fresno, California. Landfill operators
dug trenches and filled them with trash. Bulldozers compacted waste and covered it with a layer
of dirt at the end of each day. Trash compaction was thought to reduce vermin and to allow the
site to be reclaimed for construction after a landfill had closed.**

In 1951, the South Chollas Landfill began accepting loads of waste for disposal, operating until
1981.'%° In 1987, the City contracted SCS Engineers to build a gas collection and flaring system
at Chollas. The gas collection system, which is still in place, uses a perforated pipe surrounded
by a layer of gravel to collect the methane that is generated by decomposing organic material in
the landfill. The gasses are drawn with a gentle vacuum to the flare, which burns the methane,
producing primarily carbon dioxide emissions, which are less harmful to the atmosphere than
methane.'®
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In 1952, the City began accepting waste at Mission Bay and Arizona Street Sanitary landfills.
These sites were originally intended to be rubbish dumps, but by 1956, as hog farms provided
less of a market for garbage,'?® these facilities began accepting mixed loads of garbage and
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rubbish.
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Photograph from City of San Diego archives.

At Arizona Street and South Chollas landfills, haulers dumped their loads into canyons, but at
the Mission Bay Landfill, located on a flat, sandy shoreline, operators dug long trenches
approximately 60 feet long and 15 feet deep. Trucks dumped loads near the trenches and then
bulldozers pushed the waste in, compacting it and covering it with a layer of dirt. After the
landfill closed in 1959,"%° crews placed five to twenty feet of fine-grain sandy silt from the
dredging of Mission Bay over the top.**°

In 1959, the City opened the South Miramar Landfill on 192 acres leased from the U.S. Navy on
the southern portion of what is now Marine Corps Air Station Miramar.*** The site primarily
received municipal refuse; however, City reports note the possibility of one to seven million
gallons of liquid industrial waste dumped between 1959 and 1967.

127 Woodward-Clyde Consultants, "Site Assessment Report-Mission Bay Landfill," (November 17, 1983), i;
Kleinfelder Inc, "Closure and Post-closure Maintenance Report for the Arizona St. Landfill Monitoring
Mitigation Control System," (January 1990), 1-1.

128 San Diego Union, “Must End Operations,” loc. cit.

129 Woodward-Clyde Consultants, loc. cit.

130 City of San Diego: Environmental Services Department, "Post-Closure Maintenance Plan (PCMP): Mission
Bay Landfill," (December 1994): 1.

131 Arthur L. Coe, "Order No. 94-28: Closure and Post-closure Maintenance Requirements for City of San
Diego, Allred Collins Partnership, and US Navy South Miramar Landfill City of San Diego," California Water
Quality Control Board - San Diego Region, (May 12, 1994).

132 City of San Diego, "Report of Waste Water Discharge for North and South Miramar Landfills," (February 13,
1990).
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In 1966, the City acquired a canyon at Paradise Valley Road and Potomac Street for
development of a park. Under an agreement with the City, the County of San Diego operated the
Paradise Landfill until 1967, filling the canyon with approximately 145,000 cubic feet of waste.
After closure of the landfill, the City developed Paradise Hills Park on the site.**

The City closed the South Miramar Landfill in 1973, followed by the Arizona Street Landfill in
1974.%** The City began operating the Montgomery Landfill in 1974 and closed it in 1990. From
1973 through 1983, the City accepted 750,000 tons of waste per year at the North Miramar
Landfill. The City opened West Miramar in 1983. Provided waste reduction strategies are
effective, this landfill is expected to provide capacity through 2022.'*> A proposed height
increase would extend its life through 2030.

While the City of San Diego developed its solid waste system for its residents, the County of San
Diego provided disposal services for the rest of the County. The County of San Diego opened
Sycamore Canyon Landfill (located within the City of San Diego) in 1962, Otay Landfill
(located in an unincorporated island within the City of Chula Vista) in 1963, Ramona Landfill in
1969, Borrego Landfill in 1973, and San Elijo Landfill in 1978.2% The military opened Las
Pulgaslgl?nd San Onofre landfills in 1971 and 1974, respectively, for disposal of Camp Pendleton
waste.

WASTE VOLUME REDUCTION STRATEGIES

A pilot baling project carried out in 1972 at Balboa Park.
Photographs from City of San Diego archives.
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Paradise Hills Park and Recreation Center Site," City of San Diego, (July 30, 1966).
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Environmental Services Department, (March 29, 1999).

135 Bryan A. Stirrat and Associates, "Long-Term Waste Management Options Report: Miramar Landfill,"
(2010).

136CalRecycle, "Landfills," accessed April 2011, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities /Landfills/; David
Sterrett, "County to Accelerate San Marcos Landfill Restoration,” North County Times, July 28, 2005,
http://www.nctimes.com/news/local/article b53e1f60-6e49-53f6-bfbe-b75300634194.html.; See Appendix
IIL

137 CalRecycle, "Active Landfills Profile for Las Pulgas Landfill (37-AA-0903)," accessed April 2011,
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/profiles/Facility /Landfill /LFProfile2.asp?COID=37&FACID=37-AA-0903;
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In 1972, the City moved its waste collection and landfill divisions from the Department of Public
Works to the General Services Department.**® The City had just begun a pilot project, funded by
a federal grant, to determine the feasibility of baling waste to reduce volume. Crews baled
household refuse at 20" and B streets, the location of a former City garage. They took the bales
to the Arizona Street Landfill and stacked them into the canyon.'®*® The City accepted 60,000
tons of waste from 1971 through 1973 at this 26™ Street Bale Site. At the conclusion of the pilot,
the City developed the site as a parking lot for the municipal golf course. Baling on a larger scale
would have required significant capital investment in labor and baling equipment, so the
practice, though effective at increasing compaction rates, was discontinued because it was not
economical.**’

In 1975, the City of San Diego and the County of San Diego investigated another volume
reduction strategy, proposing the San Diego Energy Recovery (SANDER) project, a waste-to-
energy facility.™* In 1980, the joint City-County SANDER Authority issued a request for
information and qualifications for construction and operations of a 1,200 ton per day waste-to-
energy plant. The Authority selected the proposal submitted by Signal Environmental Systems,
Inc. In April of 1985, the City Council voted to increase the project size from 1,200 to 2,250 tons
per day. Signal submitted an application for certification to the California Energy Commission in
December of that year.**? In 1986, the City and the Department of Navy entered an agreement
and swapped City property near Chollas Landfill for 42.8 acres of military land near the Miramar
Landfill to be used for the SANDER Project.*?

Residents of the area and environmental groups believed that fumes emitted from the plant
would pollute the region’s air and would have negative health effects on residents of the
Clairemont area.*** In 1987, the voters enacted Proposition H, “The Clean Air Initiative,” which
restrictedlgge size and possible location of waste-to-energy plants, making the proposed project
unviable.
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CHAPTER 4: 1987-PRESENT

The Mobro 4000 highlighted the importance of waste reduction and recycling.
Photograph courtesy of John E. Conover, Jr.

LANDFILL CAPACITY CRISIS

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA or Superfund) of 1980
increased governmental oversight and regulation of hazardous and municipal solid waste. While
these laws insured safer handling and disposal of waste, they also added costs to its management.
Additional laws, such as the 1969 National Environmental Policy Act and the 1970 California
Environmental Quality Act gave the public a stronger voice in opposing the development of
facilities. Permitting of new solid waste facilities became a more time consuming and expensive
task.

In 1987, a barge named Mobro left Islip, New York carrying 3,186 tons of baled trash bound for
southern landfills. Several southern states and three foreign nations barred the barge from
docking because they said they lacked landfill space. For more than 100 days the Mobro traveled
around the Gulf of Mexico and the Atlantic until finally returning to Islip, where disposal
capacity was finally identified. The media coverage of this incident drew attention to the landfill
crisis. This event changed people’s perception of waste management and emphasized the
importance of recycling and waste reduction.*°

In San Diego and throughout California, landfills reached capacity and closed as waste volumes
increased. The City Council responded with Policy 900-06 effective September 21, 1987 setting
a waste reduction goal for the City of 25 percent by July 1, 1992.**" The Council adopted a
Recycling and Waste Reduction Plan on July 25, 1988. The City planned to achieve this
diversion of waste from disposal through curbside collection of recyclables, buyback and
composting facilities, and other programs.

146 Jacob V. Lamar Jr. et al., “Don’t be a Litter Barge,” May 4, 1987, accessed January 2011,
http://www.time.com/time /magazine/article/0,9171,964245,00.html.
147 City of San Diego, "Council Policy No. 900-06: Solid Waste Recycling," (September 21, 1987), 2.
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In 1988, the City established a Waste Management Department comprised of three divisions:
Collections, Disposal, and Resource Conservation and Recovery.**® Former Collection Division
Deputy Director, Richard L. Hays, headed the new department, with William Sterling in charge
of Disposal, Ernest Anderson over Collection, and Robert A. Epler managing Resource
Conservation. Separate buildings housed the divisions; Resource Conservation at 525 B Street,
Disposal at the Miramar Landfill, and Collection offices at the Chollas Landfill. Collection
vehicles repairs took place at 20" and B Street. The Director consolidated offices at a leased
building on Murphy Canyon Road to unify the Department and streamline administrative
services, later moving the offices to their current location at 9601 Ridgehaven Court.**°

EPA& DOE

ENERGY STAR® BUILDING

1999

Ridgehaven "Green Building" Demonstration Project.
Photographs from City of San Diego archives.

In 1989, the State legislature, responding to the landfill crisis, approved Assembly Bill 939, the
Integrated Waste Management Act. This law required every city and county in California to
divert 25 percent of its waste stream from disposal by the year 1995, and 50 percent by the year
2000. The City of San Diego continues to meet and surpass the State mandate.**

The law also created the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB), now
CalRecycle. It required local governments to prepare Source Reduction and Recycling Elements
(SRREs), detailing how they would achieve this waste reduction mandate.” The law, as
amended over the next few years, also required additional elements, such as the Household
Hazardous Waste Element and the Non-disposal Facility Element. Counties were responsible for
summarizing their own SRREs, together with the SRREs from their cities, into an overall
Summary Plan and Siting Element. The Summary Plan and Siting Element had to show that the
county had a strategy for providing 15 years of disposal capacity. If a city or county failed to
meet the requirements, penalties of up to $10,000 per day could be assessed.'*

148 Yyonne Williams, pers. com. (January 4, 2006).

149 Robert A. Epler, pers. com. (March 26, 2009).

150 City of San Diego: Environmental Services Department, “San Diego's Premiere ‘Green Building’ Saves
Money and the Environment,” accessed November 12, 2010, http://www.sandiego.gov/environmental-
services/geninfo/ridgehaven/index.shtml.

151 CalRecycle, “History of California Solid Waste Law,” 1985-1989, updated December 22, 2009, accessed
February 2011, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/Laws/Legislation/CalHist/1985t01989.htm.
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EXTENDING LANDFILL LIFE

One of the first City-operated recyclable materials collection programs began in 1988, with
curbside collection from 18,000 single family residences. This recycling pilot required residents
to separate glass, plastics, and paper into three different color-coded bins. In the 1980s, most
recycling facilities were located in Asia. Although recyclable materials collection added yet
another expense to the City’s waste management program, diverting materials from the landfill
to preserve capacity was a priority. The sale of the recyclable materials generated funds, but the
costs associated with containers, transportation, and labor far outstripped the revenues.*

In addition to diverting materials from disposal, the City sought ways to increase the airspace of
the Miramar Landfill. In October of 1988, the City issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) for the
removal of rock aggregate materials underlying the Phase Il section of the West Miramar
Landfill. The City received two proposals, one from a Venture Team composed of CalMat
Company, H. G. Fenton Material Company, and Sim J. Harris Company, and one from West
Coast General Corporation. The Venture Team proposed to charge the City for mining activities,
while West Coast General Corp. proposed to pay the City for each ton of rock aggregate
removed. The Venture Team had strong technical qualifications, while West Coast General
Corp. was a relatively small company.

To quell fears about its ability to handle the project, West Coast General Corporation enlisted the
backing of Superior Ready Mix Concrete, a multimillion dollar veteran of public works projects.
The City used West Coast General Corporation for a smaller rock aggregate extraction project in
Phase | of the Landfill. The smaller project served as a pilot study for the larger Phase Il project.
Reassured by the work on Phase | and the joint venture with Superior Ready Mix Concrete, the
City entered into a contract with West Coast/Superior on November 23, 1992 to remove the rock
aggrel%?te, with 90 percent of the profit going to the Department of the Navy, which owns the
land.

