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EE: MSW Permit Amendment Ne, 249D, Waste Managemen: o7 Taxas. Inc. Austin
Comunuanity Recyeling aad Disposal Faciity

W e oppose approval of MSW Permi: Amendmen: ¢, 249D, which would allow Wastc
NManagemen’ of Texas, Inc. [WMT) to expand its Austin Cm_ru..mt\ Recveling and
Disposal Faeili'y. In terms of avoiding conflicts with incompatiole land uses aad
Tuisances to nelghhors and communities, this site 18 @ poor choes. There are almos® ¢
thousand existing residences within the immediate vicinity of site, as wel! as & school. ¢
dey care center, a histone site, 2 park, 2 neighborhood recreatior center, and oiner
ex1Sting receptors sensitive to the litter, vectors, dus:, mud, odors, noises, lieh: pollotion,
polluted stormwater sunoff, and other rmpacts from 2 landfill. The long term and
cumulative visual, auditory, olfactory, and other negative impacets of the expansion wili
not on'v impair private property owners’ ust and enjoyment of their property adjacent o
the tandiill, bu: the general public suffcr these impacts as well. Morsover, the community
a! large will bear the brum of the impacts on roads, cresks, drainags wavs, and other
infrastructure produced by expansion of the landfill. Because thus wouid be an cxpansion
of an 2xisting site, opportunities to mitigate these impacts are minimal o nonexistent and
make this an unsuitadle site for authonzation of additional waste dispusal, especialiy it —
companson with a preenfield shie.

Fxpansion of the landfill would result in imnumerable land usc conflicts betweer 14 and
extsting and planned development in the vicimty. In addition to the existing recepiors. the
site 18 surrounoed by vacant land that 1s rapidly being converted to urban and supurbar
land uses sunilar to those that already exast, The sile s in the communiny's nrm‘?“rr':r'}
mowth corriden. known as the Desired Development Zone According (o the City of

wistin Transporiation Planning and Suqtainahili'r}’ Depariment, te s2oror in which e
lazdfil! is locatzd 10 the fastest growing of the 26 planning sectors o7 the Ausiin

e



metropoiitan erea. Tie land use patiern that will prevail for the foreszeable future in the
vicinity of tne siee 1s incompatible with ongoing waste disposal activities. Expansion of
the lendfill wil! perpetuate the ongoing fand use conflicts that have prevaiied in this ares
for vears and that have generaied citizen complaints that have consumed & tremendous
amount of the resgurees of Travis County, TCZ0, and other public entites.

WHT has « hisiery of serious violations that resulted i severs nuisance odors thal
affected nelghbors and the 'communif}-' at farge. Ir fact, TCEQ assessed W™ tha largest
Ttris ever essessed u raunicipal solid waste operator. The fine would heve beer even
larger but lor some regulatory maneuvering by WMT that resulted in reducmng the fine by
hundreds of thousands of goliars. Given WNT s history, there 15 « risk of fiture
violations thar would further impact adjacen? fand uses. Moreover, given WVT '«
conduet, WMT does nol deserve 2nd should not be afforded the lexury of being sudosd
pased on TCEQ s regulatory minimums. TCI(Q) van and shouic use its diseretion ic hold
WMT 10 more than the regulatory minimums.

Travis Counny hes ng legal anthority to zone mcompatible land vses eway from this
tandfill. In faer, TCED presesses more lecal authority te avoid incompatinle land uses in
this case thar the courry does. Therefore, TCZ(Q) should deny MEW Permit Amendment
No. 249D, There iz substantial evidence that continued disnosal o7 wests at this sile ic
ncompalible with both existing and fature taad uses in the vicinitv of the site. TCEQ hes
cluar discretionary authority to genv thi application on those groands. Sections 301 .05
anc 30l U8G9, TZN, HRALTH & SATETY SODL aNws.. Starr County v, Sty Indusimal
Senvices ne. 584 §W 22 352 (Ten. App. Austin 1979, Brownine-Ferris. Ine, v, Texas
Desartment of Healtn, 623 S W .2d 764 (Tex. App. Austn 1981).
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