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SITE SELECTION/EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 
 
 
Background  
 
The City of Fort Bragg and the County of Mendocino jointly manage the commercial and 
residential solid waste generated in the Fort Bragg/Central Coast area. Currently, an average of 
approximately 45 tons per day (TPD) of waste are collected at the Pudding Creek Recycling 
Center (commercial franchise collection and transfer of solid waste and self-haul, drop off of 
recyclables) and at the Caspar Transfer Station (self-haul residential and commercial). The waste 
is hauled in various sized containers from both facilities up the Highway 20 corridor to a transfer 
station, in Ukiah and to permitted landfills to the south. The City and County have determined 
that one, full-service, centrally located solid waste transfer station is needed for cost-effective 
management of these waste streams. This document presents a preliminary description of the 
facility and of the services that will be provided.  

The County and City will own the facility and a private company will operate it, under contract. 
The transfer station will provide a convenient and safe location for commercial refuse collection 
trucks and self-haul customers to drop off various materials including: 

• municipal solid waste (MSW, household garbage),  
• household hazardous wastes (such as oil, batteries, paint, solvents and pesticides), 
• recyclable materials (such as metals, glass, plastic and paper), and 
• special wastes (such as appliances, scrap metal, construction and demolition debris, green 

waste, clean soils, asphalt, tires, and non-friable asbestos). 
 
The City OF Fort Bragg and the County of Mendocino formed a Technical Advisory Committee 
to work on siting a new transfer station in the greater Fort Bragg area. They had a “kick-off” 
meeting on January 19, 2006. The results of the “Kick-Off” meeting are presented below 
(excerpted from the Request for Proposals used in the selection of a firm to complete the siting 
study): 
 

On January 19, 2006, the County of Mendocino Solid Waste Division facilitated a noticed 
public meeting to initiate, or “kick-off” the siting study.  At the “Kick-Off” meeting a list of 
stakeholders, a preliminary project description, project siting criteria and list of potential sites 
were developed. 
 
Siting criteria:  The draft project siting criteria were identified: 

• Land Us. 
• Public Utilities and Services 
• Geology and soils 
• Hydrology and water quality 
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• Biological resource 
• Transportation 
• Energy usage 
• Air quality 
• Noise 
• Health hazards 
• Aesthetics 
• Cultural and historic resources 
• Acreage available 
• Willing seller 

 
Stakeholders:  The following list of stakeholders was identified: 

• City of Fort Bragg. 
• County of Mendocino. 
• Neighbors. 
• Mendocino County Environmental Health Division. 
• California Integrated Waste Management Board. 
• North Coast Regional Waste Quality Control Board. 
• Franchised Waste Haulers. 
• Self-haulers. 
• Sierra Railroad Company. 

 
Potential Sites:  The following list of potential sites was developed: 

• Pudding Creek Recycling Center 
• North Fort Bragg Industrial Zone 
• Georgia-Pacific Mill Site 
• Caspar Solid Waste Transfer Station 
• East State Route 20 
• Gibney Lane 

 
Winzler & Kelly Consulting Engineers was retained to complete a siting study to identify a 
number of potentially suitable sites for the transfer station. Conceptual layouts and cost estimates 
were also prepared for each of the ten top ranked sites. The next step in the process will be for 
the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors to select a preferred site and a number of 
alternative sites and to evaluate them through the CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) 
process. Finally, the transfer station will be designed, permitted, constructed and operated. The 
following text describes the development of the site evaluation criteria as well as the process 
used in screening all the potential sites and ranking the top ten. 
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Public Involvement and Participation 
Two public meeting were held to educate the public, solicit their input and garner their support. 
The meetings were advertised through the garbage bills, the radio, local newspapers and through 
direct contact with persons and organizations involved in environmental activism and 
community planning, in the Fort Bragg area.  
 
The agenda for the first meeting is presented below. The presentation was made using 
PowerPoint and large, wall-mounted maps.  
 