Yet another project designed to preserve capacity in the landfill, the Miramar Greenery, began in
1986 and is still in operation. This facility accepts source-separated loads of yard waste.
Homeowners, landscapers, and City crews take yard waste to the Greenery. In 1995, the City
added compost and wood chip products to the mulch produced at the Greenery. In 2009, the City
more than doubled the size of the facility to 74.5 acres, with a maximum tonnage of 650 per day,
processing a maximum of 301,000 cubic yards per year.*>

Following the success of its Greenery program the City proposed a Materials Recovery Facility
(MRF) in 1991. Per the request of the City’s landlord, the Department of the Navy, the City
developed a General Development Plan that included the MRF. The General Development Plan
described the City’s plans for facilities on its leasehold, within what is now Marine Corps Air
Station Miramar.™® The City entered into negotiations with Daneco, Inc., which would be
responsible for the “design, construction, and operation of a facility to process 300,000 tons per

153 City of San Diego, "Fiscal Year 1989 Annual Budget,” (June 13, 1988).

154Robert J. Ferrier, "Letter to Mr. Strotman: Phase Il Aggregate and Dirt," (November 17, 1994).
155CalRecycle, http: //www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities /Directory/37-AB-0003 /Detail /.

156 CalRecycle, "Local Government Central: Glossary of Terms," updated August 12, 2009, accessed February
25,2011, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral /Glossary/.
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year of municipal solid wastes.”**" Daneco’s proposed MRF included extracting recyclables
from the solid waste stream and converting organic materials into compost. Waste would be
conveyed to sorting rooms for machines and staff to pick out the recyclable materials from
selected loads. Officials from the City’s Waste Management Department visited one of Daneco’s
existing facilities in Mora, Minnesota. The facility’s performance fell below San Diego’s
expectations.™®® On August 14, 1995, the City Council terminated the project for financial,
market, liability, and performance reasons.*

The City continued to investigate capacity-enhancing measures for the Miramar Landfill. In
2008, a modification to the lease agreement between the Marine Corps Air Station Miramar and
the City allowed an increase of twenty feet to the height of the landfill. This expansion extended
the life of the landfill beyond the year 2022,

AN EXPERIMENT IN RETURNING TO PRIVATIZATION

Since 1919, in reaction to negative experiences with private collection, San Diego used City
crews for services specified by the People’s Ordinance.'®* In the 1990s, City Councilmember’s
asked if the private sector could provide collection service more cost-effectively. As the City
expanded the recyclable materials collection program to approximately 80,000 homes, the City
investigated this question.

Waste Management Incorporated (WMI) won the contract for the private portion of the
collection.™®® Two different routes were created, designed to be as equal as possible, although the
City had 10 percent more customers. For the next two years the City and WMI collected
recyclables from the residences, with the customer service line provided by the City. Although
WMI collected the recyclables for 10 percent less than the City, it became apparent that WMI’s
quality of service, with 20 times the complaint rate, did not match the City’s.*** WMI delivered
bins to households outside of the service area boundary on eleven separate occasions, affecting
hundreds of residents, and in other instances failed to deliver containers. WMI delayed initiation
of service three months beyond the target date. Missed collections points do occur occasionally.
However, WMI fell below industry standards, taking as long as one week to collect missed set
outs. WMI also frequently improperly offloaded materials, thereby reducing the recycling value.
While bin replacement is expected to occur within one week, WMI took up to three months to
replace bins. Replacement usually required two to four service requests before action was
provided. In addition, WMI phone logs were inaccurate, with as many as 115 calls not recorded
in a one month period. *®*
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An independent analysis conducted by Roy Weston, Inc. found that the City’s public relations
and information program was superior to WM1I’s.*® Furthermore, WMI did not spend required
funds on public recycling education. The City provided superior container service, service roll-
out, accuracy of service, and remedying of missed stops. WMI “was found to be severely
deficient when compared to the Department.”*®® The independent assessment concluded that if
the deficiencies exhibited by WMI were remedied through contractual requirements, the cost of
service would increase by at least 10 percent, thereby eliminating any cost savings of privately-
operated service. “With all else being equal between the costs and level of service offered by the
Department and WMSD [Waste Management of San Diego], the increased control and flexibility
provided by the public collection makes this the preferred approach.”*®” At the end of the
contract period, service returned to City crews.

IMPROVEMENTS TO COLLECTIONS

In the U.S. during the 1960s and 70s, rear loading packer trucks with a 20 cubic yard capacity
operated by three to four people (one driver and the rest acting as manual trash loaders),
provided a majority of collection service.'®® In 1976, larger 25 cubic yard packer trucks with
higher compaction rates became
available.'®®  Conventional wisdom
said larger crews meant faster
collection;  however, the City
discovered that if two people
operated the newer type of truck, and
if they took turns driving and
dumping loads to avoid exhaustion,
they averaged more tons collected per
day than larger crews on the older
trucks. Two crewmembers on a new
packer averaged 16 tons of waste per
day, compared to 12 tons collected by
crews in the older trucks. Next, the
Collections Division investigated side
loader trucks operated by one
person.*”® With these trucks added to
the fleet, the City further streamlined
collection costs.

Rearloader.
Photograph from City of San Diego archives.

165 Roy F. Weston Inc., "Curbside Recycling Program Preliminary Competitive Assessment Report," (October
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In 1993, the garbage collection fleet consisted of 40 percent manual side-loaders and 60 percent
manual rear-loaders. These trucks averaged 14.5 tons per day with one-person crews working the
side loaders and two-person crews on the rear loaders. In late 1993 and early 1994, the City
began to phase in automated collection.*” The automated trucks averaged 17 tons per day and
only needed one operator. By 1998 all refuse collection was automated, with increased
efficiencies reducing the number of trucks by 30 percent and eliminating 75 positions, resulting
in a total annual savings of nearly $2 million.*"

Automated Collection Trucks.
Photograph from City of San Diego archives.

In 2002, Collection Services purchased RouteSmart software to develop more efficient routes.'’
The resulting changes yielded savings of approximately $18 million during the first 10 years
compared to the old system. In 2010, Collection Services moved to ten-hour work days, resulting
in a further reduced labor force, and additional cost-savings.*"

In April of 1997, the Department received a grant from the California Air Pollution Control
District to convert 54 diesel trucks to run on clean Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG).”® Each LNG-
powered truck produced 50 percent less emissions; however these trucks were also $20,000-
$30,000 more costly.® The original plan was to produce LNG from Landfill Gas (LFG)
generated by West Miramar Landfill.?”" A contract between Applied LNG Technologies (ALT)

171 Jack McGrory, "Report No. 93-313: Automated Refuse Collection,” City of San Diego Manger's Report,
(November 3, 1993).
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USA and the City specified a five-year supply of LNG at a fixed price. By 2002, the LFG
portion of the project became infeasible due to an ALT Technologies bankruptcy and also lower
than expected methane generation.'”® In the meantime, the City had secured a $1.7 million grant
from the U.S. Department of Energy for a fueling station. At the peak of this program, in 2008,
the City operated 77 dual-fuel LNG refuse packers.'” Subsequently, most of the dual-fuel LNG
vehicles have been replaced with cleaner diesel vehicles that produce similar emissions but are
less expensive to maintain. &

THE REGIONAL WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENT

The majority of the region’s population resides in the City of San Diego, where City crews
provide collection services required by the People’s Ordinance, and the private sector provides
service for the remainder of the waste generators. However, there are 17 other cities and various
communities, including communities located on Indian reservations, within the County.*®* None
of these other government agencies directly provide refuse collection. The County collection
system allows waste generators to choose from a list of collection providers, and negotiate their
own fees. Since the 1990s, all of the other incorporated cities have provided collection via
exclusive franchises with haulers, with a negotiated, pre-set fee-for-service.?

The County developed a network of landfills, which, by the 1980s included a large landfill in the
northern part of the County (San Marcos), one in the eastern part of the County (Sycamore,
located in the City of San Diego, adjacent to Santee), and one in the south (Otay, located with the
City of Chula Vistas on land that is unincorporated).'®® This network, together with the City’s
Miramar Landfill in the center of the City of San Diego’s population, enabled the development
of a relatively efficient network of collection routes.

The residential community that developed in the vicinity of the County’s San Marcos Landfill
became dissatisfied with the facility. The community reported that seagulls not only visited the
landfill, but also sometimes dropped tidbits collected from the landfill on the neighborhood. The
community’s resentment ultimately resulted in the closure of the landfill before it reached its
permitted capacity. '®*

Anticipating landfill closure, the County began the development of a waste-to-energy facility, the
North County Resource Recovery Facility (NCRRF). The business plan for the NCRRF included
revenues from recyclable materials sales, but North County cities instituted separate collection,
leaving less to recover from the waste stream. With funding for the development of the facility
coming primarily from the County’s landfills, the $134 million NCRRF put a significant strain
on the County’s solid waste system funds. In response, the County raised the price to dispose of
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refuse at its remaining landfills, first to $43, and then to $54 a ton. Rather than pay this fee to
finance a facility many thought was too expensive and also environmentally un-sound, some
cities decided to transfer and dispose of their waste in Orange County for $22 a ton. Even
considering transportation costs, this was an economically superior alternative.®

In September 1991, the County Board of Supervisors responded to public pressure and
eliminated the waste-to-energy portion of the project.'®® Burdened with the costs of the original
engineering and permitting for a waste-to-energy facility, it became an unusually expensive
Materials Recovery Facility.'®” The dwindling volume of waste, with diminished percentage of
marketable content, meant that the County could not pay the $28 million per year operating
expenses. The County could default on its contract with Thermo-Electron, the parent company of
NCRRF, and suffer a decrease in bond ratings, or it could buy out the contract.*®

In July 1996, the County purchased the facility from Thermo-Electron for $134 million. It
accepted bids for its solid waste system, which included the MRF and other transfer facilities,
and the landfills in San Diego County except for the City-operated Miramar Landfill and the
military landfills. The City of San Diego entered negotiations with the County for the purchase
of the Sycamore Landfill, which is located within its borders;'®® however, the County sold its
system tlcgoAIIied Waste Industries, Inc., also known as Republic Services, Inc., for a total of $184
million.
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CHAPTER 5;: FINANCIAL CHALLENGES

PEOPLE’S ORDINANCE

The City of San Diego has faced unique financial challenges to providing solid waste
management services.'** Although the People’s Ordinance specified that a special tax should be
levied, no such tax was ever imposed, placing a heavy burden on the City’s General Fund.
Additionally, a growing urban center and decreased tolerance for rural nuisances led the City to
pass an ordinance in 1959 that prohibited commercial farms. As hogs farms moved to more
remote locations or closed, so did the revenue from selling food waste as hog feed. %

The People’s Ordinance specified weekly collection, but in the 1950s many businesses and
multi-family establishments needed collection more frequently. In the confined downtown areas,
some did not have curb access. These waste generators contracted with private haulers for the
specialized service they needed.*® Thus, some people paid directly for refuse collection as did
waste generators from other parts of the County, whereas others received the service for no fee.

Robert W. Arnhym, Executive Vice-President of the San Diego Downtown Association,
proposed a more equitable solution.*®* He proposed to establish districts, and to charge people
via their water bills a fee related to the amount of refuse produced.'® City Manager Walter Hahn
brought the issue before the Council, which, according to press reports, had the authority to
establish assessment districts to rectify the inequity in the system. “Initially, our studies were
confined to the commercial problem . . .. It became apparent, however, that equitable financing
involved service throughout the entire city.”**® This proposal did not succeed.

In 1978, Proposition 13 thwarted the financial mechanism of the People’s Ordinance by
preventing the imposition of a refuse tax on property. Proposition 13, officially titled the
"People’s Initiative to Limit Property Taxation,” amended the California constitution to cap
property taxes:

“Section 1. (a) The maximum amount of any ad valorem tax on real property shall not
exceed one percent (1%) of the full cash value of such property. The one percent (1%) tax
to be collected by the counties and apportioned according to law to the districts within the
counties.”

Of that one percent property tax, most goes to State and County programs. The benefit to the
City of San Diego from property taxes is approximately 17 cents per dollar collected, and none
of that is earmarked for refuse collection. Critics of Proposition 13 have argued that this system

191 William M. Davis, "Letter to Mr. Elroy C. Klein," City of San Diego: Office of the City Clerk, (June 21, 1963).
192 San Diego Union, “Council Sniffs Garbage Grief," loc. cit.

193City of San Diego: Environmental Services Department, "Issue Paper: Refuse Collection Service Fees for
Apartment Complexes," (October 8, 2003).

194Walter Hahn, "Refuse Collection," City of San Diego Memorandum, (July 3, 1970): 1-2.

195Walter Hahn, "City Manager's Report: Progress Report on Formation of Refuse Collection Districts,"” City of
San Diego Council Meetings, (September 18, 1970): 2.

196 David Brownell, "City Considers Charging for Trash Pickup," San Diego Union, (September 17, 1970): B-1.
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unfairly benefits wealthy landowners and commercial property owners, but attempted ballot
initiatives have not succeeded in altering assessment formulas.**’

As a result of the severe limits on property tax revenues imposed by Proposition 13, local
governments use imaginative strategies to maintain services. Most California localities have
sought voter approval for special assessments earmarked for services that used to be paid for
from property taxes such as road and sewer maintenance, street lighting, police and firefighting
units, and penitentiary facilities. Sales tax rates have increased from five percent, the typical pre-
Prop 13 level, to eight percent, and some even higher.'*®

While all local governments are impacted by Prop 13, San Diego’s People’s Ordinance imposes
additional challenges. Local governments that franchise for waste collection services not only
bear no cost for the service, they charge the private operator a franchise fee, which may be
deposited in the General Fund. The fee charged for service often has an environmental
component, paying for litter services, bulky item pick up, and providing an economic incentive
to reduce waste.

