
 

    1 

May 4, 2015 
 

TO:  
Region 2000 Services Authority Board 
 
FROM:  
Anne Thomas Doyle, 2416 Scots Pine Xing, Durham, NC 27713 with her parents,  
Nina and Robert Thomas, 711 Calohan Road, Rustburg, VA 24588 
Bill Carwile, 921 Calohan Road, Rustburg, VA 24588 
 
Re:  
Comments on the Proposed Solid Waste Management Plan 2015 Update and Major Amendment, 
especially related to the landfill at 361 Livestock Road, Rustburg, VA 
 

************************************************************************************************ 
 

This memo comes to you with the recommendation to REJECT the Proposed Solid Waste 
Management Plan 2015 Update and Major Amendment, especially as regards any expansion of the 
current landfill site on Livestock Road.  
 
Our position against expansion of the landfill is based on ten observations: 
 

1.  The operational lifespan of the landfill has been and continues to be a moving target into 
the future. 

2.  Neighbors persistently experience significant negative consequences of living near the 
landfill.  

3.  In addition to having to live with the effects of living near the landfill, to have any hope of 
relief the neighbors must monitor their negative experiences and report them to the 
authorities—and the unpleasant events are increasing in number as time passes. This places 
a great burden for neighbors and significantly reduces their quality of life. 

4.  The landfill is located too close to the Lynchburg Regional Airport to be safe from the 
danger of airborne vectors (e.g. buzzards and gulls). 

5.  A person who represents the neighbors of the landfill should be on the Region 2000 
Services Authority Board. 

6.  The chance of conflict of interest from the receipt of “hosting fees,” i.e. that there is a 
financial incentive to the participating counties to continue the relationship with the 
Region 2000 Services Authority, is significant.  

7.  Relying on regulations of the DEQ to protect citizens is ill-founded. 
8.  The Campbell County Board of Supervisors has not been informed of the full impact of the 

landfill on its neighbors. 
9.  While the Board of Supervisors has very little opportunity to intervene in the management 

of the landfill, it could protect the community through the powers vested in it to refuse all 
future permits or rezoning. 

10. Each of the landfill-related issues raised by neighbors and concerned citizens are treated 
as new by the Region 2000 Services Authority when, in fact, there is considerable 
experience with landfill issues and their management in this area and around the country.  

 
Supporting documentation (with references) for these ten observations is provided in the outline 
below. We encourage you to read the outline and vote against any decisions resulting in any 
expansion of the landfill on Livestock Road. 
 
Thank you.  
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************************************************************************************************ 
 
Detail against the Regional 2000 SWMP 2015 Update and Major Amendments, especially actions 
regarding any expansion of the landfill on Livestock Road: 
 

1. The operational lifespan of the landfill has been and continues to be a moving target into 
the future. 

a. The number of years the landfill will remain operational has been a moving target. 
With each announcement the year closure is further out. Here are the dates and 
documents that have been presented to the neighbors. 

i. Beck “Alternative Landfill Evaluation” 10/06: 
1. Scenario 1 Campbell County closes Nov 2022/Scenario 2 Campbell 

County closes Mar 2023 p.6 
ii. Region 2000 Proof of Concept 12/06: 

1. Campbell County interim closure from 2007 until 2014 then operate 
as regional landfill facility until 2023 pp.2-3 

iii. Region 2000 SWMP Draft 2/7/08 
1. “Campbell County landfill would begin operations in 2013 and close 

in 13 ½ years, i.e. 2026” p.4-6 
iv. Region 2000 Landfill Expansion Engineering Report 2/10: 

1. “the additional capacity from the expansion area provides an 
estimate 3.2 to 4.3 years of operational life to the landfill,” i.e. 2026 
p. 1 

v. Region 2000 SWMP 4/23/10 
1. “Assume operation of the Campbell County regional landfill 

November 2013; closure of the Campbell County regional landfill 
February 2022” p. 8-4 

vi. Region 2000 presentation to Campbell County Board of Supervisors 10/7/14 
1. Lateral expansion of the landfill by filling in the areas between 

Phases III and IV will give add about 5 years to the life of space, until 
2026. 