1.  Greetings/Introductions 
• Winzler & Kelly  
• Technical Advisory Committee 

 
2.  Purpose of Meeting 
• Update the Public on City/County plans for a new transfer station 
• Provide opportunity for public involvement in planning process 
• Develop the elements of an objective process for siting a transfer station 

 
3.  Project Description 
• Transfer station building: 
• Gate House and Scale(s) 
• Offices/Breakroom  
• Household Hazardous Waste Building  
• Recycling Drop-Off  
• Green/Wood Waste Drop-Off 
• Operations Diagram (Example: Del Norte County’s Transfer Station) 

 
4.  Develop Siting Criteria 
• Exclusionary (or regulatory) criteria.  
• Technical Limitations 
• Local Impacts (develop these using matrix) 

 
5.  Weighting the criteria (not all impacts are created equal) 
• Vote on weighting factors for each criteria (1 is insignificant 5 is major concern) 

 
6.  Identify Potential Sites (draw them in on the map) 
• Based on local knowledge and experience: where are some potential sites? 
• W&K will select others based on parcel size and access, etc 

 
7.  Rating the potential sites under each criteria 
• Rating of 1 to 5 (1=not affected by criteria, 5=significantly impacted by criteria) 
• W&K will rate all sites based on research and technical experience 
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• We will bring the results back to the next meeting 
 
8.  Ranking the potential sites 
• Use a matrix: under each criteria, multiply rating X weighting = rank, then sum 
• Site with lowest overall number represents least amount of impact (“best site”) 
• Ground truth the best 10 sites and refine Ratings and Ranks 
• Prepare cost estimates and conceptual layouts for top 3 sites 

 
9.  Next steps, next public meeting 
• Review siting criteria and weighting factors 
• Review rating numbers 
• Review Ranked list of Potential Sites (shown on map) 
• Accept additional input on criteria, weighting, ratings and potential sites 

 
The meeting was well attended (over 80 people) and lasted for approximately 3 hours. It 
included a question and answer period and allowed an opportunity for the attendees to identify 
parcels that they thought should be considered in the siting study.  
 
Site Evaluation Criteria (Exclusionary, Technical Limitations and Local Impacts) 

Siting criteria can be divided into three categories; Exclusionary, Technical Limitations and 
Local Impacts. The three categories can be thought of as a course, medium and fine screens used 
to sieve all the potential sites and identify the most suitable ones for detailed evaluation during 
the CEQA Process. 

The exclusionary criteria are the “course” screen used in a fatal flaws analysis to eliminate areas 
from consideration where the zoning or other regulations do not allow the proposed use. These 
areas may include parks, coastal zones, wetlands, floodplains, earthquake faults and prime 
agricultural land. A large map of the study area was prepared and the areas affected by 
exclusionary criteria shaded in. The result of the exercise was a map showing areas (no shaded) 
in which potential sites may exist. Exclusionary criteria do not always completely eliminate a 
site from consideration and sometimes mitigation measures can be developed if a site has other 
desirable characteristics. The fatal flaws analysis limits the effort spent evaluating sites that 
would turn out to be very difficult to develop.  

Technical Limitations are the “medium” screen. These include such characteristics as haul 
distance to/from transportation routes, road access and traffic safety, site size, topography, 
vegetation and soils types . Depending on the particulars of the site, these could also end up 
eliminating a site from further consideration. 

Local Impacts are the “fine” screen that considers those criteria that directly affect the residents 
and the local environment in which the facility would be located. These criteria are typically less 
technical and more subjective in nature. They are developed based on the construction and 
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operational characteristics of the facility evaluated with respect to the potential environmental 
impacts that may occur and the environmental receptors (people, animals, plants and other 
natural resources) that may be impacted. Many of these potential impacts can be easily identified 
while others are better defined through a matrix analysis.  

In a two-step process, a list of specific, Potential Project Impacts are developed and then the 
Environmental Receptors that may be impacted are identified. An example using only a few 
elements of the analysis is presented on Tables 1 and 2. 

Potential Project Impacts are developed by listing all of the operations and activities that will 
occur during the construction and operation of the facility (Project Characteristics) and matching 
them with Potential Impacts that they may cause. 