In 1978, faced with financial challenges, the City began considering charging landfill fees, but
there was uncertainty about legal issues. The City was not collecting all trash generated within
the City. Where the City’s cans were impractical, private haulers collected refuse and charged for
that service. It was unclear if the People’s Ordinance prohibited charging these haulers a fee at
the landfill. A 1981 amendment to the People’s Ordinance provided clarity on this issue,
allowing the fee.

The amendment also authorized establishment of rules and regulations, specifying that “[s]uch
rules and regulations shall not include any fees for the collection, disposal, or transportation of
residential waste generated within the City of San Diego.”*® The amendment eliminated the
discussion of a “sufficient yearly tax,” making funding a General Fund obligation. Additionally,
the amendment limited commercial waste collection provided by City forces to businesses that
generated 150 percent of the amount of waste produced by an average residential dwelling.

This measure did allow landfill operations to establish an enterprise “disposal fund” to
recuperate costs associated with disposal. However, the disposal fund did not eliminate the costs
of the City’s refuse collection responsibilities, and did not solve the financial challenges faced by
the City.

197 Gerry Braun, “San Diegans favor tax increases to meet deficit | Most in poll agree wealthy should be hita
little harder,” The San Diego Union, (May 15, 1991): p. A-1. Retrieved September 16, 2011, from ProQuest
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198 Gregory J. Smith, “Rising property values may increase your taxes,” The San Diego Union - Tribune,

(July 25,1999): p. H.11. Retrieved September 16, 2011, from ProQuest Newsstand.
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Hotels/Motels," Memorandum of Law, (December 31, 1985): 3-4.
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In 1986, Proposition C amended the language of the People’s Ordinance a second time.?®® As
originally proposed, non-residential waste including waste from small businesses would be
eliminated from the collection-without-fee provisions, saving the City about $1.5 million per
year.?® Small business owners, representing approximately two percent of businesses that did
not pay for collection of their refuse, objected to this provision and it was dropped.?> The
remaining initiative updated language relating to the collection and disposal of waste (San Diego
Municipal Code 8 66.0101). Proposition C specified that the City Manager should provide rules
and regulations for efficient collection, transportation, and disposal of waste.?®> The amendment
also reemphasized that disposal fees at the landfill would be based on fully ascertainable costs of
providing services.?*

In 1988, the courts stuck down another city’s financing mechanism similar to the (pre 1986
amendment) People’s Ordinance.?*® City of Coronado Ordinance 712 mandated that the City of
Coronado collect and dispose of waste at least once per a week and to collect a sufficient tax
each year from property taxes. Hotel Del Coronado sued the City in 1988 over this ordinance
because the City was not able to collect all of the hotel’s waste, imposing inequitable financial
costs to the hotel. As both parties settled, the courts determined that Prop 13, which limits
property-related taxes to a fixed rate, preempted the source of revenue intended by the local
ordinance.’® The original language of the People’s Ordinance directing the imposition of a
special tax would have resulted in a similar situation if not for the 1986 amendment, which
eliminated the language about a special tax.

In 1989, City Councilmember Struiksma suggested to the City Charter Recommendation
Committee that a study should be done to determine how, via a Charter amendment, a fee could
be implemented to fund collection service. On August 16, the Committee recommended against
considering the issue, finding it to be a political, not structural, question.?*’

In 1990, 1991, 1992, and 1994, attempts to place the People’s Ordinance on the ballot never
garnered the votes necessary to allow the voters to speak on this issue.?®® The primary
disagreement was how the newly available General Fund revenues would be used: to expand the
police force, invest in jails, or renovate a new library. The 1994 proposal by Councilwoman Judy
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Law, (August 31, 2006): 8.
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McCarty would have used the funds to pay for recycling programs. This proposal passed its first
Council vote, but was defeated at the second reading.

In 1996, the San Diego County Apartment Association pointed out that apartment dwellers
generate less refuse than do single family home dwellers, and yet apartment dwellers pay for
refuse collection directly. The position paper submitted by the Association called the People’s
Ordinance “an outdated ordinance [that] forces multifamily properties to subsidize a very
expensive service that single family residents are provided without additional charge.” This
“fairness” issue has been reoccurring theme amongst opponents of the People’s Ordinance.

A 2004-2005 San Diego County Grand Jury Report entitled “Rethink, Redirect, and Recycle”
urged the City to repeal the People’s Ordinance and institute a “pay-as-you-throw” system, as
envisioned by Clayton 90 years before. The City Manager responded that the City would
recommend such a system should the People’s Ordinance be repealed by the voters.?*°

In 2007-2008, another Grand Jury Report entitled “Waste Not, Want Not — Recycle Now”
included recommendation 08-52 calling for the repeal of the People’s Ordinance to rectify
numerous inequities.”** The City Council responded to the Grand Jury that they needed
additional information on this topic. Council then asked City staff for a report on the legal
options related to the People’s Ordinance.?*? City Attorney Michael J. Aguirre responded that
changes to the People’s Ordinance would require a vote of the people. The people could place an
initiative on the ballot themselves, via the signature process, or the City Council could place an
initiative on the ballot without need for a costly signature process.**

In 2008-2009, a Grand Jury Report entitled “Time for Repeal of the People’s Ordinance”
recommended that the City Council allow voters the opportunity to vote on the potential repeal
of the People’s Ordinance. The Grand Jury suggested that City Council should, if the voters
repeal the ordinance, establish a variable rate fee schedule.”** City Council was unable to come
to consensus on a single response. It forwarded a response with three dissenting opinions. The
response “agrees” that the People’s Ordinance is inequitable and a repeal of the Ordinance
requires further analysis.?*> Councilmember Lightner disagreed that the People’s Ordinance is
inequitable.”*® The Councilmember said that the issue required further analysis. Citing
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Councilwoman Lightner’s response on the issue of equity, the Councilmember’s found a repeal
of the Ordinance to be unnecessary.?*’

With repeal of the Ordinance off the table, other methods of either paying for the service, or
limiting the number of waste generators qualifying for the service, had to be found. While the
People’s Ordinance specified that waste generators should not pay for their waste collection, it
did not specify that they should not pay for their waste containers. Automated Refuse Container
Fee Ordinance (San Diego Municipal Code § 66.0126) required waste generators to pay for their
containers.”*® Then, in 2011, staff for Mayor Jerry Sanders developed implementing rules and
regulations restricting who qualified for service. Specifically, the rules discontinued collection
services for residential generators on private streets and for businesses.**

CHALLENGES IN REGIONAL AND STATE CONTEXT

In response to financial challenges resulting from the NCRRF, 1992, the County raised its
landfill fees to $43 a ton. Rather than raising tipping fees to match the County’s tipping fee, in
1993 the City imposed a Refuse Collectors Business Tax (RCBT) on haulers (San Diego
Municipal Code § 31.0306).%° This $10 per ton fee on certain private haulers benefited the
City’s General Fund, and was not earmarked for waste services. Thus, although the RCBT
provided a new revenue source for the City, this source could not be directly tapped for
collection or other waste management programs. The public wanted new waste management
programs and the State required them. For example, the public wanted convenient recycling and
composting programs, while the legislature and agencies made new requirements for closed
landfill maintenance®”*, waste diversion, and household hazardous waste collection.?*

“Plan 2000” examined methods to fund solid waste services,?*® including charging a Franchise
Fee. Franchising solid waste facilities and haulers allows a jurisdiction to set standards for rates,
service, levels of recycling, and determine where the waste may be disposed. While the other
cities in the County provide collection services through an exclusive franchise agreement, the
City of San Diego instituted a non-exclusive franchise system (San Diego Municipal Code §
66.0107). However, again, revenues from the franchises are deposited in the General Fund,
which is the source of collection funding, but Franchise Fees do not specifically fund solid
waste-related services.

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, while it imposed requirements on
local governments, also authorized local governments to impose charges to fund the necessary
programs (Public Resources Code § 41901). The City imposed an “AB939 fee” (San Diego

217 Ibid, 10.
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and Demolition Ordinance,” (October 19, 2007).
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221 california Code of Regulations, Title 27, Div. 2, Chapter 3, Subchapter 5, Articles 2, Section 21090,
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/laws/regulations/Title27 /ch3sb5.htm#Article2.

22california Public Resource Code Article 1. Waste Diversion. Section 41780,
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Municipal Code § 66.0134) on private haulers for certain wastes. The City used this Recycling
Enterprise Fund to implement recycling and waste reduction efforts, such as the Greenery and
curbside collection of recyclable materials.

AB939 fees could only be used for waste reduction purposes. Maintenance of old landfills, such
as Chollas and Arizona Street landfills were subject to increasing requirements to capture gases
and prevent water contamination. However, because such activities bore no relation to the
functions specified in the authorization to charge a fee, the AB939 fund could not be used for
this purpose.?”* Even for the programs to divert waste from disposal that the AB939 fee was
intended to fund, economic changes in early 2009 made it difficult to continue to provide
services at the pre-existing level. Revenues from the sale of recyclable materials did not begin to
offset the costs of picking the materials up at the curb, transporting them to a materials recovery
facility for sorting, shipping the materials to remanufacturing locations, primarily in Asia, where
the market for these materials slumped after 2008.%%

Furthermore, as the U. S. economy began to weaken, the population began to consume fewer
goods, and therefore generate less refuse, thus reducing revenue from the Miramar Landfill.??°
In addition, the City’s ordinances requiring waste diversion began to have an effect, contributing
to the loss of revenue at the Landfill. The Recycling Ordinance (San Diego Municipal Code §
66.0701) specified that by January 2010 most buildings in the City must provide recycling
containers and recycling services to their tenants.??’ This requirement had enforcement costs, and
diversion of materials from disposal resulted in a drop in Disposal Fund revenues.

The Construction and Demolition Diversion Deposit Program (San Diego Municipal Code §
66.0601) requires the payment of a deposit before most construction and remodeling jobs can be
undertaken. Although the program increased diversion of construction and demolition (C&D)
debris, it did not result in the degree of disposal revenue loss that was originally anticipated.??
Some project proponents apparently chose to forfeit the fee rather than do the recycling and/or
paperwork necessary to reclaim the deposit.

In 2010, California voters enacted Proposition 26, which requires that fees be treated as taxes
and subjected to a two-thirds voting requirement. This law further restricts local government
funding options for solid waste programs.
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RESPONSIBILITIES GROW

The Environmental Services Department is responsible for several environmental health programs.
Photographs from City of San Diego archives.

In 1994 the Waste Management Department became Environmental Services, reflecting its wide
range of environmental responsibilities. Mayor Susan Golding’s vision, the Livable
Neighborhoods Initiatives,?* intended to create healthy and attractive neighborhoods, required
additional services included community clean ups, special collections of beach trash barrels, and
litter abatement activities.”®® The three divisions, Refuse Collection, Refuse Disposal, and
Environmental Programs expanded to include Environmental Protection, Energy Conservation,
and Resource Management, but later reconsolidated into three divisions: Waste Reduction and
Enforcement, Collections, and Energy.*

Until 1997, the County Department of Environmental Health served as the Solid Waste Local
Enforcement Agency (LEA), enforcing State solid waste regulations throughout the County.
With the County exiting the solid waste field, the CIWMB certified the City of San Diego
Development Services Department as the new LEA.?*

STRATEGIC PLAN 2030

On October 9, 2007, Environmental Services commissioned a Long-Term Resource
Management Plan to evaluate how solid waste management services could be provided in the
City for the next 25 years. The plan includes waste reduction efforts to increase the life of the
landfill and an evaluation of possible destinations for non-recyclable waste.?*®* The purpose of
the Strategic Plan is to develop and evaluate short- and long-term options to manage the City’s
waste/resources in a cost-effective manner that protects public health and the environment.

229 Susan Golding, “A City of Neighborhoods,” January 10, 1996, http://gos.sbc.edu/g/golding.html.
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The Strategic Plan was prepared in two phases. Phase | identified and evaluated various
programs, policies, infrastructure facilities, conversions technologies, waste-to-energy, and in-
and out-of County disposal options, including rail haul, to address the City’s resource
management needs through the year 2030. This phase was completed in 2008. Phase Il further
examined the medium- to high feasibility options identified in Phase | to see if those options
were compatible given the City’s financial outlook. More specifically, Phase Il conducted a
detailed evaluation of capital and operational costs, commercial viability, regulatory policy
issues, and technical requirement of those selected options. It prepared preliminary siting and
facility plans in places that were applicable. Finally, it developed a policy and implementation
plan for the recommended options. The end product was a final Long-Term Resource
Management Options Strategic Implementation Plan.