2. Expansion into landfill of acreage from Bennett property with 
rezoning would begin in 2027 with service of “around 50 years”, i.e. 
2077 

vii. PEC application 11/5/14:  
1. “Without modification, the existing permitted landfill phases (Phases 

III and IV) have a remaining capacity that would last the Authority 
through 2020–2021.” p.1 

2. “With approval of this expansion, the Authority should have 
sufficient capacity to continue operations through 2027.” p.1 

3. With the purchase of the Bennett property, “Based on the preliminary 
concepts however the expansion into this site will add an additional 
50 – 60 years of landfill life to the Authority”, i.e. 2087. p.2 

viii. Solid Waste Management Plan 2015 Update and Major Amendment—Draft 
2/515: 

1. “Without the major amendment, the Permit 610 landfill will reach 
capacity by approximately 2022.” p.1 

2. “if the major amendment for the lateral expansion is approved, has 
sufficient disposal capacity under its direct control to last it through 
approximately 2029.” p.1 
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b. Some neighbors of the Campbell County landfill believed that the hiatus from 2008-
2012 was a permanent closure not realizing that the facility would be revitalized 
and expand from a county to a regional facility. Residents who understood the plan 
of the Region 2000 Services Authority to close the landfill by 2020 planned 
accordingly. Many realized the need for a landfill to support county residents, 
believed the statements of the management about operating with minimal impact to 
quality of life despite its proximity, and either remained in the neighborhood and/or 
moved in.  

i. But the management of expectations turned out to be false propaganda—the 
Services Authority intends to keep the landfill operational on Livestock Road 
for as long as it possibly can: Sadly, the landfill operations are very intrusive 
and quality of life has diminished significantly for those who live and work 
around it.  

ii. The landfill should close when Phase IV is completed, in approximately 
2022, as outlined in the conceptual and agreed upon plan with no further 
expansion. Any further development at the Livestock Road site constitutes a 
breach of trust between the Services Authority with the landfill neighbors 
and concerned citizens of Campbell County wherever they reside. 

2. Neighbors persistently experience significant negative consequences of living near the 
landfill.  

a. Odor (more appropriately termed stench) 
i. Neighbors of the landfill now keep daily logs about the foul odors they are 

experiencing. They are forced to report their findings to the landfill operators 
and to the DEQ in hopes that something will be done to alleviate the 
noxious smells that keep families indoors and limit the enjoyment of their 
homes. 

1. In an online poll of persons affected by the landfill, 
http://tinyurl.com/lahdmut, 97% of the respondents describe the odor 
of the landfill as “strong,” “very strong,” or “overwhelming.” 

2. In an online poll of person affected by the landfill, 
http://tinyurl.com/kpypbcg 100% of respondents replied “sometimes, 
often, most times or all of the time” to “how often is the landfill odor 
strong, very strong or overpowering?” 

ii. Landfill odors are prohibited by law. 
1. From the “Region 2000 Odor Management and Control Plan, 

November 10, 2011”, p. 1 “The odor standard cited in 9 VAC 5-40-
140 prohibits the discharge of "any emissions which cause an odor 
objectionable to individuals of ordinary sensibility". The 
housekeeping standard cited in 9 VAC 20-81-140.A.10 requires 
sanitary landfills to control odors "so they do not constitute nuisances 
or hazards".  

2. From the increasing number of complaints received at the landfill 
offices (from 3 in all of 2014 to 51 from January to March in 2015) 
and at the DEQ as recorded in the DEQ inspection reports, it is clear 
that the landfill is failing 9 VAC 5-40-140 by allowing emissions of 
significant “ odor objectionable to individuals of ordinary 
sensibility.” 

a. The DEQ Inspection reports from the spring of 2015 that “Mr. 
Arthur explained that the facility and their engineering 
consultant are continuing to review and update the OMCP 
(Odor Management Control Plan.”  
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i. The actual problem of the odor is from the 
operations—either the material being disposed of in 
the landfill or the manner in which putrescent 
material is handled—reviewing the plan is NOT going 
to fix the stench. 