 
Table 1.  Project Characteristics vs. Potential Impacts 
 

 Potential Impacts 
Project  

Characteristics 
Air 

Pollution Noise Vectors Traffic Water 
Pollution Other 

Construction  X X  X X  
Operations X X X X   
Household Haz Waste X    X  
Long Hauling X   X   
 
Each of the Project Characteristics are discussed and those features that give rise to a Potential 
Impacts are marked. In this example we have developed the following Potential Project Impacts: 

• Construction air pollution (dust and fumes) 
• Construction noise 
• Construction traffic 
• Construction water pollution 
• Operations dust and fumes 
• Operations noise 
• Operations vectors (flies and rats) 
• Operations traffic 
• HHW air and water pollution 
• Long-haul air pollution 
• Long-haul traffic 

 
Now we agree upon the Environmental Receptors (people, animals and natural resources) that 
may bear the brunt of the impacts. Some of the Environmental Receptors include: 

• Wetlands and Creeks 
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• Neighbors 
• Cultural Resources 
• Biological resources 
• Air Quality 

 
In this example we list only a few of the Potential Project Impacts. 
 
Table 2. Potential Project Impacts vs. Environmental Receptors 
 

 Environmental Receptors 
Potential  

Project Impacts 
Wetlands/

Creeks Neighbors Access 
Roads 

Biological 
Resources 

Air 
Quality 

Construction dust  X   X 
Construction noise   X  X  
Operations traffic  X X   
Operations vectors X X  X  

HHW pollution X X   X 
 
The following Potential Environmental Impacts are then established as the criteria that will be 
used in the evaluation of potential sites.  

• Construction dust in neighborhood 
• Construction dust in air basin 
• Construction noise in neighborhood 
• Construction noise disturbing wildlife 
• Operation traffic impacting neighborhood 
• Operation traffic impacting whole area 
• Vectors impacting wildlife 
• Vectors impacting neighbors 
• Construction noise in neighborhood 
• Air and water pollution from HHW  

 
From this exercise it is shown that a list of Potential Environmental Impacts can be developed in 
a logical and objective manner. It can become complicated and tedious but it is thorough and 
defensible.  

To summarize:  

• The Exclusionary criteria are basically regulatory restrictions identified in various codes 
and include things such as coastal zones, wetlands, flood plains and proximity to airports. 
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• The Technical Limitations that make the site difficult and expensive to develop. They are 
typically engineering issues that can be addressed through design modifications. They 
can include such things as road access, utilities, topography and haul distances. 

• The Local criteria are the Potential Environmental Impacts that could affect the 
community in which the facility would be located. They are developed through a public 
process and should include all concerns of the general public and other stake holders. 
They typically include such things as noise, odor, air pollution, rats, flies, and traffic. 

 

Establishing the Weighting Factors for the Technical and Local Siting Criteria 
Not all of the site evaluation criteria are equally important so not all of them should carry the 
same weight in evaluating a site. A Weighting Factor (between 1 and 5) was assigned to each of 
the Technical and Local site evaluation criteria, with 1 being a minor concern and 5 being a 
major impact. Each criteria was discussed at the public meeting and its Weighting Factor “voted” 
on using Public Input/Contact Forms (see Attachment 2). As an example: construction noise will 
be a short-term, minor inconvenience and so may be assign a weight of 1 while the traffic 
associated with the facility will be a long-term and significant impact and may be assigned a 
weight of 5. 

Once the evaluation criteria have been established and weighted the sites can be Ranked in order 
of their relative suitability. The sites that are technically well suited and pose the least significant 
local environmental impacts should float to the top.  
 
Rank Potential Sites in Relative Order of Suitability 
The Rank of each site is the sum product of a Weighting Factor for each criteria multiplied by 
the Rating (or score) of each potential site, under each criteria. The Weighting Factor is a 
subjective factor and was agreed upon by the participants at the meeting. The Rating of the site is 
objective evaluation of the potential sites technical and local characteristics and is done by 
technical professionals with experience in evaluating environmental impacts of such facilities.  
As an example:  

Assume criteria Weighting Factors were set as follows: 

• Construction noise is temporary and limited so was assigned a weight of 1. 
• Traffic is long-term and significant so was assigned a weight of 5. 
• Rare and endangered plants was assigned a weight of 4. 
• Rats attracted to a transfer station is considered serious and was assigned a weight of 5. 