CONCLUSION

From its small beginnings as middens for the various indigenous people to the high-technology
options for the population of today, managing waste is an essential public service, necessary to
protect public health, safety, and the environment. The complexity of this service is ever-
increasing. Over time, regulations become more intricate, the City population grows, and the
nature of the waste stream itself changes.

The current system relies heavily on the West Miramar Landfill for financial subsidies for
necessary functions such as old disposal site maintenance. This facility is expected to reach
capacity in 2022. Options that are economical and environmentally-sound must be identified to
replace this valuable resource. The strategic plan recently investigated options such as “zero
waste” approaches, including an emphasis on producer responsibility. High technology solutions
that generate commodities such as biofuel or compost have been evaluated. Although the
financial challenges of providing services are expected to continue, the City of San Diego plans
to remain America’s Finest City.
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APPENDIX I: 1919 PEOPLE’S ORDINANCE
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AN OEDINANCE TO PROTECT THE HEALTE OF THE INFABITANTS

OF TEZ CITY OF SiN DIEGO, CALIFOREIA, BY PROVIDILG FOR

TEE COLLECTION AFD DISPOSAL, IN 4 SANIyaRY MANNER, OF

CI?Y REFUSE AND CTHER WASTH LATTER IN THS CITY OF SAN
_ DIZGO. |

. BE IT ORDAINSD, By the Common Council of The City of San

Diezo, as follows: I 3

", Séotica 1. -That every person, firm or co?pﬁr;ﬁon' gather-

Iing collectinz or hanlinz city refuse in Thq City of San Diego,

~Shall secure from the Health Department of. said ci.ty of San
~Diego;*a permit so to do, and it shall be 'n.nlar.fu:l. Zor an;y par-
...'Ison. firm or corporation other than the paraun or peram 'ﬂlo o
-hnm first secured a permit from the said Health‘nenartmant
0P m Gity of San Diego, to gather, collact or haul 01' to .
‘ d cause to 'be ga-bhared. col‘leated or hsn..eé any city refusa ﬂ.th‘ln
'aid. ﬂity of San Diego. T g TR e

. It shall be unlnful for any person. ﬂ:rn or uorporation
'-hnlﬂing a permit nnder the terma and pro‘tiaiona o:t' thi.a ordimu,
I'tq fail of refuse to comp:ly with the nrdimces of The c:.'r.y of :
San Disgo and with tHe rules and regulstions of the. Hea:l.th s
. Tepertment of said city. s

. _Sec‘biun ?. A;pplioa,tiona for po:mits under the provisions -

of thia ordinance s_ha;.-l be dirscted to the Hesl th Department. and
d ﬁ'?'.l.i(:l_;with said Health Department. - ! A11 ;ppliqgﬁions for 'pgi:ﬂits-
for whiclf-‘provision 15_ made in this ordinance. shall be in writ
1ng upon & form to be fm;p_i_gped 1o _the applicant by the Honlth
Deputmnt which form shall be a universal form adapted to the
faats taprasentations and data of said business.
Section 3. Upon the £iling of said application it shall
3 .--‘he the duty of the Heal th Dapartmant to isspe to said applica.nt

P, L

a permit. The form for 211 permits shall be substantially as

*Ordinance 7791 differs from Ordinance 7691 in that it includes permit provisions for haulers.
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follows:
- ' No.
Kunicipal Permit.

City of San Diego, State of Californie.

For colleeting, zsthering erd hauling city refuse
within the territorial limits v The City of San
Diegzo, permicssion is hereby granted
of .

Health viricer of The 'Gi"E"'"'
of San Diego.

By
Not trsnsfafahla. Pernit covera Tehicle 1nspéutaa only.

A copy of said permit ghall be attached in a conspiauous
placa on each vehicle used by the e rson, firm or corporation to
whom' said permit wes issued. _

Section 4, That each m® reon, iirm or corporatinn eperazing

'unﬂer & permit as provided for in this ordinance ahall aecnra 5
a sarﬁ.?nr ‘each employes employed by said person, iirm or onrpo:-'
atinn in the gatheringz, colleeting, haunling or disposing of aaid
city refuse. Saild card shall have printed therann a copy -of thﬂ

1permdt issned tos the p2rsorn, firm or corporation securing Baid

;cara and in =4dition thereto said caxd shall have printed or:
written thereon the name of the enployaa together with his residenco

-saurepa.-" _ .

Section 5. It shall be unlawful for any persﬁn émployeaﬂ
or angngea in the husineas or gntharing, collecting, hauling or ‘
-ﬂinnoaing of city refnne 'in the City of San Diego, to at any time
dnzing working hours fail negleot or refuse to oaxry'with hﬂm
“a card ss'prqvided in ﬁqction 5, or to fail, neglect or :a:usc
4o display esid card on demend of any pesce officeniof the Stete
of Oaliforniﬁ, or any’ ihspector, member or employee of the Board.
of Health of the City of San Diego. V

Seotion R. It shell be uﬁlawful for any person, firm or

corporation to dump, or allow to be dumped, or cause to be

- dumped any city refuse or weste matter in any water or waterways
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within the corporate limite of the City of San Diego.

Sectiern 7. It shall be unlawful for any person, firm or
corporation gathering, collecting, hauling or dumping garbage or
xarket refuse i}: the City of San Dilego. to fail, negleot or refuse
to comply with each znd svery of the following regulations;

{(a) That 211 vehicles used for the collection of garbseee
or market rofuse. where ssid garbage or market rafuse is not haunled
in the original container, shall be ecuipped with tanke 1ined with
some metsllic eubstance, which shall be water-tight. Said vehicles
ehali 2150 be saquipped with covers for said t.ank.s. lined with some
metallic substance, which cover shall at all times when said
vehi'cles are passing aiang. or standinz upon any\stree'tlnz‘ alley
in the City of San Dieé;_gaxcept when garbage or markat' ra:ﬁse is’ |
ié.tually being pleced in, or removed froni- said vah;i_.ola}.'w:é:alnﬁin ’
‘closed. That all tanks on said vehicles shall be kept covered
-whethe? lcedsa".o:- smpiy. _

(b) !hﬁf.arai'y person, firm or cdxp&atim gathef'mg. -
po:_lhztinéi or hauling gaib'ago or market refuse in the orig:l.nal

| ob'i_.:tﬁine:ca'.-éhéill .-;eqn;}_;g'_s‘nch'cantsimra to be constructed of -
metal, and said corﬁe.ii;x"a shall be ”‘bhoao in which the ;éubiga :
or ﬁ@rkﬁt refuse is or;giﬁallj placed or deposited; thst said’
_containarb shall be Iwa_t;f-_-'tight- and shall be equipped with a.v'_-
_.tighf-fitting metal'aog;:; ‘that when said filled containsrs are
taken from the 'premisea"a: i:[ke!'?g:zine: aha]l- be left in the -
place tBareof. Seid container so left as aforessid shgll be
: Iﬂqyisitnﬁ. 8t the same place the £illed container was taken or
- removed froom.

Section 8. All- persons, firms or corporation reguiring the
removal of oity_ refuse shall comply with the following regumlationa:.
(a) 8Shall provide suitable containers as specified in
Seotion 3 of Ordinence 'ZGQ( of the ordinances of The City of

San Diego. o
o3
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(b) All zarbuge must be drained of water before placing
in containers. '

{c) No substance of any kind or nature other thun garbage shall
be devosited in the centainers provided for rarbage.

(a) Feo substance of eny kind or nature other then marvet re-
fuse shall bs deposited in the ucntainers provided for market
refuse.

{p).311 other city refuse of every kind or nature may be

depoéitéd in cne recsptacle, which ssid receptacle ghall be

- previded b& the person, firm or corporation &eéiring the'ramotal
_of. said .city ‘refnse .

: f L:il 411 containers used for garbage or market rafugajéhé}i

: im thbx'o'uguy cleaned esch time the garbage dr'markét""réf:fg‘%"ia y

1;removed therefrom end prior to the derositingz therein of mo'e

g:ar'bage or market refuse.

~ Section -9, 411 garbage recuiring removal within that

?;’certain district in the City of San Diego bounded and describaﬂ
a8 fbllows On the north oy the north 11ne of A Straat on

/the esst by the east line of Twelfth Street; on the south by -
‘the northerly line of the Bay of San Diego, and on the west By
“the aastarly line of tha Bay of San Diego, shall be removad bs-
ttaon the hours of 11:00 o'clock P.M. and F :00 o'clock A. H.. an&ﬂ_

.'IJI vanicles colleuting the same shall be out of said above

| district by €: 00 o'clock 4. M. _

seotion 10. A1l market refuse regquiring remeval withln ‘

 thaf. certain aiatriot in the City of San Diege bounded anl‘.l. des-\

. oribed as follows: On the xorth by the morth line of A Strsat;

| -on the-east by the east line of Twelfth Street; on the south by -
" ‘the‘northerly line of the Bay of San Diego, and on the west by
E!the eﬁﬁtarly line of the Bay of San Diego, shall e remO?éﬁ Ye-
~%ween the hours of 4:00 o'clock P.M. and £ :00 o'elock P,HM, and

I lll L¥ehicles colleoting the same shall be ovt of said above
ustriot'by 6:00 o'clock P.M.

e Snotion 11. That all ordinancegjund parts of ordinunces
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in conflict with the provielons of this ordinance be, snd the
same are hereby repealed.

Sestion 12. Thet a2my person, firm or corporation violatiag
_any of the vrovisions of this ordinance, shill, upon conviction
tﬁaraof. be punished by 2 find of not more than two hundred
dollars (%200.00), or by imprisonﬁent in the City Jail of said
City for = pnrioﬂ niot exceeding one hvndred (100) days, or
by both such fine and imprisonment. And in the event that the
fine imposed hereunder is nct paid, then by {mprisonment 1:1' the '
City Jail of said City &t the rate of omne day for every two dollars
of finas so imposed.

Sgction 13, This ordinsnce shall take effect and be:in,

‘force om the thirty-first day from and after its passage and

approval.

;feﬁent§d h} fmfu-h‘ﬁ#‘

. Dictated by f F )
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AUDITOR'S CERTIFICATE. I Heresv CERTIFY that the appropriation made, or
indebtedness incurred, by reason of the provisions of the anmexed ordinauce, can be
made or incurred without the violation of any of the provisions of the Charter of
the City of San Diego, California.

PAPEL ..o 5., Srsmmesmes 500
Auditor of the City of San Diego, California
Passed and adopted by the Cormncn Council of Lhe City of San Diego,. Califor-

nia, this. /6__.._ ._.day 9 e

AYES—Councilmen..

{iv

by the follomng vote, to-wit:
b1, /@74 vé/ﬁaf;

MMM

/ #gnday of_ )

. I Heresv CerTIFy that the foregoing ordinande was by a two-thirds vote of all
the members of the said Common

tmcﬂ, precent, put on its final passage at its
first readmg thlsyém dzy of,

(SEAL)

' o T Coliris. wod B
I HerEsy Arrnovz the foregoing o thmﬁd% ,__19ﬁ

. ahaqdmwam

People’s Ordinance.
Photograph from City of San Diego archives.
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APPENDIX II: HISTORY SUMMARIES
TABLE 1. OVERALL SUMMARY

Year | Significance

1850 First City Charter

Early Ocean Dumping

1900s
Sailing vessels hampered by wind conditions dumped waste near the shore
instead of 20 miles out.

1908- Private Hauling

1919
H. L. Emerson, E. W. Anderson, and then G. A. Binney held the contract
during these years, but the public voiced dissatisfaction with all three.
Enforcing Binney’s exclusive provision of his contract, the City prevented the
Hotel and Restaurant Men from directly hauling waste for pig feed. The
Hotel and Restaurant Men started their campaign for the passage of the
People’s Ordinance, advocating collection by City forces.

8™ Avenue Incinerator and Dumping into the San Diego Bay

The 1913 Mcguire Incinerator was insufficient for rubbish disposal needs.

1919 People’s Ordinance of 1919
With heavy lobbying by the Hotel and Restaurant Men, aided by a
perception on the part of residents that Binney was price gouging his
customers, voters enacted an ordinance that obligated the City to collect
waste from residents and levy a tax to pay for it.

1930s Proliferation of Burn Sites
As various communities were incorporated into the City of San Diego, local
burn dumps disposed of rubbish.

Tidelands Site a Nuisance

A contract in 1927 included a new incinerator, though the new incinerator
proved to be inadequate. In 1934 a rubbish reduction plant was built. The
site was found to be a nuisance. The contract was canceled in 1935.