3. The DEQ Inspection reports from the spring of 2015 indicated that 
deodorant sprays, intermediate covers, and berms are being tried to 
alleviate odors.  

a. Based on the 51 complaints received in 2015 so far, these 
strategies are NOT successful at alleviating the noxious 
odors. 

4. From the “Region 2000 Odor Management and Control Plan, 
November 10, 2011”, pp. 5-6 “The Authority has tested and 
experimented with multiple odor treatment compounds, including 
both direct topical application products as well as misting systems. 
The Authority has previously experimented with a temporary odor 
masking/neutralizing agent to treat incoming sludge at other 
facilities. The results of these pilot test experiments indicated that the 
continued use of these agents was not producing the desired effect of 
reducing odors to acceptable levels. These types of odor 
masking/neutralizing agents will continue to be evaluated by the 
Facility and implemented where appropriate as prudent strategies for 
reducing malodorous emissions.”  

5. Why, given this experience previously reported in 2011, has the 
Region 2000 Services Authority Board approved on April 22, 2015 a 
study costing almost $80,000 that will essentially replicate this 
experience? 

iii. Landfill odors are associated with health concerns and reduced quality of 
life. 

1. “Results suggest air pollutants from a regional landfill negatively 
impact the health and quality of life of neighbors”—quote from “The 
relation between malodor, ambient hydrogen sulfide, and health in a 
community bordering a landfill,” Heaney, et al, Environmental 
Research, 2011, Aug 111(6):847-852. http://tinyurl.com/ksmmkuw 

2. The Centers for Disease Control report that odors can have 
significant deleterious impacts on quality of life:  ““Although landfill 
odors may not associated with long-term adverse health effects or 
illness for most people, the added disruption and stress of day-to-day 
activities can greatly impact quality of life.” Quality of life is very 
important and just because the health effects are not “long term for 
most people,” they cannot be denied. http://tinyurl.com/k6jm7kg 

b. Noise 
i. Neighbors hear the noise of landfill operations. 

ii. Noise complaints have been made to the landfill staff and the Services 
Authority Board by neighbors.  

1. Presentation and letters from neighbors at the Region 2000 Services 
Authority Board meeting on April 24, 2013 with action deferred until 
a study could be done and when that was reported at the July 24, 
2013 meeting, it was agreed that no action needed to be taken. 

c. Reduced property values 
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i. Research of real estate data shows negative impacts of landfills on property 
values. 

1. Study reference: “Do Landfills Always Depress Nearby Property 
Values?” Richard Ready, May 2005, Rural Development Paper No. 
27, http://tinyurl.com/muk4m48 

2. The fall of property values has a negative impact on all residents 
AND on the county infrastructure—home values, tax base, appeal to 
future residents, appeal to new business, etc. 

3. In an online poll of neighbors of the landfill, 
http://tinyurl.com/mll667r, 100% of respondents indicated that they 
are “extremely” or “very concerned” that their property values will 
decrease because of the landfill. 

4. The issue of property value declines was acknowledged by the 
Region 2000 Services Authority Board at their meeting on October 
22, 2014 and staff was directed to put together “a packet to be put 
together with information on how many homes are out there, what 
other people have done and who has policies, with a good aerial 
photograph showing the property and improvements. For the present 
this would apply to the newly permitted landfill” no further 
information has been forthcoming, supposedly since the Region 
2000 Services Authority withdrew their request for rezoning and the 
special permit.  

a. Region 2000 Services Authority Board Minutes October 7, 
2014  

b. “The property value protection plan was in conjunction with 
The Bennett property expansion. I do not recall saying that 
this policy was on the table regardless of the status of 
expansion on the Bennett property. You are free to request 
the Region 2000 Service Authority Board to consider such 
policy.” A quote from an email from Clarke Gibson to Jon 
Hardie on 3/25/15. http://tinyurl.com/n4qpayl 

c. http://tinyurl.com/ms6vd73 
d. Is not reviewing property values unless the newly purchased 

Bennett property can be used as landfill intended as a threat 
to quiet resistance to the expansion? We encourage the 
Region 2000 Services Authority to investigate the existing 
very real and very negative impacts of the landfill on 
neighbors now and develop a plan to be implemented with 
the current configuration of landfill operations to compensate 
for loss of quality of life and property values. 

