Sakdarak, Souphalak
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Sibbet, David
Friday, November 01, 2019 9:59 AM
Kasturi Rangan
Neufeld, Darin; Byron Marler; Sakdarak, Souphalak
RE: NCER Project - PDS 2008-3500-08-015

Kasturi;
Answers are below.
From: Kasturi Rangan <rirangan@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 12:04 PM
To: Sibbet, David <David.Sibbet@sdcounty.ca.gov>
Cc: Neufeld, Darin <Darin.Neufeld@sdcounty.ca.gov>; Byron Marler <marlerstorm1@gmail.com>
Subject: NCER Project ‐ PDS 2008‐3500‐08‐015

David:
As I understood your comments about the "volume" of the proposed facility, when we spoke a few
days ago, the site plan definition of the proposed facility is a "light" recycling facility which will ship two
truck loads per day of product from the facility. You said other definitions such as "medium volume
facility" which can process 174 tons per day are in the purview of the Health Department. I checked
the Health section of the County website but found no information relating to this subject. I did find
application related information on sand and aggregate products in the Air Pollution Control District
part of the website. These applications ask for information on processing rates in terms of tons/hr and
for equipment details but there is no mention of "volume of facility". I know the "volume" of facilities is
defined in the California Code of Regulations section 17381.2.
Several questions now arise:
1. If the definition of "volume" of facility does not have relevance to the site plan application, why is a
"medium volume facility" mentioned in the documents that were issued by your office on September
12, 2019? Because DEH classifies it as a medium volume facility in their permitting; which is different
than the Zoning Ordinance classification that labels it as a light recycling facility.
2. In addition to the current documents, Beth Ehsan's letter of September 11, 2014 states on page 4
under Tonnage of Materials that the facility would be categorized as a Medium Volume Facility,
regulated by 14CCR, Division 7, Chapter 3.0, Article 5.9, Section 17383.5. It also states that the daily
maximum tonnage allowed is 174 tons and the on-site storage for concrete and asphalt is 30 days x
174 tons = 5,220 tons. The California Code of Regulations does confirm this definition for maximum
storage. I assume that the volume of storage facilities allowed is a part of the site plan application. In
fact the papers issued on September 12, 2019 say that there will be 20 storage containers 60' x 60' x
18' high. Even if we assume that each of these containers will be 75% full, the total tonnage for 20
containers works out to 32,400 tonnes which is more than 6 times the allowed maximum tonnage.
Why would the site plan allow so many containers for storage? The project description has changed
since 2014. We’ll have to ask the applicants why so many storage containers are required.
3. Is the applicant allowed to simultaneously apply for site plan approval and for a permit to operate
from the Air Pollution Control District? Or does the applicant have to sequence these applications,
with the site plan approval being a prerequisite for the application for a permit to operate? The site
plan comes first before any DEH and APCD permitting.
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4. Does the Air Pollution District use the same CEQA section 15183 criteria to evaluate the
application for the permit to operate? I am not sure how their permits relate to CEQA, but we
anticipate an APCD letter shortly that we can forward if you wish.
5. Does the Air Pollution Control District use the maximum processing rate for calculation of
emissions? See #4 answer
6. Is the Air Pollution Control District the authority to specify monitoring equipment for facility
operations or can this also be required as part of the site plan? DEH will be in charge once
operational and PDS will be in charge of enforcing the Site Plan conditions.
7. Once the facility is in operation, what is the procedure for applications for expansion. Which
divisions of the County are involved in approvals? Expansion would require a Site Plan Modification
which is the same process they’re going through now
8. If the owner of the facility sells the facility to another individual or company, does the permit to
operate and corresponding emission limits automatically pass to the new owner? Yes, it stays with
the land
9. Are the applications submitted to the Air Pollution Control District available to the public, for
scrutiny, if requested? See #4
10. Is it correct to assume that once a facility has a site plan approval and a permit to operate, it can
continue to expand with corresponding applications to the County as long as noise, visual impact, and
emissions criteria are met? No, See #7
11. Will public hearings be held on proposals/applications for expansion of facilities? It would be the
same process they are going through now
12. Can decisions for expansions be appealed in the same way that site plan decisions can? Or are
there other procedures? See #11
13. If a meeting with the Air Pollution Control District is needed by the public to discuss any of the
above issues, who is the correct person to contact? PDS is the lead, so you would make that request
through us and we can arrange.
I thank you for your understanding and patience. As you can see, it is not easy for those of us who
are not familiar with County procedures to quickly grasp the details.
Kasturi.
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