1938 Resolution No. 66839: Report on Refuse Dumps

The City Planning Commission produced a Report on Refuse Dumps. The
Report concluded that the Dump Sites were not well managed. It suggested
that disposal sites should be minimized, centralized, and kept out of public
view. Most Burn Sites mentioned in the report closed by 1939.
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1940-

Community Incinerators

1951
Community incinerators were placed in convenient locations throughout the
City.
1950s Transition to Landfills
The South Chollas, South Miramar, Arizona Street, and Mission Bay landfills
opened to handle the San Diego’s growing trash disposal needs.
1960 Hog Farms Close
After a 1959 ordinance prohibited raising farm animals in the City, markets
for food waste evaporated.
1967 City Initiates Tipping Fee to Landfill Users
Non-City residents were charged a tipping fee.
1970s 1970-1980: Passage of Environmental Laws (CEQA, Clean Air Act, etc.)
These laws made siting of solid waste facilities more expensive and time-
consuming.
1972-Trash Baling Project
From 1971 to 1973, a pilot trash baling project reduced waste volumes.
1978 State Proposition 13
Capped property taxes Statewide to one percent, thereby eliminating the
funding mechanism envisioned in the People’s Ordinance.
1980 SANDER Project is Proposed
The City proposed a San Diego Energy Recover (SANDER) facility.
1981 Local Proposition F: Defines Residential and Commercial Refuse
e Legitimized private hauling of waste.
e Allowed the City to charge private haulers for waste disposed at the
Miramar Landfill.
1986 Local Proposition C: Updates Language

e Allowed City Council to regulate by ordinance the collection, transportation,
and disposal of waste.

e Made it clear that private streets and areas inaccessible by refuse collection
trucks would not be served.

e Provided that disposal fees charged at the Miramar Landfill would be based
on full-ascertainable costs.

e Limited business collection to 150 percent of waste generated by the
average resident, per business.
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1987

Local Proposition H: Clean Air Initiative

Put limitations on waste-to-energy facilities in San Diego, thereby
eliminating SANDER.

1988 City Creates Waste Management Department
Hotel del Coronado v. City of Coronado
The court concluded that Proposition 13 preempted the local funding
mechanism, property taxes, for refuse services.
1989 AB939: Integrated Waste Management Act
e Created the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB).
e Required a diversion rate of 50 percent by 2000.
e Allowed the CIWMB to fine cities $10,000 a day for noncompliance.
Councilmember Struiksma Proposed City Charter Amendment
Councilmember Struiksma asked the City Charter Recommendation
Committee to consider changing the City charter to allow for a fee-for-waste
collection. Finding it more of a political issue than a structural issue, the
request was denied.
Greenery Opens
As part of a program to achieve the diversion levels required by the state,
the City began accepting source-separated green waste from a limited
number of residents.
1990s City Council Attempts to Put the People’s Ordinance on the Ballot
Council proposed but never approved action to allow the voters to revoke
or modify the People’s Ordinance.
1991 San Marcos Materials Recovery Facility Closed
Uncertain technologies, public opposition, and financial challenges ended
the County’s MRF.
1993 Refuse Collectors Business Enterprise Tax

In response to increased tipping fees at County facilities, the City imposed a
business license tax at Miramar Landfill of $10.00 per ton, in addition to the
regular tipping fee.
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1994-
1998

Transition to Automated Collection

The City transitioned from manual collection using a packer with a three
cubic yard collection bin to automated collection with a robotic arm. With
automated collection, strict container specifications had to be met.
Automated collection required that at least three feet of street space be left
in between containers. Typically:

Single-family residents used one 96 gallon container, although more were
allowed,

Multi-family residents used one 96 gallon container for every unit, and
Small-businesses were allowed to use two 96 gallon containers.

Any additional containers had to be approved by the City.

1994

Waste Management Becomes Environmental Services Department

To comply with increasing regulatory requirements and to further the
Mayor’s vision, services were expanded.

July 7, 1994-Councilwoman Judy McCarty

Requested a ballot proposition modifying the People’s Ordinance to instate
refuse collection fees to help offset the costs of curbside collection of
recyclables, but was defeated in Council.

1996

Plan 2000
Non-exclusive collection franchise system instated.
MRF Plans Fade

After analyzing market, liability, and performance the City dropped plans for
a MRF.

1997

San Marcos Forces County to Close the San Marcos Landfill
San Marcos Landfill closed.
Divestiture of the County Waste System

Saddled with a non-functioning $134 million MRF facility, which generated
no revenues, and a $28 million bond obligation, the County sold its solid
waste system for nearly $184 million to Allied Waste Services (now
Republic).

LNG Clean Air Grant

The City converted 54 diesel refuse packers into dual-fuel LNG-Diesel refuse
packers.
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1998 City Selects New Local Enforcement Agency (LEA)
AB939 Fee Instituted
Automated Refuse Collection

A robotic arm automatically picked up refuse containers, increasing
efficiency and reducing worker injuries.

1999 LNG Fueling Station
In collaboration with the San Diego Alternative Fuels Coalition, the City
received a $1.7 million grant from the US Department of Energy to create a
LNG Fueling station to be used to fuel the City’s LNG-Diesel refuse trucks.

2002 Collection Services Purchase RouteSmart Software
Using Geographic Positioning Systems and maps, computer programs
optimized collection routes and human resources.

2004 City Voters Elect “Strong-Mayor” Style of Governance
The mayor was no longer part of City Council. Instead, the mayor became
the sole chief executive and representative of the City, with discretion over
employment of City managerial staff.

2005 Construction and Debris Deposit Ordinance
Enacted on October 10th, the Ordinance was to be effective once a
construction and debris recycling facility operated within the City. The
Ordinance would require a deposit proportional to the building project, to
be refunded upon evidence of recycling. Development of a City C&D facility
did not occur, delaying enforcement of the Ordinance.

2007 Construction and Debris Ordinance Amendment

The amendment allowed certification of construction and debris recycling
facilities located outside the City. The Ordinance also allowed a surcharge at
Miramar Landfill on construction debris.

Automated Refuse Containers Replacement Fee

Fee made it the responsibility of the waste generator to request and pay for
additional refuse containers, and to replace broken or stolen containers. No
charge was imposed for Greenery or Recycling containers.
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2008 Recycling Ordinance
By January of 2010, all residential and commercial waste-generating
facilities were required to provide service to tenants for collection of
recyclable materials.
Strategic Plan 2030 Initiated
This plan studied options for providing solid waste services through the year
2030.
Height Increase at the Miramar Landfill is Approved
Permission for a height increase expanded the life of the landfill to beyond
2022.
2009 Economic Challenges

Housing and financing crises resulted in decreased tax revenues. A
reduction in waste volume reduced fee and landfill-based revenues. Asian
markets for recyclable commodities plunged.
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TABLE 2. COMPARISON OF CONDITIONS: THEN AND NOW

1919

2012

Collection

Manual Collection

Automated Collection

Hotels and Restaurants

Once per day.
Apartments and Businesses

Three times per week.
Residents

Twice per week.

Once-a-Week Collection

All Collection
One to as many three 16
gallon containers as
needed.

Single-Family
One to as many 96-gallon automated
refuse containers as needed.
Multi-Family
One 96-gallon automated container
for each residential unit. Additional
units may be approved by the City.

Transportation

Refuse Dump Trucks
3 person crews.
4,000 pounds.

Automated Refuse Packers
1-2 person crews.
50,000 pounds capacity.

Processing/Disposal

Garbage (food waste) source
separated as hog feed.

Rubbish incinerated or dumped in
the ocean.

Recyclable Materials source separated for
remanufacture.

Yard and Food Waste source separated for
composting.

Refuse disposed at landfills.

Funding

Hog Feed. Garbage sold as hog
feed, supplemented by taxation,
although the tax was never
imposed.

General Fund for refuse collection
AB939 Fund for recyclable materials collection.

Qualifications
for City
Service

All Waste Generators placed
refuse in a visible location on
collection day.

Residential Generators placed containers at
the curb of a public street.

Customer Base

74,000 households

300,000 households

Annual Budget

$75,000

$30 million trash collection and disposal
S6 million (net) recyclable commodities
collection

$8 million yard waste collection
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TABLE 3. CHRONOLOGY OF PEOPLE’'S ORDINANCE

Year Changes in Refuse Collection and Disposal

1912-1916 Private Haulers

The Hotel and Restaurant Men and other organizations argued that
haulers made excessive profits by charging customers and then selling
garbage to hog farmers. Even after the City attempted to regulate rates,
the dissatisfaction continued. This lead to public health concerns
because of dumping in open space areas. Public health officials and the
Hotel and Restaurant Men suggested that refuse collection be provided
based on a general tax.

1917 George Binney

During the time Binney and Company provided solid waste collection
some waste generators of garbage sold refuse directly to hog farmers.
The City supported Binney and Company by citing those who hauled
their own garbage.

1919 1919 People’s Ordinance

Shift from private to public service. Intended to end profiteering by
Binney and Company, this public-initiative shifted trash collection and
disposal services from private haulers to City crews.

Fund service with a sufficient, yearly tax. The Ordinance specified that a
sufficient tax would be levied. Solid waste services were initially funded
through the sale of garbage as hog feed.

Frequency of collection. The Ordinance required the City to collect and
dispose of waste at least once a week.

No volume restrictions; separation of garbage and rubbish. The City
imposed no volume restrictions, though it required the separation of
garbage from rubbish.

Set-out requirements. The Ordinance specified that waste should be set
outside in a visible location on a specified collection day.

1932 Collection Frequency

Once daily for hotels and restaurants.

Three times weekly for apartments and businesses.
Twice weekly for residents.

Residents received separate garbage and rubbish collection, each
collected once per week.




1941 Changes in the Set-out Procedures
Due to shortage of staff during World War 1, refuse generators were
instructed to leave their refuse at the curb. City employees no longer
entered yards to collect refuse.

1959 Ordinance Prohibiting Farm Animals
Ordinance 8718 restricted locations where farm animals could be kept,
in essence pushing farms out of the urban areas. Longer trip distances
to rural farms added costs. The City stopped selling garbage as hog feed
in 1962.

1960 Change in Residential Collection Frequency
With the change to refuse packers, non-commercial residents were
allowed to put out larger (30-gallon) containers, instead of the 3 to 16
gallon containers previously used. Because of the larger containers, and
because the City no longer required separation into rubbish and
garbage, frequency of collection was reduced to once per week in most
residential areas.

1964-1986 Hold-harmless Agreements
Hold-harmless agreements (1964-1986) for refuse collection services on
private streets specified that the City had the right to terminate the
agreement upon seven days written notice.

1967 Landfill Fees
South Miramar Landfill began charging tipping fees to non-residents.

1970 Residential Service Further Limited

The City Council directed the City Manager to expand the residential
areas receiving only once per week service.

Inequity Between Services Provided to Commercial and Residential Waste
Generators ldentified

Downtown businesses received six day per week service, but residents
received one day per week collection. The City Manager proposed
addressing this inequity by establishing assessment districts based on
land uses. His proposal included a flat rate for collection service in
residential areas that would also apply to businesses located within the
district. Business districts would be served by private haulers.

The City Attorney found that this district assessment was analogous to
the tax specified in the People’s Ordinance, and was therefore
allowable. It was more equitable, with waste generators paying more
closely according to their service needs. Although this proposal
eventually led to the first amendment to the People’s Ordinance, the
district fee system was never implemented.
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1973

Early Refuse Collection Regulations

The City specified collection set out times, hauler license requirements,
and restricted containers to no more than 45 gallons and 80 pounds.

1978

Proposition 13

The State electorate limited property taxes to 1 percent of assessed
value. Of the revenues collected, approximately 17 cents out of every
dollar are allocated to the City. Proposition 13 eliminated the ability of
the City to fund collection services as specified in the People’s
Ordinance.

1981

1981 Amendment

This amendment legitimized private refuse haulers, and allowed the City
to charge a disposal fee to these haulers at the Miramar Landfill.

1986

1986 Amendment

The second amendment to the People’s Ordinance emphasized that no
fee would be collected for residential and qualifying non-residential
refuse collection and disposal services by the City. It specified that all
containers must be placed on the curb at designated times in approved
containers. It ended the practice of entering hold harmless agreements
for collection on private streets. It defined “full ascertainable costs.”
The originally proposed language eliminated small businesses from City
service, but this provision was removed.

1988

Financial Burdens of the 1919 People’s Ordinance

Facing increasing environmental requirements and a desire for curbside
collection of recyclable materials, the City Council considered repealing
the People’s Ordinance and establishing a pay-for-service system.

Inequity defined.
All residents and businesses whether they receive refuse collection from
the City or not, pay property taxes. Since most apartments and
condominium complexes were not designed to allow their occupants to
place refuse at the curb, most paid for private refuse collection.

1990-1994

1990, 1991, 1992, 1994 Amendment Attempts

The City Council discussed allowing a vote on an amendment to the
People’s Ordinance. However, councilmembers could not agree on how
General Funds previously used for collection would be allocated.
Proposals included: recycling, police, jails, and libraries. The electorate
was not given the chance to vote on the issue.
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2005 San Diego Grand Jury Report: Rethink, Redirect, Recycle
Grand Jury recommended to the Manager the repeal of the People’s
Ordinance to improve residential recycling service. The City responded
that more analysis was needed.

2008 Container Fee
The Automated Container Replacement Fee Ordinance returned the
responsibility of procuring damaged, lost, stolen, or replacement
containers to the customer.

San Diego Grand Jury Report: Waste Not, Want Not-Recycle Now!