d. Blowing trash 
i. Numerous DEQ landfill inspection reports note that there is blowing trash 

being picked up by staff. Some of it nevertheless blows into the 
neighborhoods and some escapes from dump trucks as they approach the 
landfill. 

e. Increased traffic from dump trucks 
i. This concern (among others) was raised by residents at the presentation to 

the Campbell County Planning Commission on December 1, 2014: 
http://tinyurl.com/q3vstg9 

1. Clarke Gibson noted in the minutes of the 4/24/13 Region 2000 
Services Authority Board meeting (p.2) that the road from the scale 
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house to the landfill has taken a beating with about 250 trucks going 
in and out every day.”  

a. It seems likely that the surrounding area roads are similarly 
affected.  

f. Aggregation of noxious birds, namely buzzards and gulls, around the landfill in the 
air and roosting on homes and businesses.  

i. Committees of 50 to 100+ roosting buzzards are noxious to homes and 
businesses. 

1. Photos of 50 to 100+ buzzards on the Landfill on Livestock Road can 
be viewed here: http://tinyurl.com/prewl6h 

2. Video of a huge flock of gulls on the Landfill on Livestock Road can 
be viewed here: http://tinyurl.com/na8c3wm 

g. Lack of communication about events of the landfill 
i. At the public hearing on April 22, 2015 about the lateral expansion of the 

landfill and the Solid Waste Management Plan, the attendants learned that 
there had been a leak of leachate in mid-March. While the landfill operators 
assured the group that there was no negative impact on the streams and 
water supplies, there was a failure of systems that led to the leak.  

1. Operators notified the DEQ but not the public.  
2. The DEQ inspector when directly asked by a concerned citizen in a 

telephone conversation on April 21, 2015 about any leaks reported 
that there had not been any. 

ii. Accessing information about decisions, events, management configurations, 
etc. related to the landfill are very difficult and place a burden on concerned 
citizens.  

iii. The agendas and minutes and the Services Authority Board meetings are 
slow to be posted. 

h. Potential water pollution 
i. In an online poll of persons affected by the landfill, 

http://tinyurl.com/otq8h33, 100% of respondents indicated that they are 
“extremely” or “very concerned” or “concerned” about possible health 
issues caused by water pollutants from the landfill. 

i. Potential air pollution 
i. In an online poll of persons affected by the landfill, 

http://tinyurl.com/naa5crn 89% of respondents indicated that they are 
“extremely” or “very concerned” about possible health issues caused by 
airborne pollutants from the landfill. 

3. In addition to having to live with the effects of living near the landfill, to have any hope of 
relief the neighbors must monitor their negative experiences and report them to the 
authorities—and the unpleasant events are increasing in number as time passes. This 
places a great burden for neighbors and significantly reduces their quality of life. 

a. Each of these negative consequences reduces quality of life. Reduced quality of life 
of citizens is bad for areas hoping to develop and grow with good homes, stable 
jobs and security for residents. 

b. The Services Authority should honor its agreement and allow the neighborhood to 
end its constant vigilance against odor, noise, trash, potential water pollution, 
potential air pollution, reduced property values and the persistent threats of 
expansion. The landfill should be relocated to a place with lower population density 
at the end of Phase IV with no further expansions. 

c. The neighbors are justifiably concerned that the Region 2000 Services Authority will 
continue to seek to expand the landfill on the land purchased as the “Bennett 
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property” in small increments with a stated (but not intended) close date always X+ 
years out.  