The sites being evaluated are Sites A and B: 
• Site A is an abandoned mill site. 
• Site B is a vacant lot near a residential neighborhood. 
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  Site A Site B 

Criteria Weighting 
Factor Rating Score Rating Score 

Construction Noise 1 1 1 5 5 
Traffic 5 2 10 5 25 
Rare/Endangered 4 3 12 1 4 
Vectors (Rats) 5 1 5 5 25 
  Score: 28 Score: 59 
 Rank: 1 Rank: 2 
 
Construction noise will not be an issue at Site A but will be a major disruption at Site B. On a 
scale of 1-5 (1 = minor concern and 5 = major impact) Site A receives a rating of 1 and Site B 
receives a rating of 5, under the Construction Noise criteria.  
 
The Construction Noise score for Site A is 1 (1 Rating x 1 Weighting) and the score for Site B is 
5 (1 x 5). The sites are evaluated (rated) separately for each of the criteria. The rest of the criteria 
are Rated in a similar manner. The Ratings are multiplied by the criteria Weighting Factor and 
the scores for each criteria are added up to arrive at an overall score for each site. Site A receives 
a total score of 28 and Site B receives a total score of 59. The lower score indicates that the site 
is better suited for development of the project. Site A (in this case) is Ranked number 1. This 
Ranking method provides an objective way to determine which sites are most suitable and 
utilizes public opinion as well as professional technical evaluation. 
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#1 
WEIGHTING CRITERIA INPUT FORM  

Fort Bragg/Central Coast Solid Waste Transfer Station Facility 
 

 
 

Purpose of this Form 
In order to select the optimal site for the 
future transfer station, the City and County 
are seeking public feedback on the 
importance of potential impacts that could 
result from transfer stations.  Potential 
impacts range from increased traffic to air 
pollution (see the form below for factors 
considered so far).  The importance or 
“weight” of each criteria has not yet been 
determined.  It is up to the public to decide 
the weight of each of the criteria listed in the 
form.  All forms will be counted and 
averaged to determine the final weight.  This 
average weight will then be used to 
determine the suitability of the various sites 
identified in the study area. 
 

Instructions  
Use the form to weight each of the siting 
criteria by assigning a weight of 1 through 
5.   
 

1 = Insignificant (I do not believe this 
criteria should be a consideration in 
selecting a site) 
 

2 = Slightly Significant (I believe that 
this criteria should be only a small 
consideration in selecting a site) 
 

3 = Significant (I believe that this criteria 
should be a significant consideration in 
selecting a site) 
 

4 = Very Significant (I believe that this 
criteria should be a very significant 
consideration in selecting a site) 
 

5 = Critical (I believe that this criteria 
must be a critical consideration in selecting 
a site) 
 

Please return by January 19th to: 
Marie Jones, Community Development 
Director 
Planning Counter 
City of Fort Bragg 
416 North Franklin Street 
Fort Bragg, CA 95437 

Evaluation Criteria  
Land clearing and grading could impact surface water drainage patterns  

Land clearing and grading could impact groundwater resources  

Land clearing and grading could impact rare and endangered species  

Land clearing and grading could impact Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas  

Land clearing and grading could impact neighbors privacy and views  

Land clearing and grading could impact agricultural land  

Land clearing and grading could impact scenic vistas from nearby areas  

Runoff could impact surface water quality in creeks and streams  

Runoff could impact neighbors if it flowed onto their land or road  

Runoff could impact agricultural land  

Dust could impact neighbors and the immediate neighborhood  

Dust could impact local air resources  

Noise could impact rare and endangered species of animals  

Noise could impact neighbors  

Traffic could impact neighbors and the immediate neighborhood  

Traffic could impact level of service on the streets/highways near the site  

Air pollution could impact neighbors and immediate neighborhood  

Air pollution could impact air resources of larger community  

Vectors could impact rare and endangered species  

Vectors could impact ESHAs  

Vectors could impact neighbors and immediate neighborhood  

Light pollution could impact rare and endangered species  

Light pollution could impact ESHAs  

Light pollution could impact neighbors and immediate neighborhood  

Light pollution could impact scenic vistas  

Visual impact of project could effect neighbors/neighborhoods  

Visual impact of project could effect viewsheds  

Location of site will impact how much driving users must do to reach site  

Cost of site will impact tipping fees  

Cost of site could impact City and County budgets  

Litter on route to transfer station could impact   

Fire at the transfer station could impact public services  

Fire at the transfer station could impact air quality  
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