The Grand Jury recommended that the City repeal the People’s
Ordinance because it is not equitable and is not financially responsible.
The City partially agreed and said further analysis is needed.

2009 San Diego Grand Jury Report: Time for Repeal of the People’s Ordinance.

The Grand Jury recommended that the voters be allowed to
consider the continued viability of this Ordinance because
it has outlived its usefulness and intent. If repealed, a
variable rate should be instituted. The City Council
provided a response saying it agreed with the Grand Jury’s
findings, but three Councilmembers submitted a

separate response. No action was proposed.
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TABLE 4. SUMMARY OF GRAND JURY REPORTS ON CITY REFUSE COLLECTION

Year | San Diego Grand Jury Report

2005 | Rethink, Redirect, Recycle
The Grand Jury recommended to the City Manager improvements that could be made in recycling
programs for single-family residences. The Grand Jury recommended the repeal of the People’s
Ordinance. The Grand Jury recommended the resulting benefits to the General Fund should be
allocated for waste management.
City Response
The City Manager responded that the recommendation required further analysis.

2008 | Waste Not, Want Not-Recycle Now!
To offset the fiscal impacts of the C&D Ordinance and the Recycling Ordinance, the Grand Jury
suggested that the City should repeal the People’s Ordinance because it is not equitable and is
not financially responsible.
City Council
While it would be more equitable if residents paid directly for refuse collection services they
receive, the City Council responded that it “partially agrees” that the existing Ordinance, which
provides “free” service to some but not others, was inequitable. The City’s response said that a
repeal of the Ordinance required further analysis. A differing opinion was presented by the
Mayor.
Mayor’s Response
When responding to the issue of equity of the People’s Ordinance, the Mayor partially agreed
that it is inequitable, but not for the reasons given by City Council. The Mayor’s response clarified
that residential refuse collection is not “free;” it is paid by the General Fund.

2009 | Time for Repeal of the People’s Ordinance

The Grand Jury recommended that the City Council allow the voters the opportunity to vote on
the potential repeal of the People’s Ordinance. The Grand Jury recommended that City Council
should, if the voters repeal the ordinance, establish a variable fee schedule.

Report 09-43

City Council was unable to come to consensus on a single response. It forwarded a response with
three dissenting opinions. The majority response “agrees” that the People’s Ordinance is
inequitable and a repeal of the Ordinance requires further analysis.

Lightner

Councilmember Lightner disagreed that the People’s Ordinance is inequitable. Furthermore,
there may be unintended consequences of repeal. The Councilmember said that the issue
required further analysis.

Faulconer and DeMaio
Citing Councilwoman Lightner’s response on the issue of equity, two Councilmembers found a
repeal of the Ordinance to be unnecessary.
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Sites and Facilities Within the Jurisdiction of the City of San Diego Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency

APPENDIX III: LANDFILLS IN SAN DIEGO COUNTY

(811

Active Sites

Landfills

Miramar — Weast
Landfill

City of San Diego-ESD
2601 Ridgehaven Ct.

Suite. 310. M3 1103A

San Diego, CA, 92123-1636

5180 Convoy

I7T-AA-0D20

IManthly

Full

Stephen Grealy, Deputy Dirsctor
ESC MS1103A

Sycamore
Landfill

Meil Mahr

Sycamore Landfill, Inc.
5514 Mast Boulevard
Santee, CA 92071

5214 Mast BElvd.

I7T-AA-0023

IManthly

Full

MNeil Mohr, General Manager of Sycamare Landfill, Inc.

Transfer Stations

Allan Company
MRF & Transfer Station

Gary McGrath

Allan Company

6733 Consolidated Way
San Diego. A 92121

6733 Consolidated Way

37-AB-0016

Manthly

Full

Flant Manager, Tony Alvarado

EDCO
Transfer Station

Jahn Snyder

EDCO Disposal Corp
6670 Federal Blvd
Lemon Grove CA 913945
287-7555

3660 Dalbergia St

37-AA-0105

Manthly

Full

Station Manager: Jim Swartz

Transfer Operations

Coronado Bridge LVTO

Terry Kloepfer
Caltrans District 11
K050 Taylor 5t.

San Diego. CA 92110

1995 Mewton Ave.

37-AB-0018

Quarterly

EA Motification|

Otay LVTO

Terry Kloepfer
Caltrans District 11
050 Taylor 5t.

San Diego, CTA 92110

3310 BeyerBlvd.

37-AB-0019

Quarterly

EA Motification|

Imperial LYTO

Terry Kloepfer
Caltrans District 11
1050 Taylor 5t.

San Diego, CTA 92110

130477 St

37-AB-0020

Quarterly

EA Motification|

Camino Del Rio LVTO

Terry Kloepfer
Caltrans District 11
1030 Taylor 3t.

San Diego, CA 92110

2915 Camino Del Hio

37-AB-0021

Quarterly

EA Motification|

Pacific Highway LVTO

[Terry Kloepfer
Caltrans District 11
1050 Taylor St.

San Diego, CA 92110

1764 Pacific Highway

37-AB-0022

Quarterly

EA Motification|
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Sites and Facilities Within the Jurisdiction of the City of San Diego Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency

811

M

YP

Terry Kloepfer
Caltrans District 11

7181 Opportunity Rd.

Keamy Mesa LVTO 14050 Taylor St 37-AB-0023 | Quarterly [EA Notification
San Diego, CA 92110
City of San Diego City of San Diego-ESD 2353 Miramar Place
Environmental Services  [9601 Ridgehaven Ct. . . . A
Depariment Suite. 310 MS 1103A 37-AB-0010 | Annual |[EA MNotificatior
Transfer Operation San Diego, CA, 92123-1636
Composting Facilities & Operations
Cowner: Mark Collins 7150 Black Min. Rd. Ops Manager: Mike Anselmo
W i i hy - - e . #r - I=a<
Evergraen NurseryComp0stingEoeégéief:hasaglbmors Ine 37-AB-0005 | Quarterly EA NOTIfICﬁTIOI'lPh 5194811434
San Diego, CA, 92150-3130
City of San Diego-ESD IWfiramar Landfill
G i W . il vy
Miramar Greenery giI?TL Rﬁge[l-]ﬁa iq LEI:ET-LK 2180 Convoy 37-AB-0003 | Monthly Full
San Diego, CA, 92123-1636
Charlie Olsen, Operations  [5400 Governor Drive
Miramar Wholesale Mursery [Director A e P
(Composting Facility) PO Box 22598 37-AB-0011 | Quarterly [EA Notification
San Diego 92192
Sy Landfill Meil Mohr 5314 Mast Blvd. Meil Mohr, General Manager of Sycamore Landfill, Inc.
Chi \-"anl?red anc ti Sycamore Landfill, Inc. 37-AA-0023 | Quarterly Full
hip and Grind operation o244y -t Boulevard AA- uarterly u
Santee, CA 92071
Kevin McLin/Frank Konyn 15777 Old Milky Way Crwner: City of San Diego
San Pasqual Valley Soils  [2165 Oro Verde Road San Diego, CA 92027 37-AB-0015 | Quarterly |EA MNotificationEA Notification filed in February 2008
Escondido, CA 92027
Permitted Tire Facilities
; i ; i F 500 1) ; 510-240-
Reliable Tire Co. 2432 Commercial 5t. 92113 Sﬁ%fommermal St. 37710036 Annual Minor Approx. 3500 tires, Randy Sanks 619-232-0780.
; i [ N . o] 1 ! RN |
Reliable Tire Co_ Il (Storags) 2432 Commercial 5t. 92113 920 South 16%7 5t 37-TI-0044 Annual Minor 2500 Tires. Rancy Sanks 619-232-0780
Inert Debris Engineered Disposal Operation
Vulcan Materials Company (10051 Black Mountain Contact: Dan Zeller, California/Arizona Landfill Manager
) ) 3200 5an Fermancdo Road  |Road A Semi- | Enforcement (1801 East University Drive
Carroll Canyon Landfill Los Angeles, CA 90063 SFABO03 | fhnual | Notification [Phoenix, AZ 85034
[Telephone: 602-528-5944
Inert Debris Type A Processing Operation
LEED Recycling Inc. 5725 Miramar Pl (Contacts: Edward Clare lll and Lee 5. Buby
LEED Recycling Inc. 6725 Miramar PI. San Diego 92121 37-AB-0017 | Quarterly |EA Notification[838-330-0918

San Diego, CA 92121
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Sites and Facilities Within the Jurisdiction of the City of San Diego Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency

(8/11)

Closed Sites

Landfills

City of San Diego—ESD

26'" 5t near Balboa Park

City of San Diego Park and Rec. Maintained by ESD,

; v AN0° 4 Type C
26" Straet Landfil g?.?tL.Ralﬁig.eEféﬂ]u%k ggmu north of Market & | 37 02 0001 | Quarterty S?:Ein LF gf‘éﬁ;‘;‘cg‘rgm
San Diego, CA, 92123-1636 =IUAacrEs  Eoh S 1103A
City of San Diego-ESD Marth end of Balboa Park, Type A [The Anzona 5t. Landfill accepted waste from City
Arizona Strest Landfill 9601 Ridgehaven Ct. East of Florida Canyon 37-AA0429 | Quarterly LE[rpe LF collection vehicles from 1952-1974 and the closed landfill
' Suite. 310, MS1103A ’ ¥ -and is maintained by ESD. There are approx. 1,940,000 tons
San Diego, CA, 92123-1636 Gas Contrel |0 this 68 acre site. Steve Fontana
Facility Development Dept.  [620 5. Briarwood Rd. Lare LF Loren Chico, SDCS
San Diego City Schools 92139 37-CR-0088 | Quarterly >3E|gacres Cwner: SO City Schools 619-293-8280
Bell Jr. High/ Sweetwater Il 4860 Ruffner Road L County WSM Contact: Candace Gibson
San Diego. CA 92111 Gas Control
\Various Copley Park Place Tvpe C [This site used to be a part of 5. Miramar, now private. A
Copley Park Place| 37-CR-0097 | Quarterly 3 '_-:p” LF[93s system has been installed and is connectedto an
(formerly Allred Collins Site} e uarerly na activated charcoal system. Owners: T. Fetter & Company,
=30acres o and Holland RV
County of San Diego 7700 Manzana Way 82123 Large LF County WSM contact: Vicky Gallagher 858-495-5445
Public Works Dept )
Hillsborough! Sweetwater | [3555 Overland Ave. 1S 0383 IT-AAD027 | Quarterly G’fsﬂca;l;frfﬂ
San Diego CA 82123
Cllt\_.-' of_San Diego-ESD SeaVWorld Dr. 92109 Type B Opgratled 1952-1959. .Appro;cimately 115 acres and is_
S7AAGLZS | Cuatery | Large L _[TAANEdty ESD. lndusralvasies hav ben bt
San Diego. CA, 92123-1636 No gas Control
Old MCRD Refuse San Diego County Regional {000 Blk N. Harbor Drive DOD transferred to Port of San Diego 5/01.
Di; osal Area Airport Autharity 22101 ) Type B Port of San Diegoleased to SDCRAA 2003
F N p | Training Cent PO Box 82776 Southeast comner of former) 37-CR-0058 | Quarterly Large LF  |Rick Adcock400-2792 ] ]
i ormelr aval lraning Lenter\c y Diego, CA 92138-2776 [Naval Training Center Mo Gas  [Clean Closure Status pending Final Closure Report
nactive Landfill) (51 acres)
City of San Diego—ESD 5180 Convoy St. Large LF Cwner: USMC
MNarth Miramar Landfill g?.?tLRﬁge;Féiqga 211 37-CR-0103 | Quarterly =30 acres Stephen Grealy
San Diego. CA 92123-1636 Gas Control
Gary Stromberg, MS 39 5610 Potomac 92139 11 acres of this 18 acre site were operated by the County|
City of San Diego as a landfill from 66-67. The City authorized the landfill at
Park & Rec - MS 804C Type C Potomac St. and Paradise valley Rd. to accept 145,000
Paradise Park/ Swestwater lll [1230 Sixth Ave, 47 Floor 37T-AA-0434 | Quarterly Large LF  |cubic yards of refuse. The City required that the site be

San Diego, CA 92101

Mo gas Control

fenced and that the County obtain a RWQCE permit. It
was to accept Household waste, C&D & commercial
waste. Liquids and soluble materials were excluded.
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(B171)