4. The landfill is located too close to the Lynchburg Regional Airport to be safe from the 
danger of airborne vectors (e.g. buzzards and gulls). 

a. The FAA rules state:  
i. In FAA documentation, AC No. 150/5200-33B: 

1. Buzzards are listed as the number 2 species group ranked hazardous 
to aircraft. 

2.  “The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) requires any MSWLF 
operator proposing a new or expanded waste disposal operation 
within 5 statute miles of a runway end to notify the appropriate FAA 
Regional Airports Division Office and the airport operator of the 
proposal (40 CFR 258, Criteria for Municipal Solid Waste Landfills, 
Section 258.10, Airport Safety).  When new or expanded MSWLF are 
being proposed near airports, MSWLF operators must notify the 
airport operator and the FAA of the proposal as early as possible 
pursuant to 40 CFR 258.” (p.15)  

3. Subpart B—Location Restrictions § 258.10 Airport safety. (b) Owners 
or operators proposing to site new MSWLF units and lateral 
expansions within a five-mile radius of any airport runway end used 
by turbojet or piston-type aircraft must notify the affected airport and 
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). (c) The owner or operator 
must place the demonstration in paragraph (a) of this section in the 
operating record and notify the State Director that it has been placed 
in the operating record. (d) For purposes of this section: (1) Airport 
means public-use airport open to the public without prior permission 
and without restrictions within the physical capacities of available 
facilities. (2) Bird hazard means an increase in the likelihood of 
bird/aircraft collisions that may cause damage to the aircraft or injury 
to its occupants. (from the Code of Federal Regulations 
http://tinyurl.com/q2xnlhl 

ii. At the public hearing the representative Lynn Klappich from Draper Aden 
Associates indicated that no approval of the landfill expansion had been 
secured from the FAA nor the Lynchburg Regional Airport.  

1. Proceeding without this is extremely risky and places a great risk of 
liability on the landfill management. 

iii. In a telephone communication on 4/29/15 with the FAA Regional Safety and 
Standards Office in New York City, the official confirmed to A. Doyle that no 
letters of notification about the intent to expand the Landfill on Livestock 
Road had been received. 

1. After the FAA receives a letter from a landfill administrator, the FAA 
assigns a “case number” and issues a Letter of Determination in 
reply. Neither of these actions has been taken as they have no record 
of notification from the Region 2000 Services Authority. 

2. The FAA encourages the local municipal airport to work with any 
facility to mitigate wildlife dangers through their safety plans. 

iv. In a telephone conversation on 4/29/15, the Director of the Lynchburg 
Regional Airport, Mark Courtney expressed concerns to A. Doyle about the 
possibility of wildlife (especially buzzards and gulls) at the landfill interfering 
with aircraft safety. He did acknowledge that he reports to City of Lynchburg 
Administrator and Region 2000 Services Authority Board Chair, Kimmel 
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Payne. Concerned Citizens ask: Can the airport director voice safety issues if 
that opinion is in conflict with financial and operational pressures of another 
division under the watch of his manager? 

b. The Virginia Department of Aviation is the designated state agency to review and 
comment on all DEQ solid waste permit applications as well as all requests to 
expand landfills, such as with the lateral expansion of the landfill on Livestock 
Road. In a telephone conversation with A. Doyle on 4/30/15, the representative in 
Richmond reported that no requests to review solid waste permits for landfill 
expansion had been received related to the landfill on Livestock Road. 

c. Kettles of 50 to 100+ airborne buzzards present considerable risk to aircraft. Please 
refer to photo posted online: http://tinyurl.com/lqw2ba8 

d. Must there be a horrific accident before action is taken? 
5. A person who represents the neighbors of the landfill should be on the Region 2000 

Services Authority Board. 
a. The Board is comprised of the administrators of each of the participating counties, 

each with one vote. There is no way for the county hosting the landfill to object to 
decisions of the board and hope to “win” in a vote that serves each of the non-
hosting counties but not the hosting county. 

b. The elected governing body of the hosting county has no voice or authority in the 
operations of the landfill despite its possible impact on citizens. (The membership 
agreement was not readily available online for review.) 

c. The Services Authority should support community involvement in its decisions. 
There are various alternatives: 

i. Include someone to represent the neighbors of the landfill on the Services 
Authority Board. That member should be fully informed of all decisions and 
have full voting authority. 

ii. A Neighbor Action Group could be formed to pose and address questions. 
6. The chance of conflict of interest from the receipt of “hosting fees,” i.e. that there is a 

financial incentive to the participating counties to continue the relationship with the 
Region 2000 Services Authority, is significant.  

a. Who protects the citizens from the negative impacts of the landfill when the landfill 
operators, the City and Campbell County make money (and Nelson and 
Appomattox Counties save money) from its continuation? For example, odors from 
the disposal of sludge are of great concern to neighbors but due to financial 
incentives viable alternatives are disregarded. 

i. Sludge from Lynchburg could be handled cheaper by other methods but to 
keep the county revenues up, it continues to be landfilled. 

1. The Region 2000 Services Authority Board minutes from October 24, 
2012 document that the City informed the Board that it was 
considering alternative sludge disposal options that would save the 
City money so the City was seeking a discount for sludge disposal. A 
consequence of the City not paying to landfill the sludge would be 
higher tipping fees for all--“if the sludge is not landfilled, the member 
costs will rise.” The minutes do not report any action taken so the 
sludge continues to be landfilled. 

7. Relying on regulations of the DEQ to protect citizens is ill founded. 
a. If the Region 2000 Services Authority follows the rules and regulations of the DEQ 

for wetlands and solid waste, the DEQ will approve their requests for permits. The 
DEQ provides no input or feedback on the quality of life of the citizens affected by 
the landfill or of the impact of the landfill on the plans of the county, though they 
will keep records of the number of complaints received. 
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i. Documentation of issues wins over resolution of complaints. A review of the 
DEQ Inspection Reports indicate that even when issues are identified (e.g. 
odor complaints), any action of the landfill staff despite its failure to resolve 
the issue is deemed satisfactory.  

1. http://tinyurl.com/plwsgz2 “In response to odor complaints and 
landfill staff is investigating complaints the facility and its engineering 
consultant are reviewing the facility’s odor management plan…and 
meeting with affected residents” is the statement that appears 
repeatedly in the reports. 

2. Other action steps taken do not result in alleviation of the 
odor/stench issue. 

3. How long will the DEQ allow the odors to persist even if the landfill 
staff makes attempts at resolving them? For residents, the measure of 
success is measured by the lack of stench, not failed efforts. 

8. The Campbell County Board of Supervisors has not been informed of the full impact of the 
landfill on its neighbors. 

a. Documents suggest that the lateral expansion was described briefly and documents 
were signed by administrators without discussion or action by the Campbell County 
Board of Supervisors or the public. 

i. Memo from Clifton Tweedy to David Laurell dated 1/13/14: 
http://tinyurl.com/lacwbg8 

ii. The lateral expansion of the 6-acre area between Phases III and IV was 
introduced to the Board of Supervisors at their meeting on October 7, 2014, 
along with the plans to expand into 206 acres of the to-be-purchased 
Bennett property. The two community meetings to be held the next two 
weeks (October 14 and 21) were also announced. No mention was recorded 
in the minutes of discussion of the impact of these expansions on the quality 
of life of the neighbors or the county.  

9. While the Board of Supervisors has very little opportunity to intervene in the management 
of the landfill, it could protect the community through the powers vested in it to refuse all 
future permits or rezoning. 

a. The Board of Supervisors could deny any further expansion of the existing landfill 
site by refusing to rezone the (former) Bennett property (and possibly other land 
around the area) to business/industrial and not approving special permits in 
perpetuity. 

b. With additional time before any action is taken on expansion of the landfill on 
Livestock Road, the Campbell County Board of Supervisors can be contacted and 
encouraged to act on this proposal. 

10. Each of the landfill-related issues raised by neighbors and concerned citizens is treated as 
new by the Region 2000 Services Authority when, in fact, there is considerable experience 
with landfill issues and their management in this area and around the country.  

a. E.g. given that much is known about what is put into the landfill, the composition of 
gases is very, very likely to be predictable. Why waste resources (i.e. money) and 
time (i.e. quality of life) testing to find out what is very likely known? And why waste 
resources (i.e. money) and time (i.e. quality of life) trying “fixes” like deodorants and 
covers that have been tried and failed by these operators? 

b. How can we be sure that the best options for neighbors and the area are being 
implemented at the Livestock Road facility in a timely manner?  

c. Is income for the partner counties and not quality of life for neighboring residents 
the measure of success?  

 