City of San Diego—ESD 6000 Block College Grove Type A |Operated 1951-1982. Approximately 135 acres with
) 2601 Ridgehaven Ct. Cr. 92115 ) Large LF  [4,750.000 tons of municipal waste. This closed landfill
South Chollas Landfil Suite. 310, MS 11034 I7-AAD022 | Quarterly =30 acres  |has two flares. ESD provides maintenance. Limits of fill
San Diego. CA, 92123-1636 Gas Control [extend onto Holy Spirit School.
City of San Diego-ESD 7700 Convoy Ct. Tvoe A [This closed site is on Mavy land, SR52, and City land. It
South Miramar Landfill 2601 Ridgehaven Ct. 92111 37.44.0033 | Quarterly Lai_.:'ps LF is crossed by SR 32, Maintained primarily by ESD. The
Suite. 310, M3 11034 e ¥ Gas %ontrol SW portion is called Allred Collins
San Diego, CA, 92123-1636
City of 5an Diego Parkand  |Center of Park, Archaeological Site. Site is included in Park Master Plan
. Recreation Department — Maorth of baseball field ) (IMEIR completed)
Sunsnlat Cliffs INaturaI Fark Coastal Division As Type C
Culvert Canyon Landfill  lazay quivica Court. MS 32 MNeccessany Small Landfill
San Diego, CA 92109
Burn Ash Sites
Bill Hays -612 686-6584  [Parking lot (@ 8th and [This site was operated by the City and closedin 1945
“8th Ay Tideland D SO Unified Port District  [Harbor eastern area of Burn ash and solid waste hoppers, bum dump for wet
I*TI'IIS I*:'E'?_t“eD. It Eta'nﬁtl ’;'\!Tm PD Box 120488 proposed expansion Tvpe D |vastetransfer Creosots treatment may have occurred
w ort LISINEL BN AVE. e an Diego CA 92112-0488 37-AA-0430 | Annual YPE | but not during City operation. DEH notinspecting.
Tideland E;mdpﬁll?m Street Bumsite City of San Diego: John Dundchack 333-4739
! Port District: Larry Eyre
San Diego Convention Center Corp. Joe Davis
County Of San Diego Solid {900 block of Cactus Rd. [There are three properties involvedin this dump site but
Cactus Rd \Waste Division and 1812 Cactus Rd. Tvpe D primarily these two. 200,000 tons of material: auto-
. acius na. . [3355 Overland Dr, San Diego 37-CR-0011 Annual ype shredder fluff and burmn ash.
(Bamhart or Tripp Salvage) |~ g9123.1705 Bumnsite
Mr. Jaseph Minner
Cactus Rd James Dawe 900 block of Cactus Rd. Tvpe D
Dantzler) Seltzer Caplan Wilkins and  [and 1812 Cactus Rd. Annual B:"p it
\antzier) IMchMahon 750 B St, 82101 umstte
o Richard Opper, Mckenna & [200 block of Cactus Rd. Type D
Cactus Rd. (Sesi) e Annual N
) ’ Cuneo 750 B 5t, 92101 Burnsite
(Grant Lichtman 5501 Linda Vista Road Slope exposure parallel to Morth Rim Court. Burn ash
C K M Francis W. Parker School Tvpe D undermeath east side of athletic field at top of slope.
oo amp Reamy eS8 16501 Linda Vista Road 37-CR-0090 | Quarterly ype
(Francis Parker Schoal)  |o5 Diego. CA 92111 ’ Burnsite
619-369-0621
Congregational Conference of1740 477 Street Burn site. Site 1s demolished and a proposed building is
Southern California & The in process.
Southest c/o Chinese ) Type D
Decker Dump Community Church 37-CR-0108 | Quarterly Bumsite

1750 47" Street

San Diego, CA 92012
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B8/11)

Dennery Ranch

Allen Kashani
FPardes Homes
12626 High Bluff Drive, Suite

Cennery Ranch
e mile east of | -805
Morth of Ocean View Hills

Secondary deposit. Suspect ash from South Bay
Burnsite. ProposedAsphalt Cap.

(Southwest portion of 100 Parlovay 37-CR-0075 | Annual I-Eirflﬁfsiltje SWIS # active in San Diego County LEA inventory
Shinohara II) San Diego, CA 92130 4 mile south of Otay
\Valley Road
APMN 645-010-11
San Diego Unified School 4302 Valeta Street Secondary deposit. Primary source unknown. Lead
Cistrict San Diego agency forinvestigation of burn ash site on schoal
MB860 Ruffner Road property is DTSC - Schools unit.
San Diego, CA 92111 Semi- Type D
Famosa Secondary Deposit 37-AB-0014 Annual Bilﬁmite
City of San Diego Park and ’
Recreation Department
2581 Quivira Court, MS 32
San Diego, CA 92019
. . S0 Unified Port District Same as mailing address County LEA is designated lead agency. Mo inspections
San Diego Convention Centerjory goy 40488 ? 37.CR-0098 | MNone TypeD =0 fred by Gty LEA. e P
Expansion San Diego CA 92112-0488 Burnsite
City of San Diego 3940 Home Avenue Archaeological Site. Site is currently under investigation
2781 Caminito Chollas, in accordance with LEA Advisory 36.
S 44
Home Avenue Dump San Diego. CA 52103 37-AB-0009 | Quarterly I-Eiraﬁwesiltje
Cal & Jamie Johnson
2624 Jamul Highlands Road
Jamul, CA 91935
Kelly Street City of San Diego Parks and 5300 block of Kelly 5t Type D
. Rec 202 C St. CAB 9B San  [Linda Vista area 37-CR-0039 | Annual Eiilﬁmite
Diego 92101
City of San Diego Escondido Ave. off Murray lUsed from 1938-1952. Meighbors saidthe City excavated
FPark and Recreation Dept.  [Ridge Road between 2 large hole in what is now the center of the park’s lawn
2581 Quivera Court, M3 32 |Celestine and [-305 and buried burn ash. Alarge amount of burn ash is
San Diego, CA 92109 present at the top ofthe 805 cut, west of the parking lot.
Murray Canvon Bumsite _ Type D IMaterial from this cut was used to fill a canyon north of
|:I*\.-1u¥ra\-' pﬁdge Park) 37-CR-0031 | Annual Ei\-Lvlﬁmite the cut. Burn ash residue can be found alongthe western
i slopes ofthe freeway. south ofthe former Caltrans
dumpsite. The site was probably larger priorto 805 and
much of the material was incorporated into freeway fill
(per Mike Fileccia)
Moah Webster Elementary  [San Diego Unified School 4801 Elm Street June 2001: Final Site Investigation Report issued by
School District 37-CR0107 Semi- Type D CIVWIMB. Verfied site is located beneath schoal
{East side of Fairmount, 300" 4860 Ruffner Street Annual Burnsite  [playgroundwith a minimum of 5 ¥z feet of cover. Integrity

Morth of Federal)

San Diego, CA 92111

of cap is maintained in good condition.
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811)

Pottery Canyon Bumn Ash Site

City of San Diego Park and
Recreation Department -

2723 Torrey Pines Road
La Jolla, CA 92037

Movember 23, 2009: Final Site Investigation Report
issued by CIWMB. Clean closure or soil cap

Canyon

(Pottery Canyon Natural Park ?SSIE-SE?C\E?:SM] PN 3457500100 37T-CR-0123 | Quartery Bumnsite [recommended. Site fenced pending further action.
éaﬁ Diego-. C.;;gmm Park & Rec contact: Paul Kilburg
S_yl-.-'ia Castillq W of Intersection of 38" & Site evaluated and 3 foot soil capinstalled 2001
Quince Strest gr[tgfé-gan |DI,E.9061ESD Redwood 37-CR-0064 A | Type D
(38" & Redwood) oL TaOgenaven Annua Bumnsite
. / Suite. 310, MS 1103A
San Diego, CA, 92123-1636
Quince Street and 38th Lot 1-153 Blk 143 ) . Type D Site evaluated and 3 foot soil capinstalled 2002
(38" & Quince) City Heights ITCROT4 | Annual Bumsite
City of San DiegoParkand [South of intersection of Histarical Burn Dump. Open for @ months in 1950
Sunset Cliffs Natural Park  |[ecreation Department - Laclera & rGrardm'a. San As- Type D
Burn Ash Site Coastal Division Diego. CA 32107 necessary Bumnsite
’ 2381 Quivira Court, MS 32 !
San Diego, CA 92109
Inert
Larry Dukes 2336 Hollister Street Final Site Investigation Report (2003) revealed that the
County of San Diego San Diego, CA 92154 . site consists primarily of large pieces of concrete and
Brown's Fill Parks and Rec Department  JAPN 663-011-06-00 37-CR-0115 | Annual T‘-‘ipenE asphalt. olume is estimatec to be 35,672 cubic yards
3201 Ruffin Road, Suite P ne with approximately 3,200 cubicyards of MSWW. Mo
San Diego, CA 92123 evidence of landfill decomposition gases.
City of San Diego 3800 Block Calle IThis old C&D fill is located at Montgomery airfield. ESD
Airport Division Fortunada 92193 has info on tonnage accepted, etc.
Montgomery Demolition (375 John Montgomery Dirive A A Type E Bob Ferrier 492-5020
Landfil ail Stop: 14 ITAADDZT | Annual Inert [Mike Tussey: City of SO Airports Div
San Diego CA 92123
424-0455
Archived
Ralph Reagan 10201 Camino SantaFe Facility ceased operating, vernified 8-11-04.
o S Somposting Eiﬂﬁfé‘sfggriigﬂﬁi Offices 3T-AAD3 | Archived | YRR Fompled i sie estasien
arroll Canyon Facility PO Box 639060 Archive
San Diego 92163-2069
Balboa Landfill City of San Diego Fark Blvd. and Upas 37-CR-0005 z Type F Formerly identified as the northeast comer of Anzona
Parks and Rec. Dept. il Era Archived  [Street Landfill, Inert materials only (100" X 4007
City of San Diego 500 ft east of the Maval City park crews began using it in 1925, Dumping only by
Parks and Rec 202 C St Hospital & also 400 ft ) Type F |parkpersonnel. Waste bumed at this site.
Balboa Park Mursery CAB 9B 3an Diego 92101 jsouth of Upas, Florida 37-CR-0006 MNiA Archived  [Pite is beneath Maval Hospital.
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811)

Solana Recyclers

13450 Highland Valley Rd.

Facility ceased operating, verfied 9-1-99.

Ee Wise Ranch Composting 137 N. El Camino Real 37-AA-0921 NIA Type F [Dperator: Jacy Davis (Solano Recyc) (760) 436-7986
Operation Encinitas CA 92024 - Archived  |Be Wise . Bill Brammer 736-7452 736-4851 756-30588
Owner: City of San Diego- Real Estate Assets
BKK Corporation 6414 Miramar Road Mot a solid waste facility. Site was establishedas aliquid
Chancellor & Ogden Industrial Mr. Clarence Gieck - . Type F hazardous waste facility.
Waste Transfer Station 2350 237" Street AR NIA Archived
[Torrance, CA 20305
FEB San Diego Incorporated (41676 Federal Boulevard Burn site. Site is developed with a building, parking lot
Charlie’s Place PO Box 613 ITCRO109 | Zero Tvpe F - land landscaped.
Burlingame, CA 94011 Archived
IMark Hosford 2797 Caminito Chollas COperation ceased operating, venfied Aprl 29, 2003.
City of San Diego City of San Diego Type F
Street Department Streets Department 37-AB-0008 MNIA AerI]wi-'ed
Transfer Operation 2797 Caminito Chollas ’ !
San Diego, CA 92105
Clairemont High School S0 Unified School District (5500 block of Ute Dr. Tvpe F Site under evaluation/investigation by DT5C and the San
= g 5D, 92117 37-CRO015 | Zero ype Diego Unified Schoal District.
urnsite Archived
City of San Diego South of San Vicente An archaeologically significant site cataloged with the
\VWater Dept. Reservoir Tvpe F South Coast Information Center. Site is identified with a
Dexter Canyon Disposal Site [202 C Street, MS 9B 37-CR-0017 MNIA A Hlj d permanent historical Trinomial number
San Diego, 92101 Archive CA-SDI-13, 628H. (Majority of site has been washed
away in past floods).
City of San Diego Cillon Trail Histoncal llegal - Information indicates a portion of site
Parks and Rec Type F- MY have buried solid waste. Currently processing a SIP
Dillons Trail 202 C 5t. CAB 9B San Diegq 37-CR-0018 Zero "—\fcﬁﬂ-'ed to determine inspection frequency. To date, have been
92101 ’ ’ unable to locate “landfill” portion. Site was also a Codes
Enforcement Case.
Tijuana Fiver Valley Cept. of Parks and Rec. 2600 Hollister St. Tvpe F Site owned by Co. Park and Rec.
Regional Park 5201 Ruffin Rd. 5D 92123 Mone MIA ﬁ'-\rsé:rlawi-'ed Site has been cleaned closed.
Disney Enterprises lllegal Site) ’ 3
Coca-Cola Bottling Company [NW comer of the Burnsite. Entire site is developedwith parking lot or
Fairmount Burnsite of Los Angeles intersection of Federal & 37-CR-0022 Zera Type F landscaped.
{Federal & Fairmount) 1334 South Central Avenue ({7 Street Archived
Los Angeles, CA 20021
Iultiple — see Charlie’s 1676 Federal Boulevard, [This site name reprasents an area consisting of three
. Place, Decker Dump & 1740 47" Street & NW = Type D distinct burn sites (37-CR-0022, 37-CR-0108 & 37-CR-
Federal Blvd. Bumnsite Fairmount Burm si'[e[.:l comer of the intersection 37-CR-0025 Zero Eiilﬁwite 0109).
of Federal & 47" Street
Holy Spirit School See 5. Chollas file South Chollas 37-AA-0028 NIA ;ﬁ:ﬁﬁ;gd Contiguous w/ 5. Chollas 37-AA-0022
Sandy rental stables 2060 Tvpe F Could not venfy presence of burm ash. Suspect burn ash
Horse Stables (Cays) Hollister Rd. 37-CR-0031 MNIA "—\riﬁiued washed away in 1993 floods. Bumn ash originated from

Coronado Cays. Mo evident ash 424-3124
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811)

TYP

] ) ~ [6400 Hentage 92173 G400 Hentage 92173 Type F Clean closed. Old shoating range east of existing range.
INS Shooting Range (Cays) 37-CR-0032 M/A Archived |[Had bumash from Coronado Cays. 661-3110
Wimpey Commercial former highway 101 (Clean closed
La Jolla Dump 508 W. Mission Ave. between UCSD & Marine Tvpe F
(IMathews Dump/ Camp Callen)lEscondido rifle range @ Camp I7-AA-0040 NIA A Hlj d
(Wimpey Site) MMathews east. of John Archive
Hopkins
City of San Diego-ESD Miramar Landfill Froject completed.
. . 9601 Ridgehaven Ct. 5180 Convoy ] L
Iiramar Greenery Research it 313 MS 11034 ’ 37-4B-0003 MN/A  |EA Motification
San Diego, CA, 92123-1636
Murphy-Shepard Canyaon - ; Type F Froposednever developed
Landfill STCRO0S0 ) A Archived
Simco Partnership South of Camino dela Eurn ash originated from Coronado Cays. Suspect “bum
1330 Meptune St Flaza and east of Willow ash” analyzed and determined to be non hazardous and
Leucadia 92024 FRoad in San Ysidro reconsolidated on site. Site developed as part of a 56
02173 acre retail development.
. . [Robert EggerJr. Trust & Mary - Type F
MNelson and Sloan (Cays) E OdermgtgtlTrust 2 Paul) 37-CR-0053 Zero Ar-cﬁiued
Odermatt et. al Trust
/o Mary E. Odermatt
2211 Leon Ave
San Diego 92154
City of San Diego-ESD Morth of Chollas LF Clean Closed
. 2601 Ridgehaven Ct. ; Type F
Naorth Chollas Burnsite = ite. 310 MS 11034 IT-AA-0024 MNIA Archived
San Diego, CA, 92123-1636
ORW E;.;I:;i?-:js“ng Cwner: City of San Diego 1202 La Media Rdl. 37-AA-0905 MNIA Standardized Clean closed
County of San Diego South of Otay Mesa Rd. Clean Closed
San Ysidro Susqn Qf.lasanaro 02173 Type F
Bumsite Public Works Dept 37-CR-0071 MNIA Archived
5555 Overland Ave ’
San Diego CA 92123
Mir. Charlie Shewey, Pres.  [3310 Friars Road Facility ceased operating, verfied 9-1-99.
Shewey Environmental Shewey Env. Mgmt. Co., Inc. [San Diego ; Type F
lManagement Co., Inc. 2365 Morthside Or., Box #10 ST-AA0937 NIA Archived
San Diego, CA 92108
Meil Kitchen 9310-C Friars Rd. 92108 Facility ceased operating, verfied 5-6-01.
Saoil Wash Soil Wash Technologies Inc; ; Type F
Technolagies Inc. PO Box 839000438 ITAADD | NA Archived
San Diego CA 92108
South Bay Bumnsite South Bily Refuse Disposal, [SE Comer of [-805 & Palm TypeF (Clean closed.
(South Bay Refuse Disposal) Owner: George Coleman et 3T-CR-0077 NIA Archived

al. 9879 Hilbert St #A 50
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B/

City of San DiegoParks and

Tourmaline 5t., West

[Inable to verify location. Suspect site may be under

Tourmaline Beach Bumsite |Rec 202 C 5t. CAB 9B San 37-CR-0080 Zero gype D parking lot at Tourmaline State beach
: urnsite
Diego 92101
Historical
[Inknown 1.500 5. of intersection of Historic Refuse Dump. The LEA has no file on this site,
City Farm Dump Pacific Highway and La 37-CR-0014 N Type H only anecdotal evidence in other files. The 5 acre site
(Sanitary City Disposal) Jolla Canyon, It one Histarical [started operation in 1922, Dumped and bumed regularly
On campus of UCSD ly public and City.
Hofer Property [Inknown 3200 Monument Rd. Type D Site clean closed. Burn ash originated from Coronado
Cays) Imperial Beach 92154 37-CR-0030 None Burnsite  [Cays
Mission Valley Disposal Area Unknown Unknown 37-CR-0047 Mone Hwi—syt%?iral Unable to locate
Sunset Cliffs Bumsite |- F1OWN nknown 37-CR-0078 Mone Type H — {Unverified
Historical
Tierrasanta Community  [Unknown [Inknown ) Type H [Unverified
Area | 3r-CR-0024 Mone Historical
Tierrasanta Community  [Unknown [Inknown - Type H [Unverified
Area ll IT-CR-D095 None Historical
legal
CERCLA/DOD Sites
1S Dept Of Mavy-China Lake 2400 Blk Admiral Baker CERCLA Site
Admiral Baker Golf Course | 1Admin Cl - Code 832000d [Road 37-CR-0002 MNaone
Chinalake . Ca 93555-6100
MNosc Morth Coast Rubble  [Point Loma Maval Complex 37-CR-0056 Mone ooD CERCLA Site — DTSC lead agency
Hose Canyon/ [Under Investigation [Inder Investigation CERCLA Site
Camp Keamy Mesa - - 37-CRO067 Mane _
San Clemente Canyan lUnder Investigation Under Investigation 37-CR-0069 Nane Type D CERCLA Site
Disposal Site Burnsite
Waste Collectors
a 6733 Consolidated Way 9245 Camino Sante Fe a a Waste Stephen Young. Pres.
Allan Co San Diego, CA 92121 San Diego, CA 92121 NA- | Annual | oollactor  [358-578-9300
NERIT 2364 Clairemaont Mesa El . A A VWaste Fred Ashford, General Manager
Allied Waste San Diego, CA 92111 Same as mailing address. MA Annual Collector  |B58-278-6061
Coast Waste M i PO Box 947 5960 El Camino Real. NA A | Waste Jason Rose, General Manager
oast Wraste Vanagement  |carlsbad, CA 92018 Carlsbad. CA 92008 - A& | Collector |760-268-7107
Coastal Parks Division 2125 Park Blvd. MS 39 3775 Morena Blvd, Bldg. 912 MNIA Annual Waste Cennis Simmons, Senior Utility Supervisor
(City of San Diego) San Diego, CA 92134 San Diego, CA 22117 . ' Collector  [8538-581-9975
Daily Di | PO Box 940 12637 Vigilante Road NA A | Waste [Todd Ottonello.
Ay —isposa Lakeside, CA 92040 Lakeside, CA 92040 - ANMHE | Collector  |519-702-3300 X 103
Debris B 10981 SD Mission Rd, 250  [6910 Mission Gorge Rd NA A | Waste Gregg J. King, Pres.
Eons box San Diego, CA 92108 San Diego, CA 92120 ) Annua Collector  |James Smith, Operations Manager 519-284-9245
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- FOB 1639 3157 Olive Dr a A Waste Eva Burns, Chairman
Dependable Disposal  lepring valley 91979-1638 [Spring Valley, CAS1977 WA | Anmual | colgctor  |§19-460-3551
: G670 Federal Blvd , 2 " Waste Steven South, President
EDCO Disposal COB | amon Grove 91945 Same as mailing address. NA | Anmual | coliector  |Edward Burr, Owner 619-287-0255
: G670 Federal Blvd 7844 Armour 5t & " Waste Steven South, President
EDCODisposal Corp | 2o Grove 91945 San Diego, CA92111 NA | Amnual | iettor  [Edward Burr, Owner 619-287-0255
el 224 5. LasPosasRd s ;* a Waste Steven South, President
EDCO Waste &Recyding |5 Marcos, CA 92078 =ame as malling address. NA | Annual | collector  |[Edward Burr, Owner 760-436-4151
; Fefuse Collection Division  |Operations Center [ ]
Enronmental SeCes 18353 Miramar Pl MS 12004 (8353 Miramar Place NA | Annual | haste o Mans Jalens Deparment Dirsctor
- - a0 San Diego, CA 92121 San Diego
Express Waste and Roll Off 103668 Roselle StSuite A 10320 Roselle 5t MA Annual Waste Armen Derderian, Managing Partner
Senvices San Diego, CAS92121 SanDiego, CA92121 - e Collector  [1-800-722-1033
; - 1516 Mashville Strest 0216 Anna Ave a A Wasts Hohn Smith, Cwner
John Smith Barthworks, Inc. oo miss =4 92110 SanDisgo, CA MA | oAnnual | ey [519-976-0048
. : FOBox 120488 1400 Tidelands Ave a A Waste Dave Thompsan, Depatment Director
Unified Portof San DIego o o iz os 4 02912-0488 [National City, CA 81950 NA | oAnnual | ey [519-586-6470
. : HG92 EastGate Dr. 692 East Gate Dr. a a Waste Lawrence M. Chapman, President
Tayman Industries <an Diego CA, 02121 San Diego CA, 92121 NA- | oAnnual |\ ey |ase-453-8878
’ FO Box 8089 1451 S Manhattan Ave ;* a Waste Hudith Ware, President
Ware Disposal Co Mewport Beach CA92658  |Fullerton, CA92831 NA - ARUEL s astar [714-664-0677
Nt LA i 1001 W Bradley Ave 1001'W Bradley Ave a A Waste lason Rose, Gen. Magr.
Waste Mgt (WM of SIB) (&) = i0n CA 82020 El Cajon, CA 92020 NA | Anual e lettor [618-506-5184

74



APPENDIX IV: LOCATION OF RUBBISH DUMPS

| LOCATION o RUBBISH DUMPS
| J - I ]"-.!' [ ‘[ SAM rl'\t' :'
. 5
| L R I,
8 o

| .- ’ -
e
| e - .

-

Note: There is a high concentration of refuse dumps (Burn Sites) near Chollas Heights
Photograph from City of San Diego archives
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APPENDIX V: HISTORICAL WASTE-TO-ENERGY
TECHNOLOGY

Alphoensoe King , - ) -

Rosslyn Hotel.

Los Angelss, Cal.

August L, 1913.
To +the Honorahle ¢ity Counell of San Diego,Calirornia.

Gentlemen:—
I hereby make you the tollowing proposition to wit:-—

I have a patent end secret process by
which I can convert all the ¢ity Garbage and strest refuse intec a
commercisl and masrketsble product— called Coal of which you all
know hea = commercisl Em@ value Ffor fuel of valuable heat. King's
artiricisl cosl can be mamifactured in eny part of the T. 2., or
in the eivilized world for that matter, 8t less thean £1.50 per ton.
In 8an Diego I olaim for your consideration by & successtul teat that
my Gerbage coal will prodace as mueh heat as natural coel. I will
put my time snd sanret process patent and superintend the ereation
of said plant providing, that the City of San Diego Will furnish me
meney, funds or eredit for a plant of guttiolent capacity to take .
carTe of all waste materisl, such as above mentioned, and I will super
intend personally or my representative, the construction of mashinery
for such plant, and if desired, I will demonsirate by smaller process
ihet. T cen convert and utilize all garbage and sirsset refuse of the
gity inte a commerelial commodity. gozl sells in calitornia from
iﬁ.nﬂ to $16.B0 per ton— think of the profit derived from & plant
a olity. Whet to do with the refuse is a problem tacing every
aity end community, and the only aenitsry methods are expensive
incinerating plantis thati can be -afrorded only by the larger citis.
witnh my process we teke all kinda of city Garbage and Strest refuse
erd make a tuel that is equal to the highest grade of coal for steam
and heating purposes, and can be mamitfactured in San Diego for less
then #1.50 per ton out of the glty'm worst refuse., Many plans havae
been discusesed and rejected as unfeasible. Therefore, I submit the
following proposition to your Honocrable Body for consideration—
I ol'l'er you the use of my petent process and my persaonal representa—
tive supervision of sald Coal plant and a one half interest in
aptifioisl Coal system in San Diego, Droviding i

FIRST
ghell give me money or oredit te areet sald plant on Cltyv's
Ground Lo
SECOHD
In case a plant of my particular design is ercted under mr
pergonal supervision and
TPHIHD:

That the C0ity of sSan Diego shall gather all suach garbege  and
gtreet Tefuse oS shove HMentioned and deliver to sald plant, I will
then in that event, allow the sald City of San Diego & one helr
interest in sa2id plant, and in the products and ite market wvilne
and it the said olty of San Diego shall desire to purchase my in=
terest, mey do so by paying me & Toyalty agreed upon.

Wt -

Note: The proposed waste-to-energy process would have created a product called Biochar or
historically referred to as “Kings artificial coal.”